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Abstract

Political Realism and Political Philosophy in JeEtques Rousseau’s
Social Contract

by
Haozhe Wang
Doctor of Philosophy in Political Science
University of California, Berkeley

Professor Wendy Brown, Chair

This thesis places Jean-Jacques Rousseau in #istrer raison d'étattradition of
political thought. While highly critical of the coaptualization of political sovereignty
among earlier social contract theorists such asoHu@tius and Thomas Hobbes and
also very condemnatory of the popular eighteenwrgrdiscourse of reason of state,
Rousseau preserves some of the most importanhissigthe theory of state and
political sovereignty of earlier authors, in pantar the value, status, and justification of
political life. This thesis thus looks at both #entinuity and the disruption or
corrections that Rousseau represents in the wadifi political realism.

The first part of the dissertation looks at Rous&eeeflections on international politics,
political economy, and the role of governmentximines Rousseau’s criticism of the
seemingly triumphant theory and practice of realixchnd mercantilism in the
eighteenth-century and how this criticism derivesf his overriding concern with
political equality and liberty in th8ocial Contract

The second part of the dissertation details thessary link between Rousseau’s
conceptualization of the political and his epistéygy and linguistic anthropology.
Rousseau’s linguistics accounts for both his emplasequality as the condition of the
political and his anxiety over the fragility of tpelitical. Rousseau must confront a gap
between the concept of the political as a justequdtable form of civil association and
the utter impossibility of the literality of the jtecal condition. Rousseau’s theory of
government and his resentment of mercantile adtraisn must be read in light of this
gap between the concept and literality of the falit



Introduction

Rousseau’s political realism

This thesis will read Jean-Jacques Rousseau d#iagboealist. There are several
aspects to this political realism that intersecheather in Rousseau’s writings. Political
scientists most commonly understand realism agaiple that governs the treacherous
and mutually suspicious relationships between stdteanks to some fine works by
Kenneth Waltz, Stanley Hoffman, and othkrge now accept that Rousseau indeed has
something meaningful to say on international pmditiRealism is also frequently
associated with Thomas Hobbes and a certain nofisavereignty that is absolutist and
overridingly concerned with (collective and indival) self-interest and self-preservation
that justifies and legitimates the political staRousseau’s own Hobbism is well noted
not only for the use of the fiction of state ofurat but for the domestic analogy of man
and state, which according to some authors may be&e an inspiration for the political
ideas found in th&ocial Contracf Above all, | argue that Rousseau’s realism liea in
certain understanding of the political that, adwiitachiavelli and Carl Schmitt, asserts
its reality and autonomy as well as skepticism efaphysical, moral, cultural, religious
norms that claim their conceptual anteriofifRousseau’s political realism encompasses
all these elements: a privileged ontic status efgalitical, an absolutist notion of
sovereign authority, and a quintessentially plstadiinternational politics. They are
welded together in original ways in Rousseau.

In calling Rousseau a realist | want to show teatulminated a development in
early modern political thought that started to uditbe meaning and essence of political
life as legitimate exercise of collective self-meation and defense of security and unity
of the body politic and emphasize the primacy amtdrzomy of this political logi.But |
want to address also what | hold to be importanteotions to the realist tradition that
Rousseau’s political theory, especially his theafrgovernment, entails. The two tasks
are inseparable because accounting for Roussdeagsytof political sovereignty
necessitates a critical engagement with aspetkeinatural law theories of Hugo
Grotius and Hobbes as well as the economic, fiseal,foreign policies of the leading
European states of their time that modern schalaften calls “realist” but which
Rousseau deems incompatible with the principleopiutar sovereignty and the essence
of political life. To put Rousseau in that traditido expound the continuity as well as the
disruption or (self-)correction of the traditioniRousseau’s political thought, yields a
concept of political sovereignty that I think wile more satisfactory than previously
understood in the realist caison d’étattradition.

In his critique of the conquest rights that Gratidebbes, and Samuel von Pufendorf
all cited in explaining the origin of the politicate first see the simultaneous disruption
and continuity that Rousseau presents in the teedidition. Rousseau appreciates the
bold theoretical innovation of conquest rights ypthesizing an origin of the political
that does not depend on any assumption of natummercial sociability of
humankind or any ethical and judicial principle®uRseau’s critique of conquest rights
is not a dissent from this realist concept of thktigal that has proclaimed its radical
conceptual autonomy in the Grotian or Hobbesiarraot) rather, Rousseau’s complaint
is that the fact of conquest cannot establish aolate and perpetual sovereign authority




and that the true political condition — in whicldividuals join the contract to form a
constituted whole in order to live in the peace sacurity of the whole — never takes
hold in a state founded on conquest. In Rouss@dlective security is only possible if
we join as free and equal members. The politicaden is thus innately emancipatory
because all subjects surrender themselves eqodletrule of law and thus save
themselves from any other forms of dependencyRemsseau, dominion acquired
through temporary advantage in force injects amete of instability to political life that
contradicts the very idea of sovereignty, whichupposed to perpetuate and preserve
itself against threats of foreign and civil watsslprecisely this realist or absolutist
conception of political sovereignty that must guea moral autonomy, equality, and
justice to the citizens. Without this emancipatdityension, political sovereignty is
never complete or self-sustaining.

Moreover, Rousseau inherits but also expands Gratal Hobbes’s understanding of
the relationship between sovereignty and governnkanrtthe two natural law theorists,
the inquiry into the nature of the political is segte and superior to matters of statecraft
and administration that in previous centuries hastroicted any scientific, abstract, and
universal understanding of the nature of politmalver and sovereign authority.
Rousseau, too, insists that the government is snérelminister of the sovereign and that
the relativity and particularity of the sciencegoivernment must not obscure the
universal validity and truth of the principles bktsocial contract. Writing in the age of
mature absolutism, however, Rousseau also vehgneasligates the statecraft of the
ancien régimeRousseau observes that the eighteenth centurtigeraf realpolitik was
part of a mercantile governmental reason that wiagquted to create not only a
European balance of power but also a pattern ai@oe production, circulation, and
extraction that was unjust and unequal. The skawel@rstanding of national interests
and security not only gave rise to a set of econ@nd fiscal policies that were
tyrannical and caused inequalities between theacitythe country and between social
classes but also threatened the sovereignty amyl afithe state. The mercantile reason
of state thus conflates the appearance of an aisplindivided government with the
majesty of unified sovereignty; it is usurpatiordatespotism. Rousseau wants to at once
uphold the emancipatory and egalitarian promist@folitical and to purge absolute
sovereignty of its unsavory association with deispotand the mercantile competition
between states by proposing a science of governtnahtan maintain the security, rigor,
and health of the state and above all must pratentvn degeneration into corruption,
centralization, and tyranny.

Far from being a utopian ideal, Rousseau’s conaklgitimate sovereignty and his
attack on tyranny entails a theory of political adiistration and public economy that
must embody and materialize what is otherwise atratt doctrine of popular
sovereignty and must substitute for the mercahgiiwernmental reason. Whereas the
principle of liberty and equality is everywhere g@me and the general will has the
quality of predictable simplicity, Rousseau knoWwattstates must assume different forms
of government contingent upon the climate of thnel)dertility of the soil, and customs
and temperaments of the people. For Rousseauadhbory of government that is
predicated on the national characters and physmograd land and people could
counteract the ill effects of a slavishly imitatineercantilist art of government that
everywhere favored absolutist regimes and militargt economic centralization. Of



course, thé&ocial Contracimakes clear that the question of government isywvdistinct
from and secondary to the question of sovereigniy) argue that in Rousseau this
distinction makes a theory of government all theerindispensable for the sovereign
because the withering or devolution of governmewnaiiably results in the government
of one and ultimately the usurpation of absoluteeseignty by an absolute government.
This argument sets Rousseau’s political philosadlgdds with the natural law theories
of Grotius and Hobbes whose conceptualizationsafeme and absolute power and
pure political reason was only possible after sajrag the juridical analysis from
theories of statecraft (and whose disdain for stateand theory of government marks
for Michel Foucault the discontinuity of the discse of sovereignty and public law and
the discourse afison d’étatand government). Rousseau is adamant about the
government’s subservient role to the sovereigralsd insists that a good government
that suits a nation’s unique geography and physiognis the only safeguard against
usurpation and tyranny.

This Rousseau, | think, has already proposed dignlto a problem very relevant to
a contemporary world and contemporary discoursehich the demand for collective
security is often seen as conflictual with libeatyd justice. Rousseau’s is a solution that
can keep realism relevant to the new politicalitieal of war and security, but it has until
now largely been ignored by realists and Roussealests alike. This solution is found
in Rousseau’s absorption, critique, and transfaomaif the reason of state and
contractualist thought up to the eighteenth centwhich allows him to formulate a
realist concept of the political. Filtered througirs realist perspective, Rousseaftxial
Contractcan be important to contemporary political theayaa interesting and intense
intervention in the debate about the status otipalisovereignty and the object and
nature of political government.

Raison d’Etat social contract theory, and Rousseau
| call Rousseau a political realist because theeptual content of the general will is, in
the final analysis, a concept of a supreme andnaatous political realm and also
because Rousseau continued the work of earligstgalvho also wanted to define and
justify an undivided, absolute political authorégd discover the autonomy of state and
autonomy of the political reason of state, eveheaguarreled with them. To assess
Rousseau’s realism as well as the reason of hisejweith earlier realists, it is helpful to
narrate the development of modern European thdasgwereignty and afaison d’état
a narrative that is actually quite familiar in pigial theory. We often take Jean Bodin’s
theory of sovereignty as one of the early and nmdktential analyses of an absolute,
supreme political authority in modern political gaddical thought, and we interpret
Bodin’s theory of sovereignty as an intellectuapense to the deteriorating domestic
situation of a France that often descended intib wars, where traditional institutions
could not easily be altered by the king and whey@lrpower had to share authority with
other seats of power. Bodin’s envisioning of a Engndivided, supreme power was
meant to overcome the medieval constitutionalisah tlrtailed royal power with several
countervailing force§.

The natural law theory of Grotius and Hobbes pudwdin’s theory of sovereignty
further, although in his history odison d’'étatFrederich Meinecke regards their return to
the traditional natural law jurisprudence as aausiinterruption of the intellectual




progression of theaison d’étatdoctrine and an approach quite different fromiearl
authors who expounded on the best (“concfeiaterests of the state (e.g., Henri de
Dohan and Gabriel Naudé). But the natural law tisercontribution is still recognized
by Meinecke: they intended to uncover the dictégune political reason that is
universally valid, inalterable, and eternal. Despite natural law rhetoric, the contract
theorists believe the political state has its ralabjective — the state always strives for
its best interests, that is, its own defense aadgwation — and thus how the state and its
institutions must be built can also be rationalizedtrict accordance with the objective.
The methodological opposition between the natanaltheory and the writings of
statecraft notwithstanding, the contractualistseastill among those who were trying to
uncover the true nature of political readon.

For Hobbes as well as the social contract theonbts came after him, recourse to
natural law has the vital advantage of permittimgn to return to the state of nature to
find the justification for the first political sagfy and a source of legitimation for political
power. The contractualists’ inquiry into the purp@sd essence of political association
and political life is also decidedly indifferent tive various forms that governments take
across time and space. Meinecke is aware, thetnHthtzbes’s preference for
monarchism was superficial and strictly utilitaridime Leviathanwas not a propagandist
piece meant to defend one specific form of govemtth&hat Hobbes’s work was not
monarchist was a transparent fact to the Englighlists as welt® The first political act
that would create a lasting social tie among irdligls who had never known political
life and install a legitimate political authoritynmng them would have to be the social
covenant. This could happen between a conquerohiarmbnquered, which need not
result in a monarchic government, or between imldigls who voluntarily come together
to constitute themselves as a political peoplectvineed not result in a democratic
government. Either through institution or as a ltesluconquest, the incipient political
moment is one when the individuals join a politicalon to better preserve themselves.
The nature, the initial impetus, for political life collective security, the unity and
defense of this new common life.

From Bodin’s first conceptualization of a suprerneljvisible political authority to
the contractualists’ imagination of the state dunaand the initial emergence of the
political, the question of sovereignty became saiearfrom specific considerations of
government, institutions, and statecraft. The ‘tstfatradition privileges above anything
else the supremacy and unity of sovereign poweitarability to make decisions and
judgments in relation to the security and surviviahe body politic; the question of what
specific forms the government, military, and redigg or economic life of the state must
take is secondary and technical. It may concermringsters of the sovereign but never
the sovereign body itself. We may thus speak of ‘d@bhievement of natural-law theory
[as]...first and foremost, the separation of thesgion of the political from the contingent
appearance of actual state regingdssues about how to institute the government of a
particular state, how to organize its economydéiense, and security, all presume an
abstract political reason of the state and the ratpes to defend its continuing existence
in a specifically political and sovereign form.

In the thesis | wish to underscore both the contiyraf the “realist” conception of the
political in Rousseau and his disagreements wehetirlier contractualists. Rousseau
shares with Grotius and Hobbes a firm view on theripy of the political over



government and statecraft. Yet, Rousseau’s shacp@sism of Hobbes is about whether
a covenant is possible between the conqueror andathquered, that is to say, whether a
political relationship is at all possible betweerequal parties. In opening tBecial
Contract Rousseau argues that the conquered cannot teact@pent servitude for their
spared lives and it is sheer sophism to say otlservGonquest and slavery do not amount
to real political bonds because they contain seédsstate of war. Unequal relationships
cannot survive the political founding, which musstore liberty and independence to
each subject by setting up the rule of law andtorgdhe subjects’ equal submission to
law and equal right among themselves. But at ting elese of theSecond Discourse
Rousseau also alludes to a civil war between ttteand poor and a type of tyranny built
on drastic social and economic inequalities. Wreesmnomic and material inequalities
must certainly exist in a Grotian or Hobbesianestatinded on conquest, the two natural
law theorists also make clear that the politicabuality between the conqueror and the
conquered is not a mirror of the economic inequéldtween the contracting parties. But
if the Social Contracindeed continues from the ending of 8&cond Discourseéhen
Rousseau might intend to offer his readers an egaiveading of the state of war: the
political founding may be an anthropological evaatin which humankind overcomes
its natural asociability but may also be a revolutf a “good” contract against the bad
contract that the rich and powerful had imposedhenpoor'? This equivocation does not
diminish the moral force of the concept of the podil, but it now links the political to

the moderation of social and economic injusticesneas Rousseau simultaneously
stresses the conceptual distinction between palliiquality and economic equality.

Rousseau offers some important corrections andfroations to the realist tradition
in order to both maintain the autonomy and priooityhe concept of sovereignty and to
address the question of inequality and the ciftiimequality would cause. Later chapters
of theSocial Contractope with the setup of government and economidiandl
administration. These chapters are concerned gltorporeal and embodied form that
the general will takes in a state. While the lessairstatecraft vary from text to text, |
will argue that what philosophically unifies texs divergent as the transcription of Abbé
Saint-Pierre’s peace proposal and the Corsicantitatin is Rousseau’s consistent
critique of the governmental practice of mercastili In these texts, Rousseau is less
worried by the prospect of a violent destructioraattate in the scenario of a foreign
conquest than by the slow death of the body patdigsed by bad government, its
corruption and decline in face of rising inequabti Rousseau argues that the mercantile
state’s domestic consolidation of economic andtamipowers and its international
pursuit of realpolitik objectives not only tend tamls an absolute government but also
give rise to a tyrannical usurpation of sovereigmyythe government. Rousseau’s critique
of natural law theorists of sovereignty thus cogesrwith his critique of mercantile
government. The latter represents such an excegs/arnment’s force and in economic
inequality between the city and the country anduttian and the rural that the
government destroys the very unity and meaninp@kbvereign state and fuels a civil
war between the rich and poor.

In his critique of theancien régimend its administrative policies, Rousseau thus
raises a question that other contractualists ctwgmore: is a thin, realist concept of
political sovereignty truly self-sufficient whendlgovernmental reason threatens to
slowly but surely displace the sovereign? WhereassReau, too, espouses a universal,



abstract understanding of the political and distislges the infallibility of the sovereign
will and the practical need to implement the wik, believes the form of government
must reflect the geography of the nation and thesiplgnomy of its people and must be
kept to a proper size and force in relation to libthsovereign and the people in order to
maintain the political cohesion as well as therlypef the people. The mercantile form

of government that European states were widelyaiinigg was bound to divide the state
and abrogate the freedom of the citizenry and moasonger be considered just another
form of government but rather a tyrannical fornmsofereignty and the political death of
the people. In turning their back on statecraft gn@dquestion of the best form of
government, Grotius and Hobbes signaled an impbortgriure and advancement in
conceptualizing the political and an absolute fofrpolitical power — | want to construe
Rousseau’s return to the question of governmeattasak from the natural law theories
of political sovereignty as well as something tte greatly enrich the realist conception
of the political: despite the monadic simplicitytbe political will of a constituted people,
the study of political economy and art of governtrismecessary to create a government
that can both realize the principle of equality gmstice of the general will and remain
forever its servant. In the end, Rousseau showsaishe distinction between
sovereignty and government, a distinction thatkjyiganishes in the imitation and
adoption of mercantile government, can only beasnstl by a rigorous science of
government. Insofar as inequality and the threatads war attend every moment of our
political life, a realist doctrine of sovereigntyat favors the appearance of a unified
political authority through mercantile economic disgal consolidation but ignores the
deadly effect of inequality and class war causethbymercantile governmental reason is
neither adequate nor self-sustaining.

Rousseau on government: politics, nation, and riltu
Construing Rousseau’s theory of government andigallieconomy through realism
alters how his theory of government is usuallyrpteted. Traditional scholarship turns it
into either a modern take on the separation of pewea cultural determinism and
relativism that let the content of political life laictated by the forces of culture, climate,
and geography. But neither is compatible with digemterpretation of th&ocial
Contract not only are the functions of the executive, $égjive, and judiciary powers
vaguely defined and demarcated in Rousseau, bugdeau does not allow that
vagueness to eclipse the fact that political sagatg remains a completely unified
structure, and while cultural and geographic factaust be reckoned with in configuring
the government’s form and size, Rousseau is aisoifi his view that the political is
fundamentally revolutionary in its ability to cread just and equitable life for subjects in
disregard of prepolitical forces. His realism does even consist in a “pragmatic”
compromise between ideals and reality. Rathennsists in the governmental operations
that preserve the political cohesion of the soggrg@eople in face of a lasting risk of
civil war and preserve national independence itueafistic international system of states.
How can we square Rousseau’s Montesquieuesquéigiyngd comparative studies
of nations, peoples, terrains, and climates witticatrinaire, unhistorical, and
universally subversive declaration that every statestrictly in accord with the almost
impossibly demanding principles of tBecial Contracis illegitimate”?* In theSocial
Contract Rousseau gives no answer as to which type ofrgovent is the best, saying




only that the best government is specific to indlinal states and relative to their national
character and geography. This relativism does moingsh the vital importance of the
government in Rousseau’s political theory: while political theory “rules out any
normative prescription for an ideal regime, it doesindicate...an ethical vacuurft”
Still, some authors have seized on his view thaegument is servant to the sovereign;
for those authors, the question of government esafrchecks and balances, of the threat
posed by an active government to an inactive sayeref a government that must be
restrained and subdué¥iFor others, this relativism relegates Rousseduirking about
government to theoretical insignificance becauseeitely presents a problem of
applying a universal principle of political righté justice to the particulars of nations
and peoples, in which case Rousseau did not sdkiagyhat Montesquieu had not
already said — only more systematically — in $ipirit of Law’’ Rousseau’s theory of
government is also interpreted as a compromiskeoptinciples found in the first book
of theSocial Contractand a retreat from impractical ideas and from iatoipm?®

The focus on the structural separation of powerghe distinction of government
and sovereignty, and on the executive and thel&iyie powers may certainly endear
Rousseau to moderns. | have already mentionedhéalistinction between government
and sovereignty, between what constitutes theigalliand what makes up for policies
and statecraft, was accentuated from the stahteo$dcial contract tradition. This
distinction is a crucial matter of political rigand refers to the different juridical statuses
of the sovereign and its officers. A government tisurps sovereign power is despotic,
and the usurpers of sovereign power would triggaviawar. All this still does not make
up the content of Rousseau’s theory of governniemiisseau’s is a positive theory
meant to help us figure out how to construct a ggmeernment. Here we may contrast
Rousseau’s approach with that of Pufendorf, Joloké&pand Hobbes: for Hobbes, the
majesty of the sovereign must not be tarnishedbyrteptitude of his ministers; in
Locke, the popular sovereignty can remain intaehem case of a despotic government
and a rebellion against the government. In otheds,dheir theories of sovereignty are
not truly vested in the art of government othentiradevising a way to shield the
sovereign from the subjects’ discontent with thialcrulers of the state and their
failures. Rousseau also insists on the infalljp#ind indestructibility of the sovereign
will even when the government becomes corrupt amthe constituents become
corrupted (the corrupt citizen “does not extinguisé general will within himself, he
only evades it"®), and in this he still differentiates carefullyettegitimacy of the actions
of government and the legitimacy and righteousoésise sovereign. But for Rousseau,
the defense of political unity and sovereignty alepends on the success of
administration and on the justice of public econofRpusseau may say that it is absurd
to hope to shield the sovereign from a bad govemnome sign of the corruption of
government is the enormous fiscal and military ésrthe government concentrates in its
own hands: what forces can resist a terminallyugirgovernment?) The study of
government takes on a significance and seriousnd®susseau that cannot be reduced
to the simple doctrine of separation of executine kegislative powers.

In the first three chapters of the dissertationll show that Rousseau’s relativism
regarding the form of government is actually hikison to the justice and liberty of the
subjects as well as the safety of the republithéSocial Contracias well as the Poland
and Corsica essays, Rousseau opposes this ratativian imitative, cosmopolitan art of



government. While all states struggle for secuaitg self-preservation, Rousseau points
out to Poles and Corsicans that there are moreeptwaays to preserve their sovereignty
than mindlessly copying the diplomacy and militarstitutions of the big, mercantile
states. Rather than raising a standing army taupuise same strategic objectives of
aggrandizement and balance as Russia and Frangssétm recommends a strictly
defensive strategy in the form of partisan warfaiee partisan is a man of patriotic
devotion and political virtue, and Rousseau remthésPoles and Corsicans that
patriotism and civic virtue can only exist if thage constantly fostered through traditions
and ceremonies native to the |&id:his patriotism cannot be fealty to an abstraeaidf
the state. It is defined as an emotional bondecsthl and terrain of the land — in other
words, aelluric patriotism - one that is only possible with peopt®g work the soil and
live close to it. Thus the citizenry’s special attment to thgatrie must be further
cemented by an agrarian economy. In other wohis patriotism must be engineered
through reforms of political economy and public adistration that restore the ideal of
agrarian democracy. Rousseau thus argues thamneofogovernment specific to national
geography and physiognomy can not only promiserggdbrough partisan warfare and
deterrence but also remove the heavy yoke of lagéstand save the people from
crushing rural poverty that is the inevitable capsnce of mercantilism.

Rousseau’s theory of government is therefore a cehgmsive critique of the
mercantile governmental reason: a free people matstnly substitute guerrilla warfare
for the military policies of the mercantile statgt lalso shun the cosmopolitan taste for
luxury that ruins national character and depressed economy. Rousseau’s concept of
government, | argue, consists in the continuousialland economic regeneration of the
citizen-partisan, in the permanent economico-palitinstitutions, and in national
security gained through a free citizen-militia figiy a guerrilla war against the
occupying force of a great power. Inasmuch as nméifeagovernmental reason is
hopelessly imitative and cosmopolitan, one may atgat Rousseau does not embrace
the relativism of government just to study the inefieach type of regime (as
Montesquieu, Machiavelli, and many political scistst have done) but to make the point
that the soundness of government and indeed trediggand liberty of the citizenry rests
on that relativity itself. In Rousseau’s politieafitings, the relativity of institutional
forms and governmental actions becomes an impontadge against the degeneration of
government. Relativity of government’s form is thetacally important for Rousseau not
because it was an interesting historical or sdierfict that deserved an explanation (the
bits and pieces of which were indeed offered inSbeial Contracbut not completely
forthcoming) but because it was needed as a bleapan against the assimilating
influence of mercantilist statecraft and the thiifadespotism that Rousseau sees lurking
behind mercantilism and realpolitik. Here Roussasdiully dissolves the tension
between the security of the state and the libertyjastice of the subjects, a tension that
long existed in realist thinking: Rousseau’s relatic theory of government, his tireless
appeal to preserve nations’ unique characters aysiggnomy and to derive a set of
military, cultural, and economic policies from eawtion’s unique physiognomy, shows
how the promises of security and liberty of theitprl life can be fulfilled together.

It must also be stressed that Rousseau does nahge®ntradiction between his
apparent cultural conservatism and the revolutpmaplications of his concept of the
political. Even those too kind to call Rousseauaqg@znationalist or an inspiration of the



worst excesses of nineteenth and twentieth cematignalist movements may
nonetheless hold the opinion that Rousseau’s oleses#th national character seems to
make culture “the real engine of histof{and privilege traditional cultural and national
identities above all else in political life. In ghiine of interpretation, people need first be
educated before they can be politiasome kind of education, enlightenment,
acculturation, homogenization need to take pladerbe¢hey can be political, and such a
homogeneous cultural or racial identity predetersithe politicaf® But Rousseau’s
interest in preserving the physiognomic featuresawh nation does not reflect a blind
reverence towards existing cultural and economactpres. Cultural and economic
orders are not prepolitical entities that the paditmust simply accept and affirm at the
moment of founding and must subsequently defenehtyyloying the name and force of
public law. This fearful scenario of law being @ttthe service of preexisting economic
injustice and inequality is precisely what Roussaiacked at the end of t&econd
Discourse On their own, unsupervised and uncorrected bgliigal purpose, Rousseau
does not believe that prevailing cultural and ecoicorders are capable of remedying
their own injustices. After condemning the “bad’ht@ct in theDiscourse theSocial
Contractdefines the political as radical hope of libematioom any cultural and
economic norms that are unequal and unjust. Hesgtltyithe human race may have
known culture and economic life before it formed fiist political societies, but the
realist in Rousseau still insists on the judiciad antic priority of the political. Cultural
traditions can help a people resist the allureoshwopolitan taste and mercantilist
economics, but in Rousseau they must serve thegablourpose of maintaining the
liberty and sovereignty of the people — and newarus, festivities, and rites can be
created to emphasize the uniqueness of each rattrach people if necessary. Jeffrey
Smith, for instance, criticized those who oversibeisseau’s “estimation of the
prepolitical character of a given nation and thaifegy of unity to which it can give rise”
and points out that “Rousseau considers nationdbsipe not only manipulable but also
wholly devisable, and perhaps even of secondarpitapce”* The relativism of
Rousseau’s theory of government is not a deferlegesture towards traditional values,
and this relativism has a strictly political utflibf sustaining the theoretical distance
between government and sovereignty. The subjectsnte free in becoming political
and sovereign, not in adhering to relative or coretéve social values. Rousseau’s is still
an emancipatory political theory of culture and a@onservative sociological or cultural
theory of politics. In the end, his theory of gaverent only affirms the value and priority
of the political.

On sovereignty: its theory and practice

In lieu of reviewing the vast extant scholarlydgire on Rousseau’s political philosophy,
| want to put the realist Rousseau in the crossraxation between two of last century’s
leading social theorists who happened to have yeaposite, if equally condemning,
opinions on the meaning and status of the politt&®ousseau’s political economy. In

On RevolutiorHannah Arendt faults Rousseau and the 1789 Reéwonltdr introducing

the issue of economic welfare into the sphere bfiplaw; the consequence was that the
social question eventually overwhelmed the politiedich ought to be the realm of

public freedom and actiofi.By contrast, Foucault says that on the divide ketwtwo
types of political discourses — one of the cladsjadicial discourse of public law and




sovereignty and the other of governmental ratityaliRousseau eventually retreated
into the classical discourse instead of confrontivgproblem of government. | think
neither Arendt nor Foucault has done justice tofReau — in taking turns to refute both,
| think a realist account of Rousseau’s reflecthongovernment and on the relationship
between sovereignty and government will take hio&d tan still demonstrate the vital
importance of political sovereignty and the podgibior a people to organize itself
politically and as a sovereign body.

“Rousseau’s approach,” says Foucault, “does @ot §bm government and its
necessary limitation, but from law in its classifim. That is to say, it tries to define the
natural or original rights that belong to everyiudual, and then to define under what
conditions, for what reason, and according to vithedl or historical procedures a
limitation or exchange of rights was accept&t&'s such, Rousseau’s approach, as well
as the approach subsequently of the French Rewn|uttonsists in taking up the
problem of public law that the jurists had condtanpposed to theaison d’étatof the
seventeenth and eighteenth centurfés.believe the realist perspective can be positione
against Arendt’s and Foucault’'s understanding anidisms of the relation between
sovereignty and political economy in Rousseau. Magis will portray Rousseau as a
perceptive mind who grasped the crucial developmanthe dawn of political modernity
such as the security competition that created tbgspire and impetus for the birth of
nation states, the increasingly salient role of k@mrte and manufacture in social and
international intercourses, and new techniqueogégiment, but this thesis ultimately
sets out to argue that in Rousseau the idea dfqablsovereignty and individual liberty
and equality can still be salvaged in spite oftadise developments — that in Rousseau,
the political sovereign effects and maintains ftdglough political economy and
government but never exhausts or loses its pdligss in the middle of the modern
evolutions of political economy, of regimes of seiy and of international politics and
commerce.

The accusations Arendt and Foucault make of Roussd@dently run against each
other. Foucault himself notes that Rousseau’s qarareof political economy is meant
as a survey not only of economy and public finamaeof the totality of governmental
actions and their bound81 will argue in the third chapter that despite theral tone in
his attack on luxury and call for agrarian revivRgusseau’s agriculturalism takes aim at
an acute circulatory problem — especially saliarig states like France and Poland but
a lesson equally valid for small states like Casidhat was caused by the outflow of
specie from the countryside and which in turn cdwesmnomic depression there.
Rousseau scholars believe that Rousseau was ifiuact in some of the liberal
economic theories of the time and perhaps evenswithe theories of polic&.In chapter
three | will be arguing that Rousseau’s politicabeomy can indeed be compared closely
with some physiocratic writings of his time, andtbthe similarities and differences are
striking.

It is the differences that are relevant to Aren@iggment of Rousseau. A central
theme inOn Revolutiorand perhaps in Arendt’s enticeuvrds that the political needs to
be sequestered from the demand of economic wellghsi the citizenry. Rousseau is
worried, however, that extreme material inequasitiiarmful to the political cohesion of
the state because the desperately poor may bedénasell themselves and the
eminently rich may be tempted to buy their senéttfBut even for Arendt, the
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sequestration of the public from the private isyadcomplished through slave- and
house-holding in the anciepblis, because slavery is the constitutive condition of
political life, it must also be excluded and baeidlirom the political. Similarly, in my
reading, Rousseau’s political economy also remapuitical theory that ultimately
establishes the exteriority of the economic togblktical. Rousseau advocates
passionately for an agrarian revival that couldnstiee rising income inequality between
the country and the city but at the same time maless that that redistributive justice
does not become the objective of political lifethlugh Rousseau adopts the
agriculturalist view of the physiocrats, he doeslmse sovereignty on their corporatist
vision of a harmonized community of interests betmwdifferent classes like physiocrats
do. In theSecond DiscoursBousseau in fact expresses his concern that tadezsures
that redistribute wealth would abrogate the ruléawf and can only be the result of
political despotism. Rousseau’s interest in theematwelfare for the impoverished
peasants therefore does not represent one stepdtotitiae social question” devouring
the political®* The equality that Rousseau’s political philosophis for is a formal,
legislative kind, which is different from materiaduality but is to some degree tethered
to it in that no sovereignty can survive extremeamand material inequality. Rousseau’s
notion of political equality maintains its concegtautonomy from the social question
but is also potentially jeopardized by extreme alaciequality. This brings Rousseau’s
thinking on the relation between political and emmiic equality close to classical
philosophers from Aristotle to MachiavelfiWe can save Rousseau from Arendt’s
criticism, therefore, by saying that even thougthas admitted that the unity of a
political state can be sustained only if economexjuality can be moderated and
regulated, ultimately for Rousseau economic equakither produces political equality
nor exhausts the meaning of it.

For Arendt, the public realm is one of speech artb@: the citizens are equal
because they are equally subjects of political @pe€he relationship between speech
and politics is more paradoxical in Rousseau, hewnewhile his anthropology accounts
the decisive role that humans’ evolving linguistialities play in forming a durable and
equitable political bond among themselves, Rousseans that our capability for
language and perfectibility is also a cause foguadity and is eventually an agitating,
divisive force for the sovereign community we foffaul de Man would later argue that
in Rousseau the linguistic foundation of the pcéitisociety is unreliable and the idea of
the political equality can never find an adequkitexal reality that corresponds to the
idea. The body politic, therefore, is constantlingaundermined at its roots by the very
linguistic force that first gives birth to it. Tl®vereign body cannot effect its sovereignty
because its constitutive elements tend to milag@nst its unity and sovereignty. If
equality among men is an error of metaphor, énisr is both constitutive and subversive
of the sovereign.

In chapter five | attempt a more optimistic assessnthan that of de Man. First, to
the extent that the error of metaphor is constieutaf the body politic, the error can
neither be excised from the political life nor fruémedied or corrected. Second, to the
extent that the literary metaphor brings a pergetsk of class war and is a mortal threat
to the unity and sovereignty of the state, Rousseast suggest political economy as a
way to compensate for the metaphoricity of thetmall founding and the innate risk of
class war and disunity that this metaphoricity iiegl Therefore, | will argue that
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Rousseau’s political economy is less about creatiegith equality than about creating
civil peace by manipulating the political geograiya nation and balancing the
demographic and economic forces of different clasksastly, because the error of
metaphor is really a constituent error and thelggveen the concept and literality of the
political actually occurs wholly within the concafself, | want to argue that this political
economy must also be internal to the concept optiiéical. Thus, the issue of how
sovereignty maintains itself does not depend salelthe strength and validity of the
general will; it is at once a practical issue olitpzal government, political economy, and
political geography.

This interpretation contradicts Foucault’s analygdighe relationship between
sovereignty and government, which turns the quesioits head of how the sovereign
may effect itself. Steven Johnston gives a Foudanlohterpretation of how many of
Rousseau’s “secondary” works may teach us abous$taw’s theory of government and
how, in Rousseau, the very priority of sovereigowgr governmentality may just be
reversed. Johnston argues that these texts onrgoeet (i.e., the essays on political
economy, Poland, Corsica) “pursue fundamental garesbf governmenthey do not
promote the suzerainty of politiceind we must give textual priority to these
“secondary” texts, Johnston argues, because “sigvtyedoes not float in the clouds. It
is structured into the tactics of governmentafity because only in his discussion of the
government of economy, security, and culture doassReau offer enough hints of how
the unity of the people can be produced and coatisly maintained. In its role in
producing the very sovereignty that it is purportederve, Johnston argues government
“cannot be the minion of sovereignty in a Roussaauiniverse. The art of government
renders obsolete the master-servant relation Raussepes to fashion between theth.”
Reading Rousseau’s theory of government througltd&dtumeans giving conceptual
autonomy and anteriority to the tactics of governtakty that the reader gathers from
these secondary texts, and political sovereignlty darives from and must depend on the
governmental reasofi.In keeping with this Foucauldian interpretatiorRafusseau,
Johnston further argues that Rousseau never inteagsartisan-citizen, who supposedly
engages in unconventional warfare to defend hieef&nd, to be a real instrument of war
and a means of deterrence to powerful neighborsa(ls® in actual international politics
this can be only a “bluff®) but a “panoptic technology” to produce subjehteugh
military training (which nevertheless has no actaditary value) who would eventually
be able to exercise “self-surveillance and — resta’

In essence, this argument portrays both politiceéseignty and the subject’s
political liberty as a function of governmental gliaes. As such, it rids the political of
the radical egalitarian and emancipatory promis¢ Rousseau associates with it. For
Foucault, sovereignty can be reduced to the jesult of domestic police (i.e.,
mercantilismor physiocracy) and international police (i.e., ingional relations that
operate on the sacrosanct tenet of balance of poared a supreme sovereign capable of
free actions and decisions independent of the govental practices is a fiction.
Likewise, according to Foucault, if the subjectéad enjoys some degree of freedom in
the political society, it is an economic freedorattis produced by governmental reason,
and it is consumed as soon as it is produced;rttiegrocess of the consumption and
production of this particular freedom only fitstire overall scheme of the governmental
practice®® Since this practice is ubiquitous and createstigect and conditions our
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subjectivity and our liberty, we cannot expect Faultto give an account of
emancipation based on the principle of either ctile or individual sovereignty.
Johnston’s Foucauldian reading of Rousseau’s thafoggvernment thus inevitably leads
to the conclusion that in Rousseau republicantyhsrnothing other than “reciprocal
subjugation™®

Johnston’s argument implies that in overthrowing titaditional, realist
conceptualization of state, Foucault aims to thxeboth collective and individual
sovereignty and reduce them to mere effect of gowentality. Rousseau and Foucault’s
guarrel on the question of government and itsiglahip to the sovereignty is thus a
dispute on the essence of the political. For Folicaovereignty is a fictive terminology
that obscures the actual working of governmentdaa, and the latter envelopes the
political in its entirety. For Rousseau, the théioeg space for analyzing the relationship
between sovereignty and government only opens cause the subjects’ imagination of
their sovereignty and equality is always disputethie political community and
consequently sovereignty carries within itself tis& of its own dissolution and death, a
rhetorical risk that cannot be neutralized by isiiflthe dispute but only mitigated
through political economy and political geograp@gvernment plays a role, therefore,
only in the sovereign’s self-interrogation and sekHilization. In the end, Rousseau as a
realist is not interested in the working of theesgsecurity apparatus and its smooth
functioning as a war machine; rather, politicalisza consists in the sovereign’s defense
and preservation of itself.

Today we have largely accepted Arendt and Fousaa#tsumptions about the social
forces and economic rationality overtaking the tozdi. In Rousseau, however, we can
uncover a different account of political soverejgahd political economy. It is an
account that is perceptive of the crucial developsat the dawn of political modernity
such as the competition for security that createdoressure and impetus for the birth of
sovereign states, the increasingly salient roleooimerce and manufacture in social and
international intercourses, and new techniquesogémment, all the developments
whose consequences we still cope with today. Bstatcount ultimately leads us back
to the question of the true worth and dignity ofifozal life: for Rousseau, neither the
pursuit of economic justice nor the developmerd efate’s security apparatus exhausts
or even defines the meaning of our public life. Miew justice and security in joining
together to form a sovereign political body, and wvith the conceptual incompleteness
of a thin notion of sovereignty that cannot litezalitself and in the inherently uncertain
and precarious quest for the constituted peopdéféxt itself as a unified, sovereign body
that Rousseau finds the analytical usefulnesstioéary of government and political
economy. Government bridges the gap between theepbf the political and its lack of
literality and finally gives political sovereignits self-sufficiency and reality.

Plan of the dissertation

This dissertation is divided into two parts tharstrespectively, from the last and first
chapters of th&ocial ContractStarting with Rousseau’s unfulfilled promise af a
account of external relations of the state in oliaphe, | want to dispel several
misreadings of Rousseau’s international thoughtisReau’s notion of sovereignty is not
compatible with an absolute, perpetual peace, aomwe find a theory of international
jurisprudence in Rousseau. Rousseau’s interestemiational politics is in the method
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and tactics of war and not the state’s right tRgusseau’s interest, | argue, is in devising
a new kind of security strategy and statecraft thenform of partisan warfare — for
nations that may still hope to remain sovereign fagel.

The fuller account of what this statecrafraison d’étaf tailored just for nations
that still enjoy liberty, really amounts to surfagea Rousseau’s discussion of national
physiognomy and his critique of cosmopolitan talsbeyry, and tyranny. In the second
chapter, | construe Rousseau’s subaltern militaficy as part of a systematic critique of
the mercantile government that was proliferatingimope and was everywhere the same,
imitated copy. | will argue that Rousseau’s advgaaicbuilding political institutions
based on a nation’s unique physiognomy mnedurss meant to create a theoretical space
in which the role of government can be truly conmgireded.

The third chapter takes a detailed look at Roussgmlitical economy. It focuses
on both the similarities in economic analysis bew&ousseau’s agriculturalism and
contemporary liberal economic theories and the fwogerast in their political outlooks. |
argue that Rousseau’s political economy ultimatielybles as a sort of political logistics
or political geography that purports to createtpml and formal equality in the state and
is not so much a plan of redistributive economgtifge as a defense of political cohesion
of a constituted people.

The second part of the thesis focuses on thebfrsk of theSocial Contracand
on how political sovereignty first forms. Roussegies a compact argument in the first
five chapters of the treatise against what he eadlgphistic logic in Hobbes and
Grotius’s contract theory, and | unravel this argaitrby relating it to his speculative
anthropology and linguistics. | argue that for Rsmas political founding is the linguistic
effect of a verbal contract that only a rationddjsat can consent to.

In the fifth chapter, | borrow from Paul de Manisadysis of Rousseau’s
linguistics to examine how political equality magtwally be realized in th8ocial
Contract*® Following de Man, | argue that there can nevea literal reality that
corresponds to the equality that the general wilbms. | do not take this as a source of
constant instability for the Rousseauean stategliew Rather, | argue that Rousseau
always intends to separate the concept of equadity linguistic construct at the moment
of founding from the kind of equality that needproduced and sustained by
government. Moreover, | argue that it is the comgaigncompleteness of “equality”
from the very birth of the political sovereign timakes Rousseau’s theory of
government very much integral and indeed interm&li$ theory of sovereignty.

The last chapter is more about reading realisoutlit Rousseau than reading
Rousseau through realism, and it is at once ajogtand an apologia of political realism.
| attempt a synthesis of realism’s different expi@ss in international politics, its
implications for the concept and status of thetjwali as well as its linguistic and
metaphysical underpinnings. | argue that in Rousseafind a very satisfying
conceptualization of the political; this intelleatisatisfaction derives from Rousseau’s
insight that the completeness and self-sufficiemitihe concept of sovereignty is linked
to the sovereign’s ability to truly fulfill the relutionary promise of the political, of
justice, equality, and liberty for men.
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Chapter 1
Rousseau’s International Theory: Partisan Warfauani Age of Equilibrium

Although he never carried out the plan to wRtditical Institutionsand fulfill a promise
in the end of th&ocial Contracto delineate “the right of nations, commerce,right of
war and conquests, public right, leagues, negotiatitreaties™ in the state’s external
relations, Rousseau has come to occupy an impgiace in twentieth century study of
international politics, receiving intense intergetm leading scholars of international
relations like Martin Wight and Kenneth Waltz. Onegarded as a mere transcriber of
the Abbé Saint-Pierre’s utopian peace pfaRpusseau now rivals Machiavelli, Hobbes,
and Kant among major political philosophers in cdition to the field of international
relations. Several book-length treatments on R@ausseénternational thought have
sought to put together a coherent picture of Hieggons on the question of war and
peace and examine the philosophical link betwesstattered writings on international
politics and his more complete and celebratedipalitreatises.

Secondary works on Rousseau’s international thesually make him out to be
either a realist who believes that Rousseau bealisggereignty to be an insuperable
obstacle to peace (Waltz is, of course, the masthie proponent of this view), a pacifist
who adheres to St. Pierre’s peace plan or envigidnading contract between states
analogous to the social contract (e.g., in GracesBeelt’'s book), or someone who
acknowledges the legitimacy of national interesis the reality of war and interstate
rivalry and seeks only to impose some limitatiothi® violence of the international
system (we may call this the “Grotian” Rousseauctviis most notably represented by
Stanley Hoffman).

None of these readings are truly satisfying. Ikidnsmopolitan pacifism is
fundamentally incompatible with Rousseau’s insiséean the sovereignty and national
interests of particular nations — and the impligdstice to foreign nations and denial of a
global brand of justice. | also think Rousseaursfigtle in the way of inventing an
international jurisprudence that can regulate waréad moderate its bloodiness: he
advances at bestnegativeview that a state lacks the right to kill vanqeidhmembers of
the enemy state but not a positive theory of thbts of the civilians or prisoners of war
— as awful as this may sound, he simply does reshde care about the legal protection
of civilians or prisoners divested of their polgianembership in a state. Unlike the
pacifists, Rousseau does not adumbrate a righgdogpand the means to achieve it;
unlike Grotius, he says little about the right tanand the laws that govern it. Rousseau
seems to be more interested in the actual taatids@ategies of war — and on such
tactics and strategies he is also different froendighteenth century practitioners of
realpolitik, a difference that modern scholarshipnternational relations usually fails to
grasp. Rousseau resents the eighteenth centuntycpratrealpolitik, and for him there is
no theoretical connection between the belief thethte has legitimate national interests
that are unique to itself and that war is a legatieninstrument of these interests and the
practice of the realpolitik, the balance of powgr@macy, and the single-minded pursuit
of fiscal, urban, industrial, and military growthat characterized the behavior of
European great powers. In the first half of theptbg | will take turns to rebuke these
three commonest interpretations of Rousseau’snatemal thought.
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Any attempt to attribute one of these views to Reas fails because Rousseau does
not have on his mindnesystem of international relations. Rousseau reicegrboth the
fundamental unfairness of the system, especialnall states where he admits the sole
hope of realizing his political principles in tB®cial Contractesides, and the futility for
the weak states to challenge an established irtenah system operated and guarded by
the great powers. The main strategy he recommenitie tsmall states is to exit the
system entirely; and the main tactical advice egis a citizen-militia and defensive
guerrilla warfare that may deter — but need notcimat balance against — the
professional and offensive military forces of teading European powers. In essence,
Rousseau wants a two-tiered international systetraamarcraft conceived entirely
differently from the diplomatic and military doatgs of European equilibrium. I will
thus expound in the second half of this chapteRonsseau’s “subaltern” security
strategy for states that are legitimately constduand founded on the principles from the
Social ContractAnd | will argue in the next chapter that thisibaltern” warcraft is in
fact a part of Rousseau’s systematic critique efrttercantile statecraft and
governmental reason of th@cien régime

The many promises of peace

Little agreement exists on how to interpret Rous'seiatentions or objectives in his
writings on international relations. Rousseau’saglare cited alternately as support for
realism and cosmopolitanism, pragmatism and monal@3f course, some modern
commentaries may not have aimed to unearth a touwsdeau for us; Waltz’s bodkan,
the State and Wafor example, does not pretend to offer a compisive study of
Rousseau and is only inspired by a single passagethe fragments on war. But even in
Rousseau studies where authors tried to stay hithiRousseau’s true meanings, we
have very divergent views on what Rousseau realty e would have said on the
subject of international politics. Following heegkr and instructive reconstruction of the
fragments on war, which seems to hint at a posgitellel between the social contract
of men and a confederation of states, Rooseve# gné¢o argue that a general will of the
human race is what would finally put an end togtste of war among states for
Roussead® By contrast, Stanley Hoffman and Christine Canere presented a
Rousseau that is more pessimistic about the prospeerpetual peace and have argued
with more direct support from the original textatta defensive league of small states
that is designed to withstand the threat of big @®mas well as to leave intact the liberty
of the states founded on the principles of somaltmact is the most radical change
Rousseau was willing to recommend. The surgingestan Rousseau’s thinking on
international relations in the past few decades thave us with some quite tentative,
inconclusive, and sometimes contradictory positibasgue that each is problematic in
its own way.

In transcribing and making popular St. Pierre’ageeplan for Europe, Rousseau
also lent his own name to be associated with the @hd with pacifism in the centuries
since. Roosevelt's book portrays a Rousseau wittostl unreserved commitment to
cosmopolitan peace. She suggests that Rousseawesato the state of war is already
intimated in his understanding of its political &t “since war is a political institution,
the achievement of peace requires deliberate gallitiill”, ** and since it is only a matter
of political will, we can achieve peace withoutodsg to preemptive wars or building
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coalitions. The answer thus lies with a “generdl @fithe human race” through political
education. The crucial textual evidence Roosevdt®is Rousseau’s unfinished pieces
on war and the state of war. According to Roosevelt
Rousseau’s writings on war, which were draftechimrhid-1750s, provided the
context for the larger development of his polititadught that is evident in the
difference between the secobDcourse which was published in 1755, and the
Social Contracgtwhich was published in 1762. Looked at in thig/tree
reconstructed text gives strong support to the vt Rousseau’s reflections on
relations among states helped to stimulate hisctfins on relations within
states”
If Rousseau knowingly mirrored his writings on thiar between states and the writing of
theSocial Contractwe may argue that the general will that bringgogeand cohesion to
a body politic could also effect unity and trangwifor the international society — that is,
if we could locate the general will for the humae. In Roosevelt's opinion, it was
indeed the contemplation of the possibility of tgole humankind coming together and
willing peace that later spurred Rousseau to sudhjasthe general will must exist, on a
smaller scale, for individual communiti&s.

Roosevelt stands rather alone among modern coratoesin attributing to
Rousseau the belief in a general will of the humaame that can form at all and also
eradicate war. Uniting the human race with a simgleof universal, perpetual peace
appears to conflict with Rousseau’s own words.éx@mple, he explicitly denies that
there can be justice to foreignéfsand he also wonders aloud how a European could
possibly extend good will towards people of othardpean states, let alone Asidfis.

A security alliance of states that can defeat@msh aggressors could certainly
be formed without reducing the diversity of stedes state interests into a single will and
body politic, and that is what St. Pierre recomneghdrousseau’s summary and critique
of the Abbé’s peace proposal was among the fornmeo'st extensive and complete
expositions of his views on international politiGne can see St. Pierre’s influence on
Kant, who is known to have read St. Pierre, mastyithrough the edition that was
heavily reduced and annotated by Rousseau; SteRienself had borrowed the far more
lustrous names of Henry IV and Sully for his pepaposal. The moral tenors and
philosophical underpinnings of Henry and St. Piamd Kant are vastly different, but the
idea of the grand alliance remained. The questoam is whether Rousseau, apparently a
crucial link in the intellectual lineage of the a&lef an overpowering alliance of major
states, actually subscribed to this idea. The gqurest essence asks whether Rousseau
was a sympathetic transcriber for the Abbé or wéretle was more of a critical one. And
modern scholarship increasingly sees Rousseautgaibnent as separate from and
critical of St. Pierre’s original.

St. Pierre shares with Roosevelt's Rousseau operiant aspect of the peace
plan: both seem to favor what | would call a “hap#ace — the normative, legislated,
enforced kind. With either the grand alliance chgeor the general will of the entire
human species, war must not only cease but alsielegitimated and outlawed;
aggression is not just to be stopped but penalikled. “hard” notion of peace brings St.
Pierre and Roosevelt's Rousseau very much in litie thve spirit of the League of
Nations and the United Nations. By contrast, oth&rpretations of Rousseau want to
present only a “soft” notion of peace, one thah@e flexible and acknowledges war as
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a legitimate instrument of state interests thaenteless needs to be moderated.
Hoffman and Carter argue that Rousseau did noedi@uor was too pessimistic to hope
for) a “hard” peace and that he instead lookedvays to manage international conflicts
and make them more manageable through buildingnakis and drafting international
laws that govern conducts of war.

To accept that peace may only ever be “soft” iadecept the inevitability of war.
And at times Rousseau seemed to accept that ibéiitain “The State of War”,
Rousseau pointed out the difference between statesinternational anarchy and men
in a state of nature: “the frailest man will be hduo have more force for his self-
preservation than the sturdiest State has fomits’ obecause the very artificiality of the
state means its safety can only be found in raattvengtt? It is born with reason, and
as such the artificial state is inherently pronedmparisons and calculations. Waltz has
taken this as the point of departure for his fantbusl-image analysis of structural
realism and argued that the artificiality Roussatitibuted to states makes the
international system innately unstable and prorenttiess competitior.

If war is indeed inescapable for Rousseau, we t@aeenfront some
philosophical difficulties in Rousseau’s contradtilneory. What does the social contract
truly accomplish if civil states made by the coatrare born instantly into military
standoffs with other states? The effort to overcoimmestic strife results invariably in
international anarchy where the anthropologicatiégrcy towards violence has to be
channeled. If this is the argument Rousseau hadvance, this would bring him
dangerously close to Hobbes. This Hobbist sideafd’eau is what Richard Tuck wants
to bring out inThe Rights of War and PeateTuck argues that the main concern for
Rousseau is “whether any civil state at all couldghan end to the state of war”...” and
the consequence of ‘bodies politic’ remaining ia thate of nature vis-a-vis one another
was widespread international confl{étThe internal conditions of the state are now
intricately linked to its external conditions.

Rousseau’s belief in the inexorability of the stat war at least at some level of
our political life contradicts any vision of hardare, but this state of war is nonetheless
not incompatible with a soft peace with which stag&ive to control the scale of conflict
and prevent systemic clashes. Two elements in Raussinternational thought appear
to confirm his vision for managed international ficts rather than their total eradication.
The first is the occasional Grotian streak in Reass most obvious in “The State of
War”, where he denounces violence on private inldials after the dissolution of the
body politic. In this scenario, private individuagay still shun harm and find peace in
their personal lives in spite of conflicts betwestates. In this interpretation, Rousseau
favors codification of war instead of the absolpgace of an outright legal ban on
hostility, and Hoffman and Carter both see the focation of war as an important
component of Rousseau’s international thought. \With Rousseau seems to have
anticipated the distinction between combatantsaailians that modern jurists and
soldiers arduously try to draw, and Rousseau’slfanty and admiration for Grotius in
his early years suggests that Rousseau may havedvanly a strengthened international
jurisprudence that would govern conducts of war.

In addition, Rousseau showed a lasting intereiterGerman model of a
confederation of small states. Pooling their resesitogether, the German states found a
way to resist military encroachment by their neigtsband the Empire. Again, Rousseau
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here was realistic enough not to hope for abs@e#ze but rested his hope of security on
balance of power strategies, though the confederaliffers from the conventional
balance of power principles because it decidedlgrf@the small states and concerns the
restraints on big powers. As such, Rousseau whsniolg the footsteps not of St. Pierre
and his alliance of all major powers but ratheMaintesquieu who recommended a
league specifically for small states that is alsmeled on the German situatidtrhe
difference between St. Pierre’s league of majorgrsvand Montesquieu’s German
model again brings into relief the contrast betwnen“soft” and “hard” peace
interpretations of Rousseau’s vision of a goodrivagonal order. For the very notion of
hard peace enforced by such preponderant forceSthRierre desired would provoke a
total, systemic war and is tantamount to an autmna&id lethal threat to the softer sort of
peace; Montesquieu — and, according to Tuck, indee@ntire humanist tradition that
undertook to expound the virtue of war and preevepiiar® — had to construe balance

of power (and, implicitly and without irony, theneanial, localized conflicts that are

only its necessary adjustments) as insurance dadagqmwars and thus the guarantee of a
long-term peace and stability of the internatis@diety. To the Poles, Rousseau further
suggested an alliance with the Sultan to balanamsgthe dominant Christian powers;
this unlikely and bold suggestion seems to indieatearnest interest in using the
balance of power mechanism as an indispensabl@tselcurity and peace.

Rousseau’s acceptance of the Montesquieuesquenrafteoleague of small nations
that can deter their neighbors, along with his llinvgness to envisage a universal will
that is elevated above the general will of a paliicsociety, seems to paint us a picture
of an archetypical realist Rousseau: it is a reaiggon of peace that presumes domestic
unity of individual states, a unity that unfetténem from internal strife and permits them
to pursue national interests, no matter how unjostn international anarchy where the
only cardinal rule and key to systemic durabilibgdgeace is balance of power.

All these different elements of the realist doarare found in Rousseau’s writings,
and taken together they significantly raise thetbtcal stake in searching for a coherent
international theory in Rousseau: if Rousseau abexéhat there can be no justice in
international politics and that anarchy is the dwani characteristic of the international
system, then the unpleasant implication is thatitiye of its success every social
contract only intensifies international conflichidaour anthropological predilection
towards violence cannot exterminated but only ckathto another level and the state
life only serves as a conduit for its members’ efdltendencie¥ In addition, big and
territorially ambitious monarchic states and snfafle republics would now gain
complete moral parity’ All these would contradict the essential purpdsRa@usseau’s
political discourse. | will argue below that, ewtough the vision of hard, cosmopolitan
peace is not Rousseau’s ultimate goal, his cnitica$ the prevailing system of the
eighteenth century is rooted in his vehement mapabsition to European despotism.
Accordingly, his planned world system would be disinating enough to afford special
protection to the republics.

Tyranny and the international system of war

For St. Pierre, all that was needed to overcomedhstant frictions between European
powers and bring about perpetual peace was gneaéom of the princes of Europe.
Once the latter learn to better discern “real gouheent interests”, they would give
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Europe a genuine, lasting peace even when theyhcento act purely out of self-interest.
For does the ruination of war not inflict as muehrh on the triumphant as on the
vanquished” And does each new conquest not make more eneanigefvictor and
make his eventual defeat more certain by enlartfiagoalition opposing him? In St.
Pierre’s opinion, only the lack of enlightenmentloé princes lay between the state of
war and the perpetual peace.

In theJudgmenof St. Pierre’s proposal, Rousseau gave a muakéie
assessment of the chance of peace. And througilitieihary career he returned to the
subject of international conflicts and European arohism and portrayed the two as
mutually reinforcing. Rationalism was no longer temedy for war because in defining
their self-interest the European monarchs and tiweirtiers had long substituted the
domestic survival of the regime for actual diplomaind military victories in the states’
external affairs:

War and conquest without, and the encroachmerdssgotism within, give each
other mutual support; that money and men are halbjttaken at pleasure from a
people of slaves to bring others beneath the sake yand that, conversely, war
furnishes a pretext for exactions of money, andtarqno less plausible) for
keeping large armies constantly on foot, to ho&lgkople in awe. In a word,
anyone can see that aggressive princes wage \easatas much on their subjects
as on their enemiés.
In theSocial Contracthe further warns that foreign conflict usuallyes$ the window of
opportunity for the usurper of the state becauseetites a moment of confusion, panic,
and weakness among the citizett is no longer possible to separate the matters o
aggression and repression because the two now etentpe Janus-faced beast that
prosecutes war both at home and abroad. Indeischstif the exercise in war on other
countries offered only an opportunity for reheafealdomestic suppression: intriguingly,
Rousseau believes that the rulers of Europe useddtorious divide and rule doctrine
not only to prevail over neighbors but chiefly txare their powers over their subjects.
The terminal stage of political corruption is usyalccompanied by “mistrust and mutual
hatred in different estates”, which is instigatedimty by the usurper of the state and
serves only to increase his prestige and safetyoRly the despot would “foment
everything that can weaken assembled men by disgritiem; everything that can give
society an air of apparent concord while sowingise# real division®* The rulers of
Europe thus learned the art of war in foreign castgiand quickly applied their divide-
and-conquer tactics to subdue their subjects ashaceethem to servitude. That Rousseau
insists on a parallel development of civil war dadkign war and the mirroring of the
tactics of the two kinds of wars is certainly a oful rebuke of the realist premise that
external aggression is the first and surest sigifoafestic unity and is the necessary
outlet of violence that is healthily negated at lsom

More specifically, Rousseau argues that majoituigins established ostensibly
to wage wars abroad would ultimately be utilized!og rulers to shore up tyranny. A
prince’s territorial ambitions make the initial @achment upon domestic politics when
he installs new taxes; “an appetite for conquestse of the most perceptible and
dangerous causes for such an increase [in pulgidsnend expendituresj?'Still more
darkly, Rousseau remarks that the tax hike “isah@tiys what it appears to be, and its
genuine motive is not so much the apparent desiaggrandize the nation as the hidden
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desire to increase the chiefs’ domestic authoriti the help of an increase in troops and
under cover of the distractions which the objeétwar cause in the minds of citizers”.

He further warns iThe Government of Polanlbat the standing army, a new
invention just before his time, is as much a yokés people as a tool of territorial
expansion for the monar&hBut most pernicious among the deadly consequesfces
forming a professional army is the economic andatgaphic devastation on the king’'s
own subjects even before the troops are sent ageathe king’'s neighbors in that “in
order to raise these armies, tillers had to bentakthe land, the shortage of them
lowered the quality of the produce, and their upkie¢roduced taxes which raised its
price”.®® Bad tax again is the catalyst, and this goeskandivicious cycle until it
becomes obvious that “it will be no less necessadepopulate the countryside in order
to form armies and garrisons...one can only antieipla¢ early depopulation of Europe,
and sooner or later the ruin of the peoples tHzabit it.”*° The despot must make war on
his people even before he makes war on his neighdimply because he has to. In the
final analysis, the ravage of war is not causedwgrds and muskets; it comprises of a
whole system, of various state apparatuses suppgdte war, that causes the most
baneful and lasting damages - and on the conqupaagle itself.

*

Rousseau’s dim view of the kings’ rationalism doesyet measure the true gap between
Rousseau and Abbé St. Pietfdlor can a simple substitution of people for theglsi as
the principal agent of cosmopolitan peace closg#e as Roosevelt has sugge$ted.
While she rightly points out that with Rousseauitfirmountable obstacle on the path
to peace is the kings’ self-interests that areasiamce with the people’s, closer scrutiny
of St. Pierre’s proposal and the inspirations d@ bad the legacy it left behind should tell
us that no amount of improvement could mask th@ deaservatism of the proposal; St.
Pierre’s peace plan was certainly not what Rouseeantually opted to improve upon.

To begin with, St. Pierre took some ideas from igd¥’s peace plan (which
might have been penned by Henry’s leading mini§ally, and spuriously attributed to
Henry by the latter) in drafting up his own plan. Bierre’s is by far the more elaborate,
and the Abbé was marvelously patient in layingiowreat detail the bureaucracies and
rules that must be installed for his plan to wdlt the means of enforcement of peace is
the same for St. Pierre and Henry; namely thatarsal peace has to be a product of a
universal alliance so formidably powerful that nember dares to challenge or even
leave it. Still, one crucial difference exists beem the two plans: Henry’s plan is
remarkable for its very harsh tone, and this hasinespecially when compared with the
Abbé’s far more equitable spirit, can be attribuiethe same factor that makes Henry’s
plan such a short and sketchy one: one will firad thwas little more than an ultimatum
delivered to Henry’s main enemy, the Habsburgs,manding the latter to dismember
their vast domains, and the call for universal peaas thus a call for a big coalition to
be built against the Habsburg power and destr&ySuspicion can linger about how
much of the idea attributed to Henry VI actuallyneafrom himself and how much of
Sully’'s memoir was sheer fabrication, but both rhad occupied the very center of
French high politics; more important is the factthlenry VI's plan was plainly the list
of all of France’s most important geopolitical goal

By the end of thdudgmenRousseau has made Henry's plan his direct obfect o
criticism. Neither Rousseau’s resentment of theteg system of equilibrium nor his
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own distaste of the universal monarchy gives wayaliwe belief in the virtue of a war to
end all wars, and he sees in Henry’s plan onlydsrifo win allies and a design to impose
peace on France’s enerfin the last three pages of thedgmentRousseau exposes the
peace plan for what it is: it is not peace if ijust France fulfilling its greatest strategic
ambitions in defeating and supplanting Austrian egwand such an imposed peace could
not be won but through the bloodiest means. Thezefavhile we admire so fair a
project, let us console ourselves for its failuyelte thought that it could only have been
carried out by violent means from which humanitystmeeds shrink”; and “which of us
would dare to say whether the league of Europdhsg more to be desired or feared? It
would perhaps do more harm in a moment than it gulird against for age§-"This

was indeed what Rousseau dreaded about St. Piplae’sand even though he had the
good sense not to openly criticize a popular kingtone was grossly misread by
Roosevelt, who took it to mean that Rousseau waslynsarcastic and would somehow
welcome “the war to end all war§?.

In addition to the murderous, imposed peace hidadnind the cosmopolitan
rhetoric that Rousseau finds both unrealistic aighfening, St. Pierre’s peace plan
inherits from Henry VI/Sully’s plan yet another awsry trait. The latter already
recognized that civil disturbances at the time éehth quickly spill over to international
politics.” But if Henry/Sully blamed mainly the Austrians, Bterre’s impartial attitude
only prompted him to declare the protection ofnadinarchies a pillar of his peace plan.
Article 2 of his proposal establishes that therdgén of security of each power is not
limited to territorial integrity of his realm butust expand to include the prince’s safety
from his own subjects; Article 3 calls for armetkenvention of all signatory powers to
help the legitimate government to put down rebe8i With these articles, St. Pierre
essentially turned his grand alliance of powers ategitimist force: “will anyone ever
be tempted to conspire against his sovereign iarditht he may put a crown upon his
head, if he sees that there are ten powerful neigdp sovereigns bound together for
mutual defence?® The Abbé saw the link between international pesitind domestic
politics as clearly as Rousseau later would; hghkiook a position that is contrary to
Rousseau’s. Unlike Rousseau, “[The Abbé] beliead the use of the armed forces of
the whole of Europe to put down insurrection woeflie:ctively do away with civil
war...Saint-Pierre thus did not distinguish betweemestic and foreign affairs when
these were related to the problem of securing p&d¢&om Rousseau’s perspective,
then, the fatal flaw of the Abbé’s plan is not dajure to see the link between European
despotism and the international state of war; enctintrary, the Abbé’s mistake is to
eagerly tie the hope of peace to the ugly twindesfpotism and realpolitik. Not
surprisingly, these articles were quietly supprdsseRousseau’s abridgement (along
with, interestingly and perhaps not coincidentaly Abbé’s passionate call for
commercial integration of Europe). The omission Wuas$ noted by Carl Friedrich who
argued that a deep political disagreement existbaden St. Pierre and his “editor” and
“there are many other provisions of this type whstlow that the Abbé Saint-Pierre’s
ideas were more nearly akin to the legitimist Hallyance than to either the League of
Nations or the United Nationd”When modern scholars, armed with the benefit of
hindsight, reread St. Pierre’s peace plan, theneasingly see the combination of grand
alliance and monarchism in St. Pierre anticipatét®eich a mere century latét,
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Rousseau’s disagreement with the Abbé is thususbigbout monarchism but about
the double promise of the peace of monarchismyviktanquility the fruit of
despotism? And in any case if monarchy appeared moderats ifoieign relations,
could we put our hope of security and peace orkitigs? In a deleted note from Book |
of Emile, Rousseau poignantly remarks that “the wars aflsbgs are crueller than those
of monarchies. But if the war of kings is moderdtes their peace which is terrible. It is
better to be their enemy than their subjéttRousseau’s aversion to despotism is too
strong to accept a cosmopolitan peace enforcedumyarsal alliance of legitimist
powers. Perkins also suggests that “Rousselaudgmentvas affected at times by his
attack on rulers and their ministers. This causedtt attribute to thérojeta
‘hopelessly utopian, idealistic side,” which heelikto oppose to the viciousness of
kings” 8 Therefore, Rousseau’s criticism of the utopianirSt. Pierre’s peace proposal
should not be taken as his pragmatism or his toteraf the state of international affairs
at the time. Quite the contrary, in opposing thede” of despots he must also oppose
the constant wars that underwrite the military &schl systems that are the elementary
components of despotism. Fundamentally conservatiden support of the status quo
that extends to both the defense of realpolitik dreddefense of the monarchic form of
government? St. Pierre actually deserves more acclaim foiséaland pragmatic
thinking than his transcriber. In the end, Rousssaualgment of St. Pierre’s peace plan
is not an assessment of its chance of successafomactical point of view; it is the
sinister nexus of tyranny and war, clothed in tietoric of moderation and tranquility,
that Rousseau finds unacceptable. Rousseau’stat&mg on international politics
would take an entirely different direction from Bierre’s.

Poland and Corsica: a subaltern security culture
| argue that Rousseau’s international thought rsstent with his most vital
contributions to political theory, and this consristy is most transparent in the Poland
and Corsica essays. The ideals of a social cortoadtl be approximated, if not
completely realized, only in small states (of whibland and Corsica were good
examples), and Rousseau’s thinking on foreign mdipresumably reflects a desire to
protect these states — or more precisely, to shield the typical eighteenth century
diplomatic and military rivalries the wise and e@bie principles of administration that
adopt Rousseau’s advice of military strategies. Htpean system of diplomacy and
warfare as Rousseau knew it supported the contineratjor monarchies and masked
their domestic instability and injustice; it is nedl that Rousseau’s international thought
would constitute part of his critique of despotismpanded to include the nexus of
foreign conquests and domestic suppression: intadpihe citizen-militia as the main
instrument of national security, Rousseau beli¢giressmall states can extricate
themselves from the international system of wawelt as restore political liberty to their
own citizens. The failures of domestic politicsoig powers are the cause of international
instability, and the liberty of the smaller statlepends on their rejection of the
international system of equilibrium of great powasswell as the latter’s venerated
military institutions.

The ideal Rousseauean international system cdrenathomogeneous order
because fundamental differences exist betweersstasdéare well governed and states
that cannot be. A state must be small to acceptieadinder the social contract well, so
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small states and big states face very differeresygf security challenges in international
politics. In particular, the world system must lesiggned to compensate for the
vulnerability of small, social-contract states fréime aggression of big, ill-governed
states. Rousseau summarizes the central problesd jpysnternational politics to his
political theory thusly:
while examining the constitution of the states thake up Europe | saw that some
were too big to be able to be governed well, tiherst too small to be able to
maintain themselves in independence...| found thattnnections which exist
among all the powers would never leave any of tHetime and the security
necessary for recasting its constitutfon.
The same contradiction between small states thably virtue and big states that are
hopelessly corrupt and the international secunigdigament caused by it already
bothered Montesquietf.Defending both their virtues and their indepen@dnecomes
nearly incompatible objectives for small nationagtat in the struggles between the
major powers. The most famous example from theucgmf a nation that tragically
failed to retain its freedom in a game of ruthlesspolitik and balancing among the
major powers is Poland, and Rousseau’s treatisheRolish government offers us the
most complete guide to Rousseau’s internationalghbin his late writings.

The first advice Rousseau offers to the Poles [@ed also to the Corsicans) is to
regain their ancient virtues instead of aspiringramsform themselves into the French or
Russians - partly because no amount of reform e§mthe Poles, a latecomer to this
game, catch up with the leading powers in themrizial, industrial and military
prowess> but more crucially because Poles would have ajreadlaved themselves and
sunk into despotism with the form of tax and arrnegadhed to let Poland rival the might of
Russia® The nation would be left with horrible degeneraéjts morals and still lack the
means to resist its neighbdfsAnd Rousseau makes the same argument to conviace t
Corsicans not to choose glory and power over viftue

But if there is no hope of Poland ever gaining taily parity with Russia, Rousseau
argues that virtue of its people may yet be thetkesafeguarding their independence
from its giant and avaricious neighbor. In seargtior national security in international
competition, Rousseau finds the solution in quediof a people that make it receptive of
the social contract in the first place. And ithese qualities he speaks most highly about:

| see only one way of giving it the stability itks: to infuse, so to speak, the soul
of its confederates into the entire nation, toldsh the republic in the hearts of the

Poles so thoroughly that it endures there in sifitl of its oppressors’

efforts...Poland was in Russia’s chains, but the $@enained free...You may not
be able to keep them from swallowing you, do astisae to it that they cannot
digest you. No matter what is done, Poland willdhaeen overwhelmed by its
enemies a hundred times before it can be giverytheg it needs in order to be in
a position to resist them. The virtue of Citizeth&ir patriotic zeal, the distinctive
form which its national institutions may give thewoul, this is the only rampart that
will stand ever ready to defend it, and which nmycould subdue by fordg.
Here the call for virtue and patriotism is fusedhathe talk of a military doctrine distinct
from France’s or Russia’s. He elaborates later‘thstiould like [Poland] to devise its
own distinctive tactics...to train primarily for sgeand lightness...to excel in what is
known as guerilla warfare, all the maneuvers appaitgto light troops, the art of
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sweeping over a country like a torrent, to strikergwhere without ever being struc¥”.
The small states cannot duplicate the militaryesysof the big monarchic states, but
their liberty spawns a unique military disciplirieat serves the limited, defensive goals
they embrace.

This thus calls for the formation of the citizeilitia. Like Machiavelli, Rousseau
ties the militia system of the Swiss to the greditisal liberty they were able to enjoy.
And the independence of the Swiss validated thersity of the militia system of a
free people over the modern army of a rich pri@ely when they separated military
success from civic virtues and started to vendeir thilitary skills to foreigners did the
Swiss finally succumb to the French who had presiiptailed to subjugate the SwiSs.
Rousseau thus reminds us that martial valor is t@yfruition and manifestation of
political health of the republic: “Among a new pé&where the common interest is still
in all its vigor, all citizens are soldiers duritigmes of war and there are no longer any
soldiers during times of peace. This is one ofltbst signs of the youth and vigor of a
nation.”® And conversely, to sustain the dedication to mulifié the citizenry must have,
it is even necessary to penalize those who refubear arms for the state.

The militia and its guerrilla tactics have theiherent deficiency in that they
hardly lend themselves to any adventurous war gfaglizement. The lack of any
offensive capabilities means they cannot get amigdgal gains, compensations or other
entitlements of a recognized power. In a wordgee fiepublic does not make a great
power. But using the strength inherent and uniguéself, it can now choose to
withdraw from European diplomacy completely. Theveantional instruments of
diplomacy can be of no assistance when it comasaar of national resistance against
bigger neighbors. “No one who depends on othexd)anks resources of his own, can
ever be free”, Rousseau warns, and he calls thaliep to “leave negotiations, then, to
the powers, and depend on yourselves offiA”unique military system and tactics and
disengagement from a European system of balanckescanlibrium thus constitute the
central components of Rousseau’s internationakayshat relies not on coalitions and
parity of forces but rather the unbending spird &alor of a free citizenry.

What we have is thus a two-tiered system in whigrstates and small states
uneasily coexist while being organized along twpaste political principles, military
doctrines, and diplomatic strategies. The big momas would continue their rivalries
and maintain their equilibrium whereas small statest exempt themselves from such
rivalries and balancing and seek safety throughi#terrence effect of national resistance.
What Rousseau bequeaths on the small states ia gewurity culture entirely distinct
from that of the leading European powers and istbaeaffords a particular kind of
protection to the states founded on the socialraott

In conclusion, what Rousseau delineates for ascismpletely subaltern culture
of war and security unknown to the major powers r@ogt likely belonging only to
states and peoples that have gone “rogue”. Thegdphical weight that Rousseau has
given for disengaging the normal conventions of arzdt of power politics has certainly
resonated with the twentieth century discourse’sorall wars” and guerrillas that have
persisted till this century.

Beyond pacifism and realism
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To say that Rousseau’s international thought isont@mt to his overall political theory is
to concede that his political theory very much detees the purpose and limit of his
intellectual outreach to international relationBale argued that, in spite of modern use
of Rousseau in both the realist and cosmopolitditions of international studies, his
theoretical preoccupation with the political healtid independence of the small, well-
governed states is incompatible with the realigtamifist readings of Rousseau. He
chooses to shun realpolitik and cosmopolitan rigistsolutions to the survival of the
small republics. In linking the survival of a ciglate to the political virtues and passions
of its free citizens Rousseau offers a powerful @ficeshing critique of realism and
cosmopolitanism alike.

In Rousseau’s time, the equilibrium of Europe wa®ncept well understood and
committed to by its leading statesnterits practice was carefully draped in a discourse
of the obligations and entitlements of nations. Betsmall states were permanently
shortchanged in this system because they lackeputblec rights and entitlements of
major states and were not considered essentiaéteduilibrium and also because for
states that craved neither prestige nor power ibiyttbeir own independence the
diplomatic instruments and maneuvers in the systemd offer them no reliable
alliances.

Rousseau was especially dismissive of foreigrtigeas insurance of peace. No
prospect exists for a social contract state ohalig with powerful monarchies to protect
itself from others because they were all treachel@ackstabbers. Plenty of evidence
supports Rousseau’s deep suspicion of the powetsriously Britain made a habit of
abandoning allies before the end of a Wand this was generally true of Prussia,
Austria, France, and Russia as well. Such fregbetnayal was not a mark of hypocrisy
but embodied the operating principle of equilibritBalancing against any hegemonic
power and cutting it down to size, even if that neeesorting to pre-emptive war, was
regarded as the Christian thing to do, even ifeant backing out of an alliance that saw
one’s own ally gaining too much through that alti@nlt was not unchristian and
unfaithful then to abandon one’s coalition partmather, such backstabbing was
honorable and in fact reinforced that sense of gema family of state¥.But it could
certainly be disastrous for small states and jebpartheir very survival. States founded
on the principles of liberty and justice must sptir@ notion of this European family of
states and all its diplomatic instruments for pcote; that Rousseau would except an
alliance with the Turks from this rule was precgysiile proof of how far Rousseau
wanted the republics to distance themselves franpthctice of realpolitik and
diplomatic conventions of Europe. It was certaindf the equilibrist in Rousseau who
encouraged Poles to seek Ottoman help.

The diplomatic system that constantly mistreateditzTarmed the small states was
actually reflective of the basic inequality of pavead rights of European states. Small
states occupied a dubious place in European equititbecause they were at once
denied any important role in influencing diplomasyd needed as rewards or
compensations for major powers. The younger WillRiththus commented that small
states could not have any geopolitical weight —exidtence — of their own and should
be sacrificed for the sake of the balance and saort peace between the major
powers?® and he was perhaps only echoing Burke’s opinichi;regard” On the
famous Polish case, Schroeder thus wrote thatdtamié to protect its independence at
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the time it would have to initiate internal reforiaasd model itself after the leading
nations just to gain a seat at the diplomatic tedobel only then could Poland earn itself
any reliable “friends™® Rousseau warned of a serious flaw in the plaefoim that
would make it effectively self-defeating; namelypyaudding reform to make itself a
credible and formidable power would immediatelyunRussia’s jealousy and accelerate
its encroachment of Polari.

Without depending on alliances and transformin@fbinto a state that could
match Russia or Prussia’s military might while fagits political liberty, Rousseau’s
prescription for Poland’s safety comes to requidiff@rentiation of offensive and
defensive warfare. For a state that is committetiecequilibrium, there can be no
difference between an offensive war and a defengsare It wanted to expand its territory
because it had to match the gains of its rivalsusi a war of expansion was also
defensive; the pain of losing territory was maifdlf as augmentation of the enemy and
the shifting of the balance of power, so even afaaght on one’s own terrain stemmed
from the same ideological (and even eschatologemat)mitment to the equilibrium. The
kings of Europe fervently built up standing armiegause only those armies could be
put into use of wars of balancing. With Rousseaaltfor patriotism and national
resistance, however, we start to see the politisatell as the military differentiation
between offense and defense. Only a free repuaticcompletely separate offensive and
defensive capabilities — the former based on tbéepsionalism of a modern army and
the latter on the citizen-soldiers’ fierce, telluattachment to the fatherland — whereas in
realpolitik such a distinction cannot exist. In ggpiilibrium of big powers an arms race
will always spiral out of control exactly becaudlenational defenses become means of
offense and a source of potential harm to neighlddrs distinction between offense and
defense may well be Rousseau’s most neglectedilcotdn to modern international
relations theory.

Self-exiled from the system of international trestand European public rights,
the Rousseauean state is peaceable not becasigegially bounded but because it is not
built to be a war machine and lacks any offensa@abilities. The social contract does
not guarantee that the state will carry itselfguiéable and fair manners vis-a-vis other
states in its external affairs but that it is crdtly and institutionally weak in this aspect,
a weakness that nevertheless does not rendeedsgnprey.

In addition to deterrence, the German model ofyrsmall states forming a
confederation to defend their rights against theoiEenand other threats was suggested
by Rousseau (and earlier by Montesquieu) as a iganddr small, well-governed states
to emulate. Montesquieu, too, spoke of differemtgathe security imperatives of small
states and big states and saw in the German exanspiart compromise between the
virtues of small republics and the safety of bigia@hies: “it is very likely that
ultimately men would have been obliged to live f@eunder the government of one
alone if they had not devised a kind of constitutilbat has all the internal advantages of
republican government and the external force ofancmy. | speak of the federal
republic.”™®* The German model used the collective effort oflsstates to uphold the
democratic form of government in each state. Téaglie of small states could forever
stay true to its founding principle: it would benited to defense and deterrence and
unable to pursue glory and power. An offensive arad any gains resulting from it
would naturally dissolve the alliance very quickhar both Montesquieu and Rousseau,
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the defensive posture small states usually takenenéeat international law would only be
needed to regulate offensive for€@Consequently, we can see how different Rousseau
and Montesquieu’s approach to the law of natiorigi®m modern cosmopolitans: the two
believe that these rational laws only govern offemsvars and balance of power
behaviors, whereas defensive leagues are necdegangtect the weak on the defensive
side (and in Rousseau’s case, the methods of @dtiesistance obviously must not be
restricted by the conventions of war so favoredh®y“moderate” big monarchies}

Insofar as peace is a result of small statesitald deter any aggression and their
lack of any significant power to fight a war awagrh their native soil, Rousseau does
not need to propose a comprehensive set of lawseaiations or cosmopolitan rights to
displace the concept of realpolitik. In fact, ihighly doubtful that the hope of peace can
depend on any sense of international justice evénstates that embrace the principles
of justice and political right. Political justice@ equality in the state gives it
immeasurable strength in resisting an invasion Rmiisseau also points out that the
general will of its people is not necessarily jast righteous in their dealing with
strangers® A vigorous exercise of the general will shields #mall states from the
vicious wars of realpolitik, but it also rules dbe absolute, “hard” peace of
cosmopolitanism.

A few fragments from 1750s on war and the statwasfare usually held to be
proof that Rousseau also contributed to the modevelopment of laws of the nations.
But such a contribution, if real, was meager coragdo the more noted international
jurists of his time. It was not due to the lackrdgllectual acuity or interest in matters of
international politics, however. Rather, | cont¢hat Rousseau does not desire a
comprehensive set of rights and only wants a smatiber of laws that can be derived
directly from the social contract theory (thatassentially, that the war ends when the
political state is terminated and further killingnnot be justified as part of the political
war). Even for international laws that can be saflelduced from his theories of domestic
associations, he intends to limit of the scopasapplicability and does not expect it to
evolve into an all-encompassing theory of war sghiat remotely resembles modern
legislation of war crimes and crimes against hutyano rational, universal law could
flow from his social contract theory®

In theSocial ContracRousseau already mentions the geographical, depiugra
and economic limits to the state if it is goingo®governed according to the principle of
political right and equality. The limit on its silethe most unyielding obstacle to a
universal general will of peace and any cosmopolitghts associated with it. Friedrich
thus says of Rousseau that “only the smallest camties are likely to possess such a
general will. This approach seems to bar completedyidea of a universal order under
law such as Kant envisagetf”The German model Rousseau extols is exceptional
precisely because it preserves the particularitydiversity of member staté® For the
league to be anything else, it would have to cadat# politically into a tighter unit, with
the necessary change of form of government andrasimation and organization of taxes
and militaries. The innovativeness of the Germarfexeration was exactly that the
aggregation of the states’ strength can happerowitbacrificing their political liberty
and replacing their government with a repugnargpdgc form.
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A global state, founded on a universal will of peas more questionable still. In
the seventh of the “Letters Written from the MoumtaRousseau divides the state’s
internal and external affairs between its legislafind executive powers:

From the principles established in tBecial Contractone sees that, in spite of
common opinion, alliances of State to State, datlams of War, and treaties of
peace are not acts of sovereignty but of Governma@ihe external exercise of
Power does not suit the People at all; the greaimsaof State are not within its
reach; on these it ought to rely on its ...What nmatéssentially to each Citizen is
the observation of the Laws inside, the propertgedbngings, the safety of private
individuals. As long as everything goes well onsthéhree points, let the Councils
negotiate and treat with foreign affaifS.
The inevitable conclusion from this passage is ifhadace is made an object of the
general will, war and peace become a legislativiéananot executive power but rather
the legislative power must be convoked to regytatce. The general will of peace, now
consisting of the entire human race and alreadycted by the vastness and diversity of
its constituency, would be forced to appropriatthtibe judiciary and the executive
powers and regularly summoned to police and atbiggery dispute and quarrel and
would therefore exhaust itself, slacken and detatgoand eventually give away to the
rule of one or a few men.

Conclusion

Rousseau’s international theory is integral togabtical philosophy: his audacity in
imagining a new international system matches hisigom in reforming political
institutions of theancien régimend proposing the social contract. In making this
connection between his political thought and ird¢ional theory, | argue that Rousseau
must be placed in neither realist nor pacifistitrads. His preoccupation with the
political vigor of the state means that peacepssitive but secondary good for Rousseau.
Unlike the social contract that heals the wounflabarism and civil war among men
and citizens, the state cannot and need not litke atisolute security. A modicum of
insecurity is the best small states can hope fdriafiact constantly regenerates their
political life. Nonetheless, that does not meanti@usseau has to offer to the study of
international relations today is less than intengsand instructive. In recommending
changes to the international system, Rousseau gatively gives the highest priority to
the deterrence of great powers and protection aflstates, and his solutions are
correspondingly bold and progressive and almostgoeat in light of twentieth and
twenty-first century developments.

In Rousseau’s international thought we find noaiartabsolute prospect of peace. If
Rousseau failed to promise perpetual and univeesade, it was only because of his
nobler ambition to establish the true principlepolitical right and justice. Over time,
Rousseau rejected all the expedient, obvious solsitbecause of the intolerable political
risks they could pose to the security and well-baha free people governed justly by
the ideals of the social contract. On the one hiamtthe prevailing practice of European
equilibrium, he saw only a heinous combination @mbtism and its apparatus of war
that only added to the weight of the yoke of slsnar the despot’s subjects. Therefore,
to seek protection through diplomacy and paritp@iver ineluctably subverts liberty and
equality in the republics. On the other hand, mfiémnciful picture of perpetual peace
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painted by cosmopolitans, tranquility and cosmdpalsm can only be accomplished by
subsuming the general will of particular societidgen it is precisely the diversity and
peculiarities of nations and peoples that uphoédptblitical integrity — and national
security — of the small states.

In recommending patriotism and guerilla warfaréhastrue pillars of the freedom
and independence of the true republics, Roussed@agithe states power and prestige,
and for all the sacrifices and dedication he ex¢rflom the citizens he could deliver only
a very imperfect sort of security. But the indivadis need for absolute peace is not
necessarily duplicated by the state which canviite a certain degree of insecurity, and
the political life that the citizen lives finds worresponding conceptual construct in a
man’s private life. In patriotic zeal and nationadistance Rousseau sees the precious
possibility of the regeneration of the politicaklte and vigor of a free people, and only
in light of this lofty moral objective can his idigncratic international theory be
evaluated and appreciated.

Chapter 2
Government: The Telluric Elements in Rousseau’soihef Administration andRaison
d’Etat

In a quarrel with David Hume about tBecial ContractTurgot, Louis XVI's minister,
wrote that “this book boils down to the precisdatiénce between sovereignty and
government.**° Modern Rousseau scholarship says little abousitirgficance of this
difference other than acknowledging that making thiference allows Rousseau to
place sovereignty in the hands of the people evamvhere is variation in the forms of
government! This chapter, however, will read Rousseau's thebgovernment as part
of Rousseau’s polemic against tiecien régimeand realpolitik. In my reading,
Rousseau’s becomes a muscular and expansive aafdtetrole of government. For
Rousseau, the sovereign will is simplistic anddxsen a monadic character and must
embody itself through government; | argue that Reas is emphatic about the
difference between government and sovereigntyiagtiaoretical difference is
threatened by absolutism and tyranny and by thelpopliscourse afaison d'état In
response to the alarming marriage of cosmopolitamisd mercantile statecraft,
Rousseau proposes rather that the sanctity andtyemiithe sovereign be protected
through a form of government that is predicatedhational physiognomy and a people’s
telluric attachment to their native land.

Rousseau's own language needs first to be clhrileusseau’s iteration of the
classical taxonomy of monarchic, aristocratic, dathocratic governments in tiecial
Contractmay conceal the true scope of his theory of gawernt. But in the opening
paragraph of th®iscourse on Political Econontye makes clear that this discourse is
also a treatise of government: Rousseau wantsuategpolitical economy with the
general government of the state, for “economygioally means the wise and legitimate
government of the household, for the common godte@gntire family. The meaning of
the term was subsequently extended to the governohdme large family which is the
state.™? Political economy thus concerns not just publiafice but the equitable and
just relations between the private or corporatadsthat make up the body politic at
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large. So when Rousseau speaks of political econbenglways speaks of political
government - and vice versa: when he speaks ofrgoant or political administration,
he always speaks of the fiscal and economic ressrghat each state faces when
searching for a suitable type of government falit&£conomic surplus a nation may
have needs to match the fiscal burden a partitype of government may place on it,
and different types of government can only be suepdy different countries.
Rousseau’s use of these terms — public economgrgment, or political administration
— is often equivalent, and he seems to switch batvileese terms only to suit the
perspectives of an argument.

Rousseau’s meaning behind the term “governmergépanother obstacle for us
when we try to gain further insight into his adrsinative theory. Classical taxonomy in
political science concerns the number of peoplgovernment, but Rousseau’s aspiration
is to understand what government is and what celaliip it has to his conceptualization
of sovereignty. To carve out a theory of governnier this new theory of sovereignty,
Rousseau opposes government to sovereignty themewould oppose physics to
ethics: “every free action has two causes whiclcaom producing it, one moral, namely
the will which determines it, the other physicaely the power which executes it...The
body politic has the same motive causes; hereatdastinction is drawn between force
and will: the latter being callddgislative powerthe formerxecutive powér™® one,
that is, speaking in the voice of generality arelghvereign will, and the other dealing
exclusively in particularity and administrative aff. Therefore, while the social contract
only asks that the force of all private individuat®w~y be combined into a public force and
be placed under the command of the general walwthy the forces of private members
can be combined and organized varies and testgisldem of the institutor of
government in a particular nation. Further, singdé6dy politic can be measured in two
ways, by the extent of its territory and by the twemof its people, and an appropriate
ratio has to obtain between these two measurdahdmtate to be given its genuine
size”** the magnitude of force varies from one peoplentmtizer and from one state to
another. With this variance of population and tertal sizes in mind, Rousseau finally
zeroes in on the definition of government: it is€'tintermediate forces whose relations
constitute the relation of the whole to the wholeof the sovereign to the statg®,
which is to say government is the mediated relatignof the people as a constituted
political entity to the people as a concrete deraplgic and geographic reality. Rousseau
cautions that this relationship is always goin@péca product unique to each nation and
“there is also no more than one good governmerttiplesin any one staté** And
subsequent chapters in tBecial Contracfocus on the pivotal question of the size of
territory and population.

This definition of government is a significant daton from the classical taxonomy
(because the number of people in the governmarvisa secondary question) and links
Rousseau’s theory of government essentially andegmnally to national
physiognomiet’ — themceurstemperament, religion, and tradition of a peapld the
climate, terrain, and fertility of its native landlll nations, no matter how different their
physiognomies are, can become a unified politioadmunity through a covenant. It is
up to the government to take into account theiquaiphysiognomies and establish the
right institutions and implement the right econoranl military policies to ensure their
continuing survival as a political people. Rous&etheory of government is thus always
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telluric in nature in double sense of the word:le/lmmost commentators recognize that
Rousseau strongly prefers an agrarian economy iiedastrial and commercial one and
prefers partisan militias to professional armias, telluric government is not just about
the efficacy of an agrarian economy or partisatidain a war but about the very
possibility of creating the theoretical space folitical administration or government that
operates with the restraints and advantages déatitk even when the sovereign will
remains independent from these restraints andnistant and universally valid. Every
well-organized, legitimate government is telluticthis chapter | will show that it is in
Rousseau’s discussion of international politics tha telluric government becomes a
sharp critique of the economic and military progsashthe tyrannical regimes.

*

Due in part to his extolling of national differerscé&kousseau is often condemned as one
of the earliest political philosophers to fuel theulent nationalism of later agé¥’
Blending ethnicity, culture and often civil religipRousseau’s emphasis on national
characters is considered an unwelcome distractaom €onstitutional politics and
introducing elements alien to politics that impeptinciples of liberal democrady’ But
Rousseau incorporated national physiognomies erasystematic critique of despotism
and the state of war that existed between Europeaers that had shaped their military,
demographic and economic policies by the earlytemghth century. The general will, a
central idea in Rousseau’s political thinking, & meant to be an abstract principle; it
depends on the unique national character of a paoplot only regenerate the political
health of the state but also institute the necgdsams of government and administration
to ensure its survival and safety under the loragietv of war.

Rousseau insists that a just and free politicé staust spurn the common
diplomatic and military strategies in the traditiohrealpolitik. Geographic and
demographic limitations force a small but well-gmexl state to disengage from the
European system of power politics. Rousseau prantisd the same handicaps in
territorial and population size offer a unique astage: in his opinion, a small, virtuous
population emotionally attached to its land andotiegamiliar with the terrain could
make a formidable foe to the likes of France anddruin guerilla warfare. Despite
modern interpretations of Rousseau as a realisaafist, deterrence via partisan warfare
remains for Rousseau the surest and most valid srafgpolitical independence for the
small but well-governed states.

Rousseau’s prescription that a small state modgtifs political independence and
war capacity in its national physiognomy can beripteted as part of his polemic against
raison d’état The firm rejection of both realism and cosmowlism in Rousseau’s
international theory results from his suspiciort tha two shared their political origin
and motivation in the dogmas of reason of stateilsReau contrasts the salutary effects
of a unique physiognomy to the ills produced bytative cosmopolitanism — to which
the big monarchic states fervently adhered andwRimusseau advised the small states
to eschew. The intense rivalry and jealousy betviegstates that sought military and
economic parity created the need for this cosmtgrom. The latter was reduced to
mere statecraft. Thus, for Rousseau, cosmopolitaaitd realism became two sides of
the same coin, both in service of reason of sfdie.marriage between realism and
cosmopolitanism reflected the nature of the im&atompetition that characterized the
relations between major powers and was mirrorethély relentlessly mercantilist
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policies of war and trade. The idea of nationalgibgnomy serves as the mercantilist
reason of state’s necessary foil.

The sculpting of a national physiognomy determmesy aspects of political
administration. According to Rousseau, economscdiiand population policies that
stress the telluric elements of civil life neechtve long been in place for the guerrilla
strategy to be effective in a war. War is the ukgpopriority of good political
administration whose objective is to permanentlyipyplace an economic and
administrative order that can support partisandadh a time of actual conflict. War
must be undertaken at the level of political adstnaition and political economy, and to
prepare for partisan warfare the government musielsggned to be telluric.

Being cut off from the telluric elements is a s@frthe administration’s terminal
decline and corruption, and out of desperatiorag to rely increasingly on the doctrine
of reason of state and the practice of mercantil&snsuch, mercantilist policies take on
a profoundly ambivalent meaning in Rousseau’s igalitheory: mercantilism is
sometimes construed as an unhealthy administrpgiltey that is unfortunately
necessary in a time of war or crisis, but it is enoften deemed the very demise of
political administration — namely, the concentratad financial and military power in the
hands of so few that it contradicts not only thedemt doctrines of public economy but
the principle of popular sovereignty. In offerirgettelluric as an unorthodox type of
statecraft, Rousseau is making a distinction ctaaeilis political philosophy between
statecraft as an administrative doctrine and rea$state as a political doctrine.

| argue that Rousseau introduces the conceptalfuasit war to manage and contain
the theoretic impact of war as a strictly admimistte problem. Neither the sovereign,
which always wills its security and survival, nbetpolitical, which is but the
manifestation of the sovereign will, is ever calletb question when a state makes war
and makes war policies. Rousseau makes it abuyddedr that the political is not
evoked in formulating governmental policies becabsesovereign need not be
summoned in the state’s conducting economic, deapdge and even war and foreign
policies. By contrast, the popular discourseai$on d’étatdoes not consider the birth of
professional armies and the rise of big capitalsase instruments of state interests;
rather, the prestige and preponderant power of maalenies and capital cities are used
to underscore the emergence of a new logic of dhdgal: the political life must be
restricted to the practice of realpolitik, and onigrcantilist policies give the sovereign
the unfettered freedom to engage in politics. Tit@e notion of administration has to be
suppressed in reason of state thinking in thatelearic nature of political administration
entangles war and diplomacy in a web of geogragtiocnomic, cultural or religious
relations. Monarchism in particular is seen astiest convenient way to obscure the
administrative realm. That is to say, monarchismoigonger a form of government but a
form of sovereignty. Rousseau is well aware thatcargilists’ preference of standing
armies and big capitals is not so much a matteubfic policy as usurpation of the
sovereign authority by rulers of the state.

Many view Rousseau’s later political writings, inding those on Poland and
Corsica, as signs that Rousseau gradually develapeare (proto-)sociological,
Montesquieuesque perspective in deviation fromehity, “abstract” stylé?° But in the
Social ContracRousseau already sensed an urgent need for g thfeadministration
that takes into account the geographic and ethpbgrghysiognomy of nations.
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Rousseau realizes that without a good governmentawdd have in its stead not a bad
government but an illegitimate principle of sovgray. For only in dismantling the
telluric administration does the tyrant arrogaie sbvereign authority to himself. In other
words, tyranny collapses the theoretical distinttetween political sovereign and
public administration. For that reason Roussedésrty of social contract and his
critiqgue of despotism were always going to be stimgtmore than a theory of political
sovereignty.

Telluric war and physiognomic government as stafiécr
Ethnography was not new to political science, dngdinfluence of climate and terrain on
politics and peoples was studied by Machiavelli Mfahtesquieu, two authors Rousseau
was very familiar with. That the fertility of th@i$ size of the territory, and climate of
the land are all correlated with the right formgofvernment that a people can live with is
not Rousseau’s discovery, and his findings werediftgrent from Montesquieu’s. The
provocative part was Rousseau’s use of physiograsrgyblunt weapon of reason of
state for the small republics in their struggleifatependence in an international system
dominated by big states and by endless wars obadgrement, equilibrium,
compensation, and shegiandezza

Rousseau strongly advises the republics againtiting the mercantilist policies
of big monarchies. Emulating the mercantilist pekcdiminishes the distinctivaceurs
and cultures of small nations, and it is dangetow so because imitation of the big
powers would quickly incur the latter’s jealousynl®the big monarchies could
duplicate the industrial and trade policies of eattter, and when adopting these
cosmopolitan policies the major powers have actuedpped themselves in an unceasing
military and strategic rivalry. The jealous imitatiand fierce competition are the essence
of reason of state, and Rousseau’s critique oflmis and his praise of nations that
retain their own characters serve as an alternaiittee seemingly triumphant discourse
and practice of reason of state of the eighteesitucy. Statecraft for the Rousseauean
states must be physiognomic and would consist iispa warfare and agrarian political
economy. The art of government that Rousseau camm@end thus draws from a rich
discussion of the sociological and geographic domts of nations, and it must be seen
first and foremost as a polemic against the invieatess and cosmopolitanism implied by
European realpolitik and statecraft at the time.

Rousseau’s physiognomic politics
The study of government has to be comparatives-shivhat Rousseau preached in the
final pages oEmile'?* Hence the need for traveling before the young maducation
can finally be completed. A Frenchman, Rousseas, $agks for artists when traveling
to another country; an Englishman looks for antgj@ad a German looks for letters and
sciences; but a Spaniard studies the country’s Isiaral government, which according
to Rousseau are the only useful knowledge a tracatebring back home? He adds
that political science must pay close attentiothtoterrain of the land and the
temperament of the people that are shaped by tapbgrand weather.

The goodness of government consists in ensurimguhvival of national
physiognomy. Corsica, which Rousseau considers thd “one country left in Europe
capable of receiving legislatio}®® derives its strength from its national charadt.
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eagerly offers his political advice to Corsicand angues that the point of departure for
any good government for the insular nation is itgue national character:

The first rule to be followed is the principle adtronal character; for each people

has, or ought to have, a national character;didtnot, we should have to start by

giving it one. Islanders above all, being less mjXess merged with other peoples,
ordinarily have one that is especially marked. Toesicans in particular are
naturally endowed with very distinct characteristiand if this character, disfigured
by slavery and tyranny, has become hard to recegitis also, on the other hand,
because of their isolated position, easy to reblistaand preserve’
Likewise, in advising the Poles, Rousseau citesvisdom of Moses in creating a
distinctive national character for a small natibattwas about to be overwhelmed by
neighbors:
[Moses] gave it morals and practices which couldb®oblended with those of the
other nations; he weighted it down with distinctrites and ceremonies; he
constrained it in a thousand ways in order to keepnstantly alert and to make it
forever a stranger among other men, and all the$ohfraternity he introduced
among the members of his republic were as manyelbsmvhich kept it separated
from its neighbors and prevented it from minglinighthem?2°
And in “A History of the Valais”, he also complim&rthe people for their difference
from other Europeans, especially those of the lsfggations, who all but resembled each
other in culture and in governmeft.In short, a distinctive, unadulterated culturéhis
centerpiece of Rousseau’s political counsel foatdsthing a government in a true, free
republic.

The native land of a nation nourishes its charaated only with a strong
attachment to the soil can a people hope to preserwunique character. Rousseau notes
that “when a country is not peopled by colonidtss the nature of the soil that gives rise
to the original character of the inhabitant& ’Accordingly, Rousseau wants to stress the
importance of agrarian economy to both Poles angi€ans. Rousseau’s resentment of
polite, urban life is well-known, and later in tife he stubbornly took up residence in
the countrysidé?® In telling the story of Emile’s life after the cqetion of his education,
Rousseau laments that the decision to move toityevas the most fatal one in Emile’s
life that destroyed his wife’s virtue and his owappiness? In his political philosophy,
Rousseau argues that only the rural life is corbfmtvith the civic requirement of
patriotic zeal and virtuous austerity: “Peasangsrauch more attached to their soil than
are townsmen to their cities. The equality and &rip of rural life have...an attraction
which leaves them with no desire to change it...hehedove of country which attaches
him to its constitution.” These words were not mamtic’s attraction to the idyllic way
of life. For Rousseau, the telluric sentiment oétical sentiment that he would employ
in constructing a good government and eventualpfajein a guerilla war of national
resistance.

Therefore, national physiognomy needs to be entiesha all aspects of civil life,
including an emphasis on agriculture as the prino@gupation for citizens and even
regulation of cultural productions such as musid treater. His quarrel with Jean-
Phillipe Rameau concerning the status of Frenchahal at least something to do with
the question of physiognont§® And in the “Letter to D’Alembert” he argues thaihé
general effect of the Theater is to strengthem#i®nal character, to augment the
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natural inclinations, and to give a new energylltthe passions...its effect being limited
to intensifying and not changing, the establishedats.”*! The focus on the economic
and cultural aspects of a community in Rousseatés lvriting is not meant to divert
readers from the philosophical principles estalkelisim theSocial ContractRather,
physiognomy has an explicit political purpose famuRseau, and the political health and
freedom of a nation depends on its unique physiogno
Elsewhere in Europe, national differences weréhaplisappearing: “as the

original character of a people fades from day tp. dane sees the gradual disappearance
of those national difference$® Such is the mutual dependence between the peapdes
their native lands that the topography of the tertiaat a people inhabits is usually lost
along with the race’s own physiognomy. The ancidais “regarded themselves as
autochthonous or native to their own country”, imatderns, in mixing with other races
and getting rid of their unique features and terapemts, also transformed their native
lands through civilization and progress. Europe becbme more homogeneous and
literally flatter**®

The loss of unique national physiognomy is indigatbf moral and political
decadency of Europe: when we can no longer disshga Gaul from a Germans or
Spaniard, they all become “nothing but Scythians Wave degenerated in various ways
in their looks and still more in their morals.” Nats lose their distinctive features
because cultures “are perhaps being daily bastatdiy the general European tendency
to adopt the tastes and morals of the FrenthCalling the assimilation of all European
nations “deceptive appeals to empty precepts”, Beaus was concerned that the allure of
cosmopolitanism would drain the political vitalio§ European peoplés> Ultimately, to
follow the metropolitan fashion of the French, aigimally agrarian economy would
have to substitute industries and manufacturinggpiculture and change its sumptuary
laws and tax regimes. So only a cosmopolitan ithatiss and ethics opts to be a
cosmopolitan in commerce and politics. Cosmopaktanposes a threat not only to the
simple passions and morals of some Polish farmgralbo to the entire system of a
telluric political economy and public administratio

The perverted cosmopolitanism, the perverted peaeaemitativeness and jealousy of
raison d’état

Rousseau’s fiery rhetoric about national physiogngmes modern readers the
unmistakable impression that he was a nationahst rgjected the more enlightened
sentiments of cosmopolitanisiif. It is no doubt true that for Rousseau “man’s highe
duties and deepest loyalties should be bound uphistrole as a citizen of his
fatherland” and that he has made many “unfavorpbferences] to the suprapolitical
man, the cosmopolitan in the true senséanother author notes that in Rousseau “such
cosmopolitanism is not a mark of progress, butegfasheracy, since it denotes the
absence of love for one’s country, one’s fellovizeihs”**® Yet, few commentators have
made the connection between his criticism of cosshimism and his derision of
contemporary discourses of reason of state.

Already in his commentary on the Abbé St. PieReysseau rejected St. Pierre’s
brand of cosmopolitanism because he believed a@osiitan was just a realist who
doublespeaks. Rousseau dismissed the Abbé’s paaifis because it was a hollow
moral slogan. St Pierre’s plan was in fact extrgneéhborate, and he understood well
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that the hope of perpetual peace had to rest oouliheral, religious and commercial ties
of European peoples. Part of the Abbé’s plan wasremgthen the sense of historical and
religious community comprising all European statéut the identity of commercial
interests was the most important pillar of his geawposal. This means the prospect of
peace ultimately depends on a set of industriainemic and population policies
uniformly applicable to and adopted by all Europpawers™*° St. Pierre spared no
detail in drafting these policies. St. Pierre’d éal growing industry and commerce, for
rapid urbanization and tax reforms, and for devielgines of communication within the
state all shows a man with a very modern perspeegiivo advocated a universal
principle of statecraft that he believes could leagerpetual peacé! At any rate, St.
Pierre expected commercial states to easily balagamst an ascendant military power
because the major powers all had the same militanying and discipline. The state’s
increasing ability to learn from the technologiaal tactical improvements of other
states’ militaries and their tendency to balancaresj each other is yet another way to
ensure peack?

In his own writings, Rousseau denounced theseipsland in particular rejected
the notion of the uniformity and universality. Bterre’s policies were the political
fashion of his century, but more fashionable stdls the very idea that the most
successful policies of one state must be copiedlmthers. This idea firmly took hold
among politicians and political thinkers in thehgigenth century. The cosmopolitanism
that Rousseau so resolutely opposed was not jest aommercial and industrial
policies that may incite an average citizen’s cosafitan spirit and taste — it reflected a
strategic imperative for statesmen to duplicateraatth the success of trade and
economic policies in other nations. Failure to bsnsopolitan in morals and tastes could
mean a depressed demand for one nation’s manufactor example, and thus amounts
to an economic and strategic disadvantage fordtiem The eighteenth-century
cosmopolitanism was inherently competitive andiseal

This sort of cosmopolitanism in which a state’siget imitate cosmopolitan and
progressive morals and policies is rooted in itategic anxiety about its power and
prestige certainly found eloquent expression invtbeks of David Hume and Adam
Smith. Hume sees jealousy, prudence and the detéisgopean equilibrium all as the
same thing because the envy of an ascendant pom¢ha desire to balance against is
“founded on true politics and prudencé®he quickly adds the imitative spirit as the only
way to help oneself and to balance against theirgpe. As long as global trade and
continuous progress of arts and sciences provisurest path to a nation’s prosperity,
cosmopolitanism is the best strategy for realpolitt Therefore, for Hume “jealous
emulation” becomes the foundation for Europeanrzaaf power and peac& Smith,
too, argues that emulation stems from a state’p dagiety about its power and prestige
and its jealousy of those of its neighbbf%lstvan Hont observes that in eighteenth
century political discourses it is impossible tpa®te the imitative spirit of progress and
cosmopolitanism and the vicious security competitdleading states, all of which fear
the accomplishments of others. Both the imitatigsrend the competitiveness are
encoded into the logic of cosmopolitanism and sealiAs such, emulation “expressed a
jealous and tireless zeal to obtain glory and hohaevas a vehicle ojrandezzaa quest
for national preeminencé?’ When a realist like Kenneth Waltz said states must
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“emulate the successful policies of othef®"he was only echoing the two-century old
opinion.

Rousseau understands the paradoxical nature afdbmopolitanism. Citing
Russians and Peter | as an example, Rousseau sepies fear of Russia’s success in
transforming itself into a geopolitical power blg@laments the huge price this
transformation has taken on the Russian natiorabcter:

Peter’'s genius was imitative...He wanted from thst fio make Germans,

Englishmen, whereas he should have begun by m&lilsgians; he prevented his

subjects from ever becoming what they could bedrgyading them that they are

what they are not...The Russian Empire will try tbjagate Europe, and will itself
be subjugated*®
And years later when addressing the Poles, Rousgaas them to “take care to do
precisely the opposite of what this widely praidear did.**° A Rousseauean state
rejects the urge to be cosmopolitan and to be fimvétaand this means it also rejects the
temptation to grow military and economic muscle egjdcts all the prestige and status
that comes with it.

In fact, Rousseau’s obsession with national plgysiny and his opposition to
imitation are so emphatic and uncompromising tleasdems to turn the idea of
democratic peace on its head. While democraticepe@s later made a very influential
idea by Kant, we can see a very articulate expragdiit at least a century earlier in
Francois Fénelon, whom Rousseau rates highly. B@rseiggests that the best peace
terms are the political reform of the delinquengr@gsor. Fénelon’s idea that the purpose
of cosmopolitan peace is better served by endothiegyanquished enemy with a good
constitution than by imposing a vindictive victojistice by diminishing its power and
dismembering its territory (in the manner of, s, Versailles Treaty) heralds the
modern pacifist thesis that propagation of libel@ihocratic ideals is the best way to
stem violent conflicts between stateSAnd in Fénelon’s imagination, the defeated
people are all the more grateful to the victorsrémeiving a just, republican form of
government>? Rousseau, however, turns this thesis on its heathrking ruefully that
the objective of conquest is sometimes no more tiameformation of the constitution
of the state in that to allow one’s constitutiorb®changed by the enemies is the greatest
humiliation; it was indeed the maxim of the Gre&ksfoster among their enemies and to
banish from among themselves the effeminate anddtientary arts that enervate and
soften men™>3 The forced acceptance of cosmopolitan morals la@doss of one’s own
distinctive culture and manner signify the most ptete political defeat for a nation.
That Rousseau refuses to settle for cosmopolitangoef any kind, even to the point of
challenging the admired Fénelon, is telling evideti@t, if peace and security are
possible, Rousseau is determined to find themtioma physiognomy, which also
preserves nations’ moral purity and political leg#cy.

Rousseau’s statecraft: partisan war and tellurigradistration

In the Social Contract Rousseau hinted that heidered countries like Corsica and
Poland the most fertile ground where a legitimatiymay yet take root and where the
people can still accept just laws. Later he wasteduby Poles and Corsicans to give
them laws and institutions, and the result wastteatises that address both the general
principles of political right and the complexitiesthe international, social and economic
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conditions of the two nations. “The Government ofddd” and “Constitutional Project
for Corsica” are thus crucial to our understandh&ousseau’s theory of administration
and why it must be founded on national physiogndruyther, external threats to
Poland’s and Corsica’s independence are constarghtioned by Rousseau to justify the
physiognomic features of the administration. Wargmportant objective of
administration, and the physiognomic administrat®Rousseau’s critique of and
proposed alternative to the deceptive doctrindgiiteenth-century statecraft.
While the principles of political right are uniwal, Rousseau insists that public
administration must adapt to national conditiong arust be telluric. To the Poles
Rousseau ceaselessly calls for reviving — or jugnting — rites and ceremonies that are
unique to thent>® A Polish culture, thus protected and fortified,snalso influence the
setup of their political economy: the right economsystem needs to be consistent with
“the simple customs and wholesome tastes” of thoplee>> more specifically, an
economy that preserves these customs tend to beageconomy>° The same advice
was given to Corsicarld’ Policies that favor manufacture and commercetrades that
tend to depopulate the countryside and force péasaiseek employment in the cities,
not to mention the ill effects of importing cosmdfan tastes incompatible with national
morals, are vehemently denouncéd.
All this discussion of national character and theadian economy that underlies and
reinforces it culminates in Rousseau’s recommeadatf the militia system and the
option of partisan war as means of national inddpeoe. To begin with, Rousseau notes
that an agrarian economy, abundant in its produtenieager in the tax money it
generates, cannot support regular trogp&onsequently, a Rousseauean state must
defend itself with an irregular force, basicallgiazen-militia, and fill its rank with
zealous patriots drafted from its citizeriy Peasants’ telluric attachment to their land
can replace money as the sinew of war. The sintpkdithe rural population’s virtue and
customs actually becomes a componemaison d’état “Agriculture is the only means
of maintaining the external independence of a st&@@emmerce produces wealth, but
agriculture ensures freedortf” Rousseau further notes that the form of government
suitable to preside over an agrarian economy isogeswy, both because of the poverty
(because there is no species of money to circuldtee economy and because the
population tends to be widely dispersed when nacltyjgdominates the nation) and the
fierce love of freedom, which makes the peoplerinitile in a battlé®? Thus we can see
the perfect continuity in Rousseau’s cultural, erit, fiscal and military policies,
which now make up a coherent and comprehensiveidedf national security.
Rousseau’s principle of national defense is thastmall states can be shielded
from the turbulence of international politics oy turning themselves into a difficult
prey® That is to say, partisan warfare must be usedasifyras a means of deterrence:
| should not like [Poland] slavishly to imitate tteetics of other nations. | should
like it to devise its own distinctive tactics, whiaould develop and perfect its
natural and national dispositions, to train priryaior speed and lightness...to
excel in what is known as guerilla warfare, all theneuvers appropriate to light
troops, the art of sweeping over a country likeraent, to strike everywhere
without ever being struck?

With partisan warfare, “you will never succeed iakimg it difficult for your neighbors

to enter your territory; but you can succeed in imgkt difficult for them to leave it with
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impunity.”® Here the telluric elements are not only reflectifeivic virtues of the
people but cited as a mode of war and instrumestadécraft for a well-governed
republic; non-military aspects of public adminisitva — cultural, economic, demographic,
etc. — are also designed to be telluric and comduai this war strategy.

Rousseau was actually amused that the great pdavieid to see that the efforts
they made to harm their small neighbors were uglaheficial to the latter. Their
adherence to mercantilist policies that favor itiduand commerce could explain why
they despised the telluric form of administratibor the policy makers in major
European capitals all believed reason of stataledtthe mercantilist economic and
military policies, and a telluric administratiorathwould not imitate the mercantilist
policies then in vogue in Europe and instead dets/&eatures from a people’s
physiognomy does not incite jealousy. So the Gem@mdishly prohibited trade in
Corsica, not knowing that forcing Corsicans to tageagriculture was laying the
foundation of their political liberty®® And Russians would laugh at a Polish plan to
disband its army and dispense with money becagseritative Russians would not be
able to understand agriculture and partisan watare source of strength and secuffify.
Poland and Corsica both had a foreign oppressos&vpolicies, made in ignorance of
the fatal consequences of reason of state thirsmagpurported to keep their neighbors in
weakness, could inadvertently do a great deal ofidor the small states, which need not
subscribe to the ruthless and shortsighted logrea$on of state. After renouncing the
imitativeness and the cosmopolitan ethos, the nobder known to the small, free
republics and their political rationality are diameally opposed to the big powers’.

Discourses of war and statecraft

War does not disappear from among even the masausequitable peoples, and in
Rousseau’s opinion a people’s injustice to stramgeoften a sign not of corruption but
rather vibrancy of the general will of the peoMée measure the health and vigor of a
political society from the way it makes war. ForuReeau, war is political: by definition
only the political death of one people ends the Wérile this sounds like a mundane
thesis among early modern political theorists, hirta argue that only with Rousseau is
war discussed as an object of administration. Foneddal differences exist in their
approach to the question of war between Roussehthartwo authors he often picks as
his interlocutors, Grotius and Hobbes. These dfifees are reflected in the places these
thinkers occupy in the intellectual tradition oasen of state. Statecraft did not make an
appearance in Grotius’s and Hobbes’s writings, \@idoth have a very prominent place
in Meinecke’s book oistaatsréasorand in all scholarly works on the subject since
Meinecke. By contrast, Rousseau’s unusual propdsaivisaging a kind of statecraft
specific to small states has largely been ignofFéads contrast of posthumous receptions
of Rousseau and Grotius and Hobbes in the reasstatef literature sheds light on how
the question of war is allowed to enter the dissewf reason of state. For Hobbes and
Grotius, the rights of war and conquest are m@diahtely theorized and are used to
underscore a new logic of the political and sowersi, and Meinecke seizes upon this
new logic as the two thinkers’ most important psdphical contribution to the doctrine
of reason of state. With Rousseau, however, wan gdministrative function, and war
policies need to be formulated against the backdf@m expansive concept of public
administration or political economy that evokes lirstorical and ethnographic
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complexities of different communities and encompagke economic and social
relations within them. For Rousseau the resiliesfqaolitical life of the state must be
found in the telluric character of its economy avat.

The political, unfettered

Exactly how much does Grotius or Hobbes have taabayit reason of state? In the
prolegomena of he Rights of War and PeaGgotius states flatly that “I have forborn
meddling with those things that are of a quitead#ht subject, as the giving rules about
what it may be profitable or advantageous for udaofor they properly belong to the art
of politicks.”°® Hobbes, too, fails to make any direct use of tleaiof reason of stat&’

Of course, if compared to Grotius’s writings, Hoblsdnclude a far more developed
contractualist theory and a far less substant@i@®on international relations. His study
of Thucydides and international politics taught lanly that states cannot have the same
moral standards as individuals and “the sovereiggmibodying the state was acting in
the same amoral environment as man in nattife.”

The lack of reference to the reason of stateenwo’s philosophy of state can be
excused, Meinecke argues, because the rich corftéme theory of statecraft could not
be accommodated in the high abstraction of st&terids — statecraft was just too
“practical” for Hobbes and Grotiug! And in any case both would happily concede that
no limit can be placed on the state when it hasctmut of convenience in a time of
necessity. For instance, Grotius argues that, whédeings may not be completely
entitled to their domain, “when reasons of statpine to levy new subsidies, [kings]
may, upon such an occasion, mortgage any paregiublick patrimony 2 And reason
of state must seem to Hobbes to be an unnecessasgyip his theory of state because he
already “succeeded in freeing the holder of Stathaity from all duties and restrictions
arising out of any contract; he succeeded in fling this executive with almost
unlimited resources of powet™ The notion of reason of state is clearly presuratizkit
not mentioned very often, in Hobbes and Grotiue dmmission of reason of state in their
theories is an indication not of statecraft’s imgigance but rather that “all the power-
measures, cunning ruses and underhand tricks offiilshsallism are permissibleé-*

But the decisive contribution they made to theuratton of reason of state
thinking in the age of absolutism is the new pcéitirationality found in their discourse
of war rights. For Grotius, there is a pressingdieedefine the distinctiveness of the
political realm in his jurisprudence of war becaasery conquest must be a political
conquest and not a robbery: only the discoveryefdolitical can render operable his
important judicial thesis that members of a socgety be enslaved and lose their political
sovereignty even when they retain their persobarty’’®> One can argue that the
solemnity of public war is also used by Grotiugtophasize this political logic
previously unknown to pirates and others who toa# m private wars, which had
economic or religious purposes that were incomgmatilith the strictly political nature of
public war. The whole discourse of conquest riglgsends on the distinctiveness of the
political logic. Hobbes is a still more articulateice than Grotius on the new political
rationality that is created in a social contrad dnring the state’s founding — and the
best hope of articulating the political again resissovereignty established through war
and conquest’®
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It is during the post-bellum negotiations of rigletween the victors and the
vanquished that we get to witness the momentotis dirthe political reason. Theory of
reason of state is best nurtured by the jurisproeefh conquest rights; art of war or art of
government becomes irrelevant. Unsurprisingly, Meke argues it was at the hands of
two state theorists who are largely reticent alstatiecraft that “the action of state
authority thus appears to be freed of all fetteng] the idea afaison d’étatto have
reached its zenith**” Similarly, inNo Virtue Like Necessita recent study that in many
aspects updates Meineck&mchiavellism everything about subsequent developments
of modern diplomacy and geopolitics was labeledBbist”, an adjective the author used
with alarming abandon, even though Hobbes hadaaiglittle about them’® For
ultimately the reason of state doctrine concesdfiwith the emergence of a new
rationalism or rationality and not some pitiful ige-books of statecraft. To the degree
that Hobbes is the powerful and eloquent advochtieeorationality of state and its
ability to carry out its rational planning complgtenimpeded by other considerations,
he remains a figure of enormous importance evemwaeds reticent about practical
policies of government.

Furthermore, throughout Meinecke’s book he assuhmsamonarchism is most
closely identified with the principle of reasonstéte. Of course, this preference for
monarchism can be expressed without royalist semiatity and bias. Hobbes, for one,
apparently favors monarchism as well, if only besgalne believes the new political
reason can more easily be defined and operateawitbnarchy than with a democracy
(at any rate, the Hobbesian sovereignty is alwagslate and even in a democratic form
must promptly generate a political rationality mder to preserve itself). To Meinecke
and Hobbes monarchism represented the most comédoien of political reason and the
most convenient way for the state to pursue ier@dt. And externally realpolitik
becomes a token of the increasing autonomy of éiggal in modern Europe and is the
singularly eminent dimension and application of ilh@w emancipated and purified)
logic of the political. It is thus the ascendanéyh® political and reason of state that
precipitates the convergence of realpolitik andabsolute reign of one. We will see
below how Rousseau’s notion of telluric war ovesths this intellectual edifice of reason
of state.

Rousseau’s war: the resilience of the telluric

Rights of war and conquest lay the foundation lier gtate theories of Grotius and
Hobbes. Rousseau, on the other hand, offers no a@fle theory of war rights. Modern
commentaries on Rousseau’s international thoughte mostly settled on the opinion
that Rousseau wanted to add clauses to internatams that could protect civilians and
prisoners of war but did not believe in the utilitya more expansive set of cosmopolitan
laws that can be used to adjudicate the disputegelea states or the justice of the causes
of war!’® In other words, Rousseau preferjeslin belloto jus ad bellumhe did not

hope to eradicate interstate violence through tien of just war but did believe the
violence could become tolerable and manageable wigeoonduct of war is
institutionalized and regulated. In this interptieta, Rousseau is made out to be a
visionary whose ideas were subsequently vindichyetventieth-century development in
international law.
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Textual proof of his rejection ¢gfis ad bellums plentiful, while the evidence cited
of his support ojus in bellousually consists of “The State of War” and “Fraguseof
War”. But Hoffman already notes that in bellocannot be easily reconciled to
Rousseau’s intense interest in the use of patrizetdt and guerilla tactics against foreign
occupation, which inevitably breaks down the corabgtivilian distinction long
enshrined in modern international laiW$That too often Rousseau was taken as a
proponent of that distinction is only a result lo¢ flawed reading of Rousseau’s two
short texts on war.

“The State of War” is to great extent a restatenoétihe definition of war as a
political phenomenon: “I call war between one poaed another...the effect of a mutual,
steady and manifest disposition to destroy the gr@tate”, and so “there is war only
between moral beings®! Insofar as all wars are political, there can beloabt that the
political distinction between man and citizen miusid for interstate conflicts. The
destruction of the state strips all its membersitidenship and reverts them back to
private individuals whose killing cannot be an aljef war: “Remove the public
convention, straightway the state is destroyed...\Whan, is it to wage war on a
sovereign? It is to attack the public conventiod ah that results from it.lf the social
contract could be severed with a single stroke sthée would be killed, without a single
man dying’*®? The last sentence most likely gives the imprestianRousseau was
having a Grotian moment. But this is unlikely: Reesu did not believe there could be a
set of war rights that would cover the safety agtts of private individuals in their
nakedness. His argument was simply that the slaugliforisoners of war or civilians no
longer constitutes acts of war and cannot be jasdtifvithin the conceptual frame of war
as a political institution. So this passage dogsmply a demand that the private persons
must not be killed, and the example Rousseau aidbeé next line in the text of the
Helot slaves and the ephors of Sparta was to groseoint: theendof the war marks an
unfortunate but inevitable return to the statearblarism. Rousseau argued that it was
“superfluous” for the ephors to declare war — fos tis not a war between states; the war
has ended — and what ensued was acts of barbariyhich Rousseau has little
theoretical insight to offer. The private individsi@f a vanquished state are not
“protected” in the sense that they have a righttodte molested by a rampaging army.
There is no right accorded them in Rousseau;ahig that the conquerors also lack the
contrary right to harm them.

That Rousseau’s manuscript ended abruptly aftelbtieé mention of the Spartan
example is perhaps instructive. One must bear mdrthat it is precisely this juncture of
war — when the properly political relations aretd®ged and need to be rebuilt between
victorious and the defeated — that Grotius’s antl¥¢s’s theories of war rights center on.
Their theories of war rights are concerned pringasiith the individual rights that are
either bargained away, alienated, or retainederstibsequent pact with the conquerors.
This is where Grotius’s and Hobbes'’s theories athear most polished and exquisite —
and also where Rousseau is bound to keep his silefecoffers no modern notion of
protection of private individuals in the consequen€a war. Upon the death of the state,
we find that Rousseau’s powerful mind suddenly mimsrt of political imagination
(apart from the probably only half-serious remdr&ttvictors can cannibalize their
prisoners).
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But Rousseau never intended to assume a placeénéxotius as a jurist of the law
of nations. If Rousseau’s contractual theory caas§such lacunae of theorization of
post-bellum individual rights, he regains his elegce and imagination in a most fecund
discussion of the strategies and administrativesgtfucture of war.

The contrast between the principles of reasonatéghat big, monarchic states
followed and the items of statecraft that Rousg@ascribed for the well-constituted,
well-governed states indicates that political hifev takes a different meaning in
Rousseauean small republics and in absolutistsstatel the two opposing doctrines of
reason of state should result in very differenttpall fate for big and small states in a
war. In big states, political life must assume ghly distilled form of rationality and the
necessary and regular exercise of that rationalitgalpolitik — in equilibrium,
comparison, and preemption. In small states, hadtigs is eclipsed by the strategically
pressing need to cultivate an ethnic, culturalitigal cohesion of the people that cannot
be as easily eroded as in big states, and tetthacacter of the war of national resistance
is predicated on the belief that political passionthe state become more excited and
stirred exactly when its borders are violated. Qirse, Rousseau’s insistence that war
must be political and must cease when a politicaigjanized body no longer exists is
still valid, but it does not mean the scope of e needs to be limited with the judicial
differentiation between civilians and combatantsd(Rousseau’s advice of partisan
warfare and his adherence to the Machiavelliaronatf a citizen-militia have clearly
ruined the neatness of this division).

Invasion of well-governed states can meet a markent resistance by a patriotic
and determined population in a protracted, partvgan The telluric war is a plausible
strategy for a Rousseauean state only becausiergctadministration manages its
economy and population well. The telluric admirastn has always been a war
economy: with a dispersed population and agraram@my the loss of a few towns
would not imperil the political cohesion and vigirthe general will of the community.
The resilience of political life in the republicrcae imputed to the design of it public
economy wisely founded in it national physiognormilge telluric partisans have no
capitals to yield, and their constitutions, liviagly in their customs and traditions, are
indestructible. By contrast, the capture of itsyaona capital city spells quick doom for
a big state; the depletion of the king’s cofferandoalso accelerate its end. Hence a
profound predicament for the big states and theircamtilist rulers: the standing army
and the industrial and fiscal systems that sugpare both the great accomplishments of
the new political rationality and the cause ofpaeable fragility of political life of the
state.

In Rousseau as well as Grotius and Hobbes, tltewlise of war rights and the
discourse of war tactics and war economy seemviarigbly displace one another.
Traditionally theraison d’étatthinking has extracted from the discourse of castju
rights a notion of pure political reason that imcumbered by economy, culture, morals,
and religion. Mercantilist policies are the faverior the doctrine of reason of state
because placing a standing army at an absolutenstdeadommand and enlarging his
coffers expand the scope of freedom of the ematedpaolitical reason. A universally
imitable template of the mercantilist state maystbe used to salvage a pure political
rationality from historical complexities of a natie economic and cultural orders.
However, in trimming away all the telluric elemenfsadministrationraison d’état
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exposes its own weakness and fragility when the stadested by war. Rousseau’s
partisan is also political, and in his fierce dekeof his native land he gives an unrivaled
resilience and vivacity to the political. That tesice derives from the physiognomic
nature of public war and public economy.

Administrative theory as critique of tyranny

The Rousseauean state is as much a product atabit#ason as the leviathan is. A
potent political will of the sovereign to preseitself is found in almost every modern
contractualist theory of state. Thus a politicatetives in permanent animosity with
other political states. For Rousseau, howevergémeral will of self-preservation and the
constant pressure of war do not justify the doetohreason of state. Rather, he harshly
criticizes reason of state as a cheap substituéa\tire sovereign will is too weakened
and when the voice of duty has died in citizensirts"® “there is a natural
incompatibility between what are called maxims @#ft& and justice and Law$®*

This damning judgment araison d’état | argue, can be attributed to Rousseau’s
persistent suspicion that its doctrine is empldgsd often as the means of self-
preservation of the political sovereignty as theéhud of its usurpation. | further argue
that in the Social Contract the risk of usurpatm despotism is closely associated with
the degradation of government. It is unusual anemmractual theorists that Rousseau
would examine the functions of government at sueatgength. It is still more
extraordinary that Rousseau insists the merit ofiggdministration is its telluric nature.
The corruption of government is marked by the detation and loss of its
physiognomic features, and a mercantilist governnmatuctably rises in place of a
telluric administration. Whereas the Rousseauests stust create an administrative
space in which policies of war and political ecoryoran be conducted by the executive
power, the threat posed by mercantilism is thelatinoh of the political and the
administrative.

Political crisis: mute sovereign and active goveamnin Rousseau’s political philosophy
Rousseau defines government as the intermediatedbh@iiged with executing the
political will of the sovereigri® The government is the minister of the sovereigud, a
those who rule and administer are but commissiafigckers of the people. Since
“besides the maxims common to all, there is wittach people some cause which orders
these maxims in a particular manner and makesgislation suited to itself alone”, the
central concern of political administration is tedmte the local peculiarities and the
immutable requirements of justice and equalityitByhature the government has to be
predicated on national physiognomy:
general aims of every good institution must be ssthp each country to the
relations that arise as much from local conditiasd$rom the character of the
inhabitants, and it is on the basis of these watatthat each people has to be
assigned a particular system of institutions wisctine best, not, perhaps, in itself,
but for the state for which it is intend&4.
Rousseau thus compares the relation of a tellaveignment that takes into account the
particular customs and morals of a people and arsgn will that is committed to the
universal principles of political rights to thatthie physical laws that govern bodily
movements and the moral laws that give purpostisese movements’ Since the
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government is the latter, its science is a strighlysical, mechanical one. Rousseau’s
theory of administration thus gains a flavor of imeaical science.

To use forces to serve the public good, forcesat@anot so naturally inclined, is the
purpose of governmen® The quintessential administrative question inSbeial
Contractis the aggregation and direction of force. Thagtesf the state’s
administration is meant to produce the best, nistldggregation and direction of
force® And the physiognomic features of the state —eitsatn, its size, its population,
etc. — dictate the design of the administration wedtype of government for a state. A
small nation that lives on barren land is mosteslifor democracy because it does not
require a very active government to be well govdyaad every citizen can be invited to
take part in government, which dilutes its forceadAhe poverty of the state is such that
no other forms of government can be financiallyparged. In a big state, the government
of one is preferred because “administration growsendifficult at great distances just as
a weight grows heavier at the end of a larger &V Fertility of its land may also
underwrite the costs of supporting a monarchyhlorts small, poor states do not require
a big government (and can thus have many of iizecis as magistrates, which
diminishes the activeness of government and redieaepressive force it can assert on
the ruled), whereas a big, rich state needs higlkearation of force and usually resorts
to monarchy to keep up the vitality of governmEntccording to Rousseau, the
discretion regarding changing the form of governntges not belong to the sovereign:
it Is statecraft, “not a rule of right”, and “thtate is no more bound to leave the civil
authority to its current chiefs, than it is to leate military authority to its current
generals.**? The form of administration permits changes andatians, and several
forms can be compatible with the public good, thathe sovereign will.

Rousseau’s theory of administration grows in sigarice precisely when the
general will falls silent. While the general w#l indestructible, Rousseau cautions that
making it visible is difficult in that the peoplar be led astray by their selfishness or by
the selfishness of just a few who happen to béeskih persuasion. Therefore, there is no
guarantee that an assembly of the entire constyueould help the administrators of the
state better gauge the authentic will of the sdgar€® Indeed, Rousseau sets many rigid
conditions in the Social Contract that must stokastituents in a modern democracy as
absurd. At a minimum, Rousseau expects voters tofbened, to place common interest
above private interest in their hearts, to renodactonalism and to withdraw from
communication with other constituertt4.Such are the numerous challenges if we want
the general will to be expressed in ballot bootind want the will of all to be the true
equivalent of the general will.

Despite the inactivity of the general will and thaitical risks involved in asking it
to articulate itself, a government can still be smmoothly, and the approval of the
constituents can just be “presumed from univerigahse” °° The executive power can
be exercised daily without the need to regularipyveme the general assembly of citizens
— the rulers need not await the deliberation ofwhele people because the rulers ought
to make policies that they know to be in the irgesef the public. In other words, the
administrative power does not have to divine thiipal will. 1%

The state of exception is our finest withess toastunding constancy of the
general will and its increasingly muted role in BRseau’s political philosophy. Rousseau
insists that even in a political crisis “the genevdl is not in doubt, it is obvious that the

a7



people’s foremost intention is that the state revigh.™” The general will remains
predictable and always the same in a crisis, ahdamministrative form of the state
needs to change in response to the crisis. To @andlisis, Rousseau suggests, “it
suffices to increase the activity of the governm#émn it gets concentrated in one or two
of its members*® The state of exception becomes a strictly adnmatise question and
requires only a change in governmental form andmitagde of its force. The very same
must be said of war as well, which again concenig the executive power of the state
and never the political will of the sovereiji.War and crisis reveal the political will as
an exceedingly simple, almost monadic entity.

The monadic nature of the political will is enéailby the indivisibility of
sovereignty: “our politicians, unable to divide so®ignty in its principle, divide it in its
object; they divide it into force and will, intogeslative and executive power, into rights
of taxation, justice and war, into domestic adntmigson and the power to conduct
foreign affairs”**° So the power to make war is just part of “whatevemanations from
this [sovereign] authority” and not the authoritself. The sovereign is so simple and
monadic in its makeup and will that it is absurdliade it. The simplicity and
indivisibility of the sovereign will, combined witthe paradoxical difficulty in
articulating the sovereign will correctly, probalshean we can quickly close the book on
the political question and turn our attention te #uministrative one. In its simplicity the
sovereign knows only one universal principle, tbfats own preservation; in its
adaptability the government must be diverse ioligcts and methods and thus becomes
ever more telluric.

The flexibility of the administrative form of thstate thus compensates for the
immutability of the sovereign will. In a time ofalence and crisis, the political state
depends on a different, more compact and more otrated, form of administration to
survive. In a very mechanical metaphor, Rousseggesis that to arrest the slow decline
of government “what has to be done...is to rewind tgitten the spring in proportion as
it gives way”?** this precise sense of proportionality and ratiafist we encounter often
in Rousseau’s discussion of governn@ACommenting on the Abbé Saint-Pierre’s
“Polysynody”, Rousseau also observes that “the @@t of [St. Pierre’s] plan would
not be equally advantageous at all times, ancttieaé are moments of crisis and trouble
when extraordinary commissions must be substitfciegermanent councils® The
administration thereby created to cope with a€iisinot a better, more sovereign or
more political form than normal administration. Meaics of governmental forces and
levers account for the difference between the rsecgsadministrative forms of the state
during a time of normalcy and a time of crisis. E@edictatorship created during war or
crisis must be commissarial in nature. The disaussf the political existence of the
state is therefore carefully enclosed by lengthggesis of the functions of its
administrative apparatuses in thecial Contractin permanently sealing off the political
guestion, Rousseau also gives the administrativeepiis most emphatic limit that it
must never exceed: to rule is to govern, to adr@nisiot to occupy the seat of
sovereignty and supplant the general will with iaaie or corporate will of the rulers.

Usurpation, tyranny, and atrophy of public admirasion

The state of exception is an ambivalent momertenplitical life of the state that may
yet turn transgressive. On the one hand, monarchizierate must be recommended in a
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time of crisis, and Rousseau insists that it isHaly to attempt another type of

government:
Just as Democracy naturally tends to Aristocranyg, Aristocracy to Monarchy, so
the Polysynody tends to the demi-vizierate, andiimai-vizierate to the vizierate.
This progression of the public force toward a stakg, which requires the
strengthening the springs, slows down or speeds ppportion to how well or
badly constituted all the parts of the state and; aince despotism and the vizierate
are reached only when all the other mechanismexraustedio pretend to give up
that form in order to take one of the proceedingrs, in my opinion, a badly
conceived project®

So Rousseau’s tolerance of vizierate must be reé#tkilight of his recognition that the

rule of one man, or vizierate, represents the ineshanical design of government that

may still keep up its activity after a long proce$slecay.
On the other hand, the time of crisis also presantopportunity for tyrants. War
and sedition can bring down a state, and publiciaigtration is usually retooled and put
in the hands of a monarch or a vizier to save taie sbut the profound predicament for
Rousseau is that often “it is those governmentsitiedves that destroy the state.
Usurpers invariably bring about such times of tleur choose them and, taking
advantage of the public panic, get destructive lpassed which the people would never
adopt when calm®° In a crisis, we entrust the entire force of theegament to the
vizier and allows him great secrecy in his opergtluut the secrecy quickly engenders
the risk that it is used only to serve his priviaterests: “a vizier who knows how to use
the obscurity of Chambers to keep state secretiehittom all eyes, always flatters
himself that no one can distinguish what he appiabg doing for the public interest
from what he really is doing for his owA?® The subversion of the public good gives us
the first glimpse of a trulpolitical crisis. The constitutional crisis takes placewbén
the administrative form of the state is changedrastduntil the ruler imposes a sovereign
guestion on the people. In this case, “the prircéonger administers the state according
to the laws, and usurps the sovereign power...theenbthe government usurps the
sovereignty, the social pact is brokefi” The vizier becomes a tyrant at precisely this
point and in the purely technical sense of the ieoingy2°® The response to a state of
crisis is always administrative, but the adminiséaresponse itself may provoke a
transcendental, political crisis.
That the state of crisis is such a profoundly egc&l moment in political theory
also accounts for Rousseau’s ambivalent attituderds the secrecy of government. The
secretive ways in which a vizierate operates, REatssoncedes, are a necessary part of
the remedy for a feeble and diseased administr&tidvioreover, in the&Social Contract
Rousseau argues that
“the wise who would speak to the vulgar in theimosather than in the vulgar
language will not be understood by them. Yet tla@eea thousand kinds of ideas
which it is impossible to translate into the lange®f the people...each individual,
appreciating no other scheme of government thanattheh bears directly on his
particular interest, has difficulty perceiving thévantage he is supposed to derive
from the constant privations required by good I&8.

Since “the sublime reason rises beyond the reaghlghr men”, average citizens must

not partake in government, and here Rousseau adsigitatecraft an esoteric quality.
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Arcana imperiidoes not seem to be a vexing problem. Howeveresgof the vizierate
is used to confound the public and ultimately midigcoup d’etatof the vizier and the
substitution of the sovereignty of one for sovemgygof the people. As suchrcana
imperii is no longer a policy of government but startbécan important component of
tyranny and usurpation. Forcing the mask off theevior monarch, we will find that the
sovereign authority is usurped: “press the partis#rihis maximfaison d’étaj to
explain more fully what they understand by the boflthe state, and you will see that
they will finally reduce it to a small number of me/ho are not the people but the
people’s officers?! Secrecy as reason of state is perturbing only vitiera product of
a political crisis. The seemingly conflicting staients about secrecy only demonstrate
the necessity of keeping the administrative quastiad the political question apart in the
discourse of reason of state.

Rousseau often worries that the conflation of goremt and sovereignty is how he
is most likely to be misread. When Rousseau sag®aracy is “the worst of
sovereignties”, he remarks darkly that “a thousp@aple will again find here a
contradiction with the Social Contract. That prottest there are even more readers who
should learn to read, than authors who should leabe consistent*” There can be
only one legitimate form of political sovereigntythat which derives from the general
will — and only its administrative form is subjgotchange. Therefore, “every legitimate
government is republican”, and in a footnote Roassa&lds that “by this word |
understand not only an aristocracy or a democtaayin general any government guided
by the general will, which is the law. To be legitite, the Government must not be
confused with the Sovereign, but be its ministére monarchy itself is a republi¢*®
This is how we must understand Rousseau’s judgofdatiropean monarchies: his
opposition is always to monarchism as a doctringoekreignty and not monarchy as a
form of government. Monarchism as a doctrine ofeseignty threatens the very
distinction between the political will of self-peawation and the political administration
that matches the state’s unique physiognomy angressts survival in a war.

Of course, war can never be banished from thefifee state — and Rousseau’s
theory of administration is essentially a war egogavith its focus on taking advantage
of the nation’s physiognomy — but at the same finhas to be subsumed in the
administrative functions of government. For Rousdba political sphere is one of
contest between sovereign states for their ownrgg@ind independence. In Rousseau’s
political metaphysics, the sovereign will is indgeaient but it is also incorporeal thanks
to its innate simplicity and constancy. Only inetsbodied, administrative form can we
speak of statecraft and policies that are conduoitbe safety and survival of the state.
Moreover, in the state’s corporeal form, all théutec elements of the nation are
intricately related, and war, economy, cultureigieh, and geography all make up part of
the state’s security policies. Despite his notibthe political that is essentially
conflictual and security-conscious, Rousseau wiamtdhe well-governed state only a
strictly defensive military strategy. In additiahjs military strategy is only one aspect of
the administration and one part of its securitygie$ and can be meaningful and
efficacious only if incorporated with other tellagpolicies (of tax, economy, population,
even theater and religion). That is to say, thestjoe of war and statecraft is always
immanent to the administrative realm.

50



TheDiscourse on Political Econonoan be construed as a sweeping narrative of
how public administration becomes atrophied undemteight of tyranny — and how war
as an institution becomes perverted in tyranny.9Reau argues that the tyrant is always
at war: the tyrant agitates for conquest and dmuilm abroad and civil war at home.
Elevated above the rest of the executive functafribe state, war causes all other
aspects of public economy to wither. The militagyng the highest precedence in public
affairs, and the professional army is used not aslan instrument of diplomacy but a
repressive apparatus for the monarch. The immedietien is the taxation system of the
state where the subjects are forced to yield aghmitix and pay it in specié¥’ This in
turn discourages agriculture and encourages matoméaand commerce, which
ultimately alters the taste and morals of the peapld depopulates the country as well.
The tyrant’s spirit is inevitably of the cosmopalitand mercantilist kind.

The substitutions of mercenaries for citizen-nabhti species for real goods, and
public treasury for public domain completely cug tdministration off from the telluric
life of the people. Tyranny should no longer besidered merely another form of
government; nor mercantilism another sort of adstiative policies. They mark the very
demise of public administration and public econdragause the government as an
intermediary body no longer exists: the administré finally identified with the body
politic itself, that is, the tyrant. In uniting tle@ministrative functions and the political
will, the reason of state thinking now presents asman object — and the only one — of
the sovereign will. The fiscal, economic and mrljteeforms signify the monarch’s
independence and complete freedom of action, andfesence, the emancipation of the
political reason. The rationality (and absolutehe$s monarchical state must now be
measured by its commitment to realpolitik and thecsess of its mercantilist or
cameralist policies. But herein also lies the fatlafraison d’état in stripping the
citizens of the honor of defending the nation,uming the people against the common
cause, we will have destroyed the very notion efabmmon cause and killed off the
political state?™ In its most physiognomic moment, public administrafences off the
political question; with the decay of the tellugovernment the fundamental relationship
between the rulers and the ruled is altered anddkiereign power is usurped.

Conclusion: The Partisan against Tyranny

Rousseau’s obsession with national physiognomydftestrates modern readers’
attempt to extract a coherent picture of Roussaatesnational theory because his
proposal of partisan warfare derails any discussfdhe use of international law to rein

in the violence and excesses of war. The telluidips also seems to tarnish Rousseau’s
contribution to liberal or democratic theories hesmthe telluric appears to be an odd
appendage to the political question addressed uss&au’s contractual theory, not to
mention the implied demand of a degree of raciauttural homogeneity that seems
unhealthy in modern liberal politics.

But the more relevant point of contention between$geau and his modern, liberal
critics is not on the question of ethnic homogenkiit rather their very different
understanding of the function of public administiatand political economy and indeed
the very need for a theory of administration. Ca élact same question of political
administration, | have argued, also rests the btitke philosophical weight of
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Rousseau’s critique of the nexus of tyranny andtivair had long driven thancien
régimes military, population, commercial and fiscal pués.

In the last three books of tis®cial ContractRousseau seems to consistently
obscure the activity of the general will. The adistirative and institutional theory takes a
more salient role in later chapters, and he arthesall good governments must be
physiognomic. The political consists of only thee®@ign’s immutable will of its self-
preservation. Since there is not a higher, morgigall being that must be summoned or
awakened in a war and intervene in the adminisgdtinctioning of the state, the
military-diplomatic aspect of state life must bkda as a purely administrative object
and is blended with other essential aspects ofipebbnomy and administration. The
security of the republic does not depend on sugprgsll aspects of civil life and
reducing it to the act of war.

Given the ungquestionable constancy of the politiadl] the discourse of reason of
state must take up a completely different subjechfwhat Meinecke ascribes to it. The
political rationality is always present and potena legitimate, free republic, even if it
does not express itself regularly. The reasonasésdiscourse need not concern itself
with shielding the political reason from the divetslluric forces that are thought to
encroach upon it. Rousseau’s patience in layingletailed administrative blueprints for
the state does not undercut the political willtefawn survival — it presumes it.
According to Rousseau, all these telluric forcesgie to the administrative realm; they
are not the impediment of the political reason aralalways at its service. The notion
that somehow the political reason needs to be umetidrom economic or moral
considerations is a misguided one and bespealker ratlaindamental misunderstanding
of the relation of the political and its embodiadministrative form.

It is owing to the perverse view that the contégtolitical wills must be
expressed in terms of a contest of military forttedraison d’étatneedlessly tries to
give substance to and then delimit the meaning@®fpblitical. The social contract is
something more than political theory because pslitannot take war as an object and an
administrative theory is needed to enclose thdipalitheory. In defining the political
life of the state as a military-diplomatic compietit with other states, reason of state
suppresses all other administrative functions efgbvernment, and in severing war’'s
organic relations with other aspects of the adriai®n,raison d’étatmust strip war of
its telluric character as well. Governments wergoumly mercantilist and least telluric
in big monarchic states, and the cause of the imifg was the pressure of war.
Ironically, only in trimming all telluric elementsf public administration do we start to
detect the fragility of the political in times ofawn

Therefore, the doctrine of reason of state andrtbecantilist military and
economic policies it entails are not just bad adstiation but lay bare the danger of
collapsing the important theoretical space betwberpolitical and the administrative
guestions. The preference of standing armies ahticpweasuries uproots the telluric
foundation of public administration. But when wealeay with the administrative
guestion entirely, the disproportionate concerdratif governmental force in the hands
of the administrator amounts to the subversiomefdocial contract and usurpation of the
sovereign authority of the people. For this reagyysseau qualifies his criticism of
monarchism. Monarchy as a form of government may sué the physiognomic
features of some countries, but he opposes theoidesing royalism as a vehicle for
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reason of state purported to reduce the very codtge of historical and geographical
conditions of a nation. In the latter case, thatreh between the ruler and the ruled is
transmuted, and the ruler is no longer an offiéeéhe people but their master. A
constitutional crisis immediately follows the deaftadministration.

In the final analysis, Rousseau’s critique of ozasf state is precisely that the
mercantilist regime of war and economy is not @oricfor a supreme political reason.
While the political will of the state is always Bplreservation, an administrative body
must be created to work out particular policieg Hsave that paramount will. The
guestion of war is thus immanent to the questioadmhinistration, and the strategy of
telluric warfare must be continuous with the gowveent’s telluric economic or cultural
policies. It is by a sleight of hand that mercasitisl and tyrants try to separate war from
the rest of the administrative functions of goveemtnand use it to justify the complete
devolution of public administration and a despédien of sovereignty. Rousseau’s
impassioned embrace of national physiognomy creéheegery analytical space for a
theory of public administration, and this spacestibates the invaluable barrier to shield
the political and the quarantine against civil wad tyranny.

Chapter 3
The Politics of Rousseau’s Political Economy

Rousseau’s attack on luxury in tRgst Discoursebrought the author his earliest literary
fame and controversies. Scholarly readings of Reaiss political economy have usually
been cast in terms of the dramatic contrast Rougsesits between modern luxury and
ancient austerity and between an urban life swatbwup by fashion and extravagance
and a rustic life that is at once simple and viagidn his Rousseau studiyransparency
and ObstructionJean Starobinski cites one lesson given to Eatteit the quality of
wines: the adulteration of wines supplied by menthahen compared to the purity and
natural sweetness of home-made beverages stripsadbmic agents involved in the
wines’ marketing, transportation and consumptiothefvalued transparency in their
moral life?*® The moral decay associated with commerce and yuxas prompted many
commentators to conclude that the political messagieedded in Rousseau’s economic
analysis is a call to return to ancient virtue werenatural liberty’’ In effect, many
authors have collectively argued that what Roussé#aus is not so much a theory of
economics as a theory of mor&&In this chapter | will argue that, while Rousseats a
strong moral and republican tone for his econontiis,moralistic and utopian
interpretation of Rousseau’s political economynasdequate. Part of the purpose of the
chapter is thus to document contemporary influef@nti-mercantilism and physiocracy
on Rousseau’s economic theories.

However, Rousseau also exceeds physiocrats in t@rthe scope of political
ambition in his political economy. It is significatihat RousseauBncyclopédieentry on
political economy subsumes government and pubhaiidtration under the concept.
Michel Foucault notes that Rousseau gives eightesstitury political economy its
broadest meaning as “a sort of general reflectiothe organization, distribution, and
limitation of powers in a society™® The generality in conceptualizing political econom
affords Rousseau the chance to examine the sugahle of government and the very
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purpose of government when discussing economiass$tau would have none of the
physiocrats’ espousal of legal despotism or a sopenore rational form ofaison d’état
rather, his economic analysis addresses the ingguaedated by tyrannical

administration. Nor is this inequality a mere déwia from a set of natural and rational
laws governing economic relations of modern socstphysiocrats imagined. Inequality
for Rousseau must be seen as destructive of acpbliody because it spawns a class war
of one part of the body upon another. The politesanomy of a state, which reflects the
geological, geographical, and demographical realitif a nation under the right
government, amounts to a delicate mechanism tlodiupges political justice and equality
and ultimately ensures the cohesion and survivii@sovereign.

In this chapter | will first seek to give an oveawi of Rousseau’s positions on luxury,
commerce, agriculture, as well as the urban-ruxadie in ancien régimeHe holds the
mercantilist policies of thancien régimeccountable for the rise of luxury and
agricultural decay, and his political economy cargaxplicit criticism of the circulatory
problem caused by trencien régimis military policies as well. In addition, these
criticisms would have placed Rousseau among higeogporary intellectual opposition
to mercantilist policies on industry, commerce, &ndks (an oppositional movement that
was not always coherent and over the decades ietlundits fold Christian agrarians and
physiocrats). Placing Rousseau’s economic pringsipéxt to these figures can diminish
the appearance of novelty of Rousseau’s econoriciples, for there are enough
echoes between Rousseau’s economic thinking ahdftn@any eighteenth century anti-
mercantilists and physiocrats for us to say thaidReau learned from and only adopted
anti-luxury or agriculturalist positions from otlseAccordingly, we may argue that,
while his commitment to civic virtues and republiddeals need not be denied, Rousseau
did not substitute romantic attachment to politexatiquity for sound economic analysis
of modern industry and commerce. On the contrasyatioption of the agriculturalist
position of Frangois Fénelon and perhaps the phsei® theory of monetary circulation
and tax revenues is ample proof that Rousseauamaitidr with important developments
in the field of political econom$?° This is also to say that we need not consider
Rousseau’s attack on luxury and economic progreksaall to return to agrarian life
all that idiosyncratic — after all, these positionsre hardly original.

But if Rousseau endorses the economic policiespbesl by Fénelon and rehearses
the analysis of tax revenues of g@nomisteshe also weds the economic program to a
unique political program that is thoroughly Roussssa. My argument is that Rousseau
eventually offers gpatialaccount of economic and political relations th#grapts a
delicate balance between numbers and geograplpaeé and physical distance in order
to maintain civil peace within the body politic apevent class war. It is thus also a
political geography or geometry, one very differentharacter from the popular talk of
political statistics propounded by William Pettyda@harles Davenant in the previous
century as well as the physiocrats but very siniilapirit, | argue, to Aristotle’s
apprehension of political equality in tRelitics. Here | will go back chronologically
from the modern economistes to Hugo Grotius, ThoH@sbes, and ultimately to
Aristotle to uncover a political geography thatvesr similar purpose of the defense of
civic unity. | argue that it is these classicalippchl authors, more than Rousseau’s own
contemporary economic theorists, who offer the bkss to understand the original
impetus and purpose in Rousseau’s political econduikg Aristotle, Rousseau wants
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the physical expanse of a nation’s realm to benagined as an economic and political
space whose shape and circuits can be maniputateddte political equality and to
preserve the constitution and unity of the stateséch, Rousseau’s economics must be
construed primarily as an urgent defense of hisrthef sovereignty. Only then could we
attempt to assess the full weight of the politaiahension of Rousseau’s economics.

Rousseau and eighteenth century political economy

Rousseau’s fiery rhetoric about the degeneratianarfals and corruption of taste sets the
moral tenor of his political economy. He also bedie that public economy will have a
central place in reanimating ancient virtues thatenlost in the encomium of modernity
and progress. Yet, in intellectual debates of tghteenth century, “the critique of luxury
was by no means the monopoly of austere repubéinéiiusiasts®?* Liberal economists,
in particular, blame luxury for the obstructed aiation of species and thus stunned
economic productivity of the countryside, and ttagent critique also comes through in
Rousseau’s economic writings. It is this problentiofulation and spatial distribution of
species and wealth that many authors overlookstlislying Rousseau’s political
economy. Some of Rousseau’s angry criticisms ottmauption of morals are familiar to
all Rousseau students, whereas other portionssadanomic analysis have a level of
sophistication and modern perspective that becawiegnt only when we juxtapose
them to other celebrated economic works from thgbteenth century. Although his
economic principles were not intended to win apptdsom kings and their ministers
and to be actually adopted by rulers and admin@sathese principles were not utopian
in the sense that they were designed to take mdridok to a savage state of hunting
and gathering and individual self-sufficiency aneeflom. Emphasis on the morality of
Rousseau’s political economy should not lead ugriore the larger context of
contemporary debate on political economy or igrtbesobviously strong economic
education Rousseau received.

The radicalism of Rousseau’s economic program meediately evident. He advises
that taxes ought to be paid in kind, and serviodhe state ought to be performed by
one’s arms. Neither need be measured in gold. Aaddsult is a citizenry more virtuous
and more loyal. It is truly the peasants who atacaed to the land that they toil on who
can serve as the most patriotic soldiers for tagestn writing to the Corsicans, for
example, Rousseau advises the abolition of theeemonetary and financial system of
government?? In support of this measure, he evokes the exaofptee Swiss who
disavowed a modern finance system. The Swiss paid taxes not in species but in kind,
and their public officials were likewise paid imki for their stipend® Further, to avoid
the abuse of tax collection or tax farming, Rousssrgues that in place of a tax system
that breeds corruption the state should use coriéesSwiss are again cited as example
to Poles because the Swiss were wise enough tgatelpatriotism and civic virtue by
enlisting citizens to fulfill their duties towardse state through physical lab6f.So
Rousseau never hesitates to make the connectivmedetagrarianism and a restoration
of ancient value and liberty: “Commerce producealtire but agriculture ensures
freedom. You may say that it would be better toehaeth; but they are incompatib/&”

And at each turn he condemns cities and city fife:intoxication of luxury, the
effeminacy of character, and so onHmile, Rousseau speaks of the beneficiary effects
of taking residence in the countryside, which inyera person’s morals, bodily health,
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and even his speech. Evil multiplies, it seems,mthe size of the city increases, and a
capital city, above all, is “an abyss in which wvatly the whole nation loses its morals, its
laws, its courage and its freedof®It is in rural life that citizens may recover thei
freedom and morals.

Insofar as agrarian economy is designed to preyesriny and immorality, Rousseau
is aware of the damage his economic program can tteeancien régimend plainly
tells the Poles the political consequence of limgtihemselves to agriculture is that
Poland would forsake any hope of ever becomingsteeened power in foreign
relations®®’ In other words, he sees clearly that the fiscaéste of governments and
their encouragement of industry and export are gfaatmilitaristic plan — pretty much
the same as their forts, standing armies, and ithastment in science and technology —
of those states that were trapped in a world dpodigik. Therefore, his strong preference
of an agrarian economy is necessarily anathemawergments that were bent on
stimulating growth and export of domestic manufeesyuhis suggestion that all levies be
substituted for by corvees aims explicitly at tlestduction of the modern fiscal state.
Agriculturalist policies were particularly suitalile Poles and Corsicans who had little
hope of successfully emulating mercantilist poboi¢ the major powers, for only small
nations that choose to disengage from internatipakiics and opt for security not
through parity of power but through an almost stdsalmilitary strategy of deterrence
(i.e., guerrilla warfare) can live with an entirglgrarian economy.

The two texts on Poland and Corsica in fact corfRnsseau’s most extreme
positions on commerce and taxation, sometimes gasrfgr as categorically banning
trade of even necessities among peasants themé&ledand and Corsica, of course,
had two of Europe’s most impoverished and isola@mhomies; in countries with more
advanced economic and financial systems, the nwx&vtve agrarian economy must
reckon with the effect of a country’s existing mtarg system instead of calling for its
outright abolition. Beyond the Poland and Corsreats, Rousseau’s economic analysis
usually shows a subtle understanding of the distindetween luxury trade and grain
trade or the different effects on monetary ciraaladirect and indirect taxes have. His
considered opinions on economic and fiscal maitetise Discourse on Political
Economyand theSocial Contractdraw him close to other illustrious names of esginth
century economics.

It is important to note that, while accusing luxafyperverting morality, Rousseau
usually deems rural depopulation the most dammidgiment of luxury. Thanks to the
city’s infatuation with luxury, we would witness amodus of peasants from the country
and all swarm the cities to seek employnféht.o the apologists of luxury who argue
that luxury in great states is both ineluctable acially helps the poor because it
provides employment to them in the city and stamyiddleness among citizenry,
Rousseau nonetheless points to the poignant fachtkury is in fact the root reason of
poverty in large states. He concedes that manufagtdeed provides employment, but
he counters that “all fortunes are made in oneepéa@ spent in another; which soon
upsets the balance between production and consampiind impoverishes much of the
countryside to enrich a single towf> which is to say manufacturing jobs in the city is
bleeding the countryside of labor and populatiors precisely because the wealthy city-
dwellers spend money only on luxury items (and s$pend the money only in the city
and perhaps even on imported goods) that farmeosstay in the countryside do not see
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any income. Therefore, it is not luxupgr sebut the circulatory problem it poses that
causes rural poverty — and large states are mastnalble to this problem exactly
because of their siZ&" This line of reasoning illustrates the demograinid economic,
and not just cultural, harm of luxufy?

This idea of circularity of wealth and expenditusécourse, resembleconomistés
proto-Keynesian demand for the rich to spend timewme on the farmers and is in fact
the very premise of Francois Quesnakableau economiqud he notion that the
landlords must promptly spend income to generateeraconomic activity and keep the
circular flow going is crucial to modern appraiséphysiocracy>* When people in
towns and cities “confin[e] themselves to the pasghof manufactures, it would be
impossible for the farmer to sell the produce aflabors, and of course to pay his rent,
the consequence of which must naturally be an dltots cessation of agriculture, the
destruction of the landed intere$t*Quesnay in turn may be said to have taken his
lesson from Richard Cantillon and tissai sur la Nature du Commerce en Général
(Friden has speculated that Rousseau, too, reatill@a*>° Cantillon’s argument that
the same tract of land may support less peopleif tive a more luxurious lifestyle
certainly foreshadows Rousseau’s argument aboutyuand depopulatioft’

Rousseau also steps back from the radical proplusiall taxes be replaced by
corvees. In th&ocial Contrache narrows his objection to tax collected in sgetd
only indirect consumption tax placed on grains tailde. And we can again detect
Cantillon and physiocrats’ influence on his thinkifRousseau observes that an indirect
tax would eventually fall upon the farmers, whivetaille compels the peasants to make
to sell their grains very quickly and at any praocel thus shortchanges them on the
market. Both taxes are injurious to agriculture amtlamentally unjust. He recommends
property tax or a consumption tax that excludesgréwvhich makes it effectively a
luxury tax) instead®’ Here we may have witnessed the influence of Maptes as well
as the physiocrats. Like Montesquieu, Rousseawsauic analysis is how discerning
enough to separate luxury trade from “carryingéfaaf subsistence good®

In light of this analysis of the harm of a bad ti#xa system, Rousseau now argues
that the economic disease of laziness must bedenesi “always a result of the abuse of
that same society, which no longer gives laboréeard it has a right to expect
Idleness is a result of a cruel fiscal policy tbeertaxes and deincentivizes the farmers.
As a result, Rousseau argues, we must view poeépgasants as the root cause of the
decline of agriculture and reject the false opirtizat heavy head taxes drive the idle into
work. 2T4kc1)is view clearly aligns Rousseau with phgsats and against Richelieu and
Hume:

Lastly, one could see how Rousseau’s economic sisady rural depopulation even
converges with his critique of the ascendancy arfiding armies and military conquests.
The ill effect of a standing army is not only havdirectly aids a despot in the
suppression of his own people but also how quitkkpo, can depopulate a nation and
induce rural depressidfi- A tyrant with territorial ambitions is doubly dagrgus: he
first alienates his subjects because he has talyéax them and at the same time replace
citizens with mercenaries in his army, stripping tbrmer of the honor of fighting for
their patrie; but military adventures abroad are also alieigdbi@cause revenue raised at
home now has to be spent abroad, and the citizanay the taxes never see the money
flow back to them. This analysis instantly remingsof the attack on Louis XIV’s
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foreign policies inTelemachusAn anonymous memoir from 1688 also partly atieiou
France’s rural depopulation to the king’'s appdtitewar of conquest, and again it is not
really because the countryside must supply fresbpls to the king’s army but rather
because, when French troops were posted on dizbatérs and on a foreign expedition,
it became harder still to bring money back into ploeket of the farmef*? Montesquieu,
too, makes the argumentTime Spirit of the Lawthat a tyranny obsessed with military
conquest necessarily chokes the normal econonuiglation in the realm*?

In summary, a careful reading should present @ Bsusseau who is erudite about
eighteenth century political economy. His criticisfrluxury goes beyond a simple moral
verdict. A solid economic analysis paves the grolamndhis moral critique of the
commercial and fiscal regime of eighteenth cengayernments. Still, one must not
think that Rousseau concurs with most of physioctatchings, for his independence
from the “sect” is quite obvious: Rousseau remaistaunch populationiét? and his
passion for restricting international and even dsticdrade must repulse the liberals.
Most importantly, their political agendas could betmore different, as | will
demonstrate.

Territory and government: from natural law to goat economy

Politically we can speak of two main features @& #mti-mercantilist polemics. First, for
physiocrats, their recommended economic measuressupposed to defeat the
economic reason of state that mercantilists changgioThe latter’s bullionism and
excessive police and unjust taxation had utteiityed rural France. The second
important feature of the anti-mercantilism andleg political economy, at least from a
political perspective, is political geography. Mesquieu in particular is known for this
geographical determinism in his political sociolagd drapes his typology of
governments in a discussion of size, climate, aajcaphy. Physiocrats also make clear
that their economics is distinctly French. It igifich because it is not Dutch: it simply
cannot be modeled after the commercial successmich smaller Holland.

For physiocrats, the critique of the allson d’étatand adventurous foreign policies
and the new political geography can blend seanylesbke new political geography
would in effect be a newaison d'état— a better kind, an improvement and correction to
the ills of mercantilism whose restrictions on wathd agricultural prices effected a
weakening of French rural economy and in the lamgdeprived the monarchy of strong
finance, strong army, and strong international ditap

| have argued that Rousseau, too, regards meiisantioth as an internal policy that
props up absolute rule at home and as an exteotial/phat is inexorably realpolitik. His
critique of mercantilism is continuous with histicrue of balance of power and wars of
equilibrium. In addition, after absorbing econon@ssons of other Enlightenment writers,
Rousseau defines his theory of government to lexgent in geographic and
ethnographic terms as well. In the end, howeveusBeau rejects reason of state
resolutely. More specifically, his call for distutive justice serves a political objective
fundamentally different from the physiocrats’ aedives rather an Aristotelian concern
for constitutionalism and political equality andindately the very viability of political
sovereignty and unity. It is Rousseau’s politicat ttmarks the ingenuity of his political
geography and political economy during an Enlightent that is already rich in
revolutionary geographic and economic thoudftts.

58



*

In terms of fiscal health, physiocrats maintairt thaeckless tax placed on grains is
ruinous to the peasantry and the landed classesh\wdads to abandonment of arable
land and long-term erosion of tax base for thee$f4tn terms of military strength,
physiocrats pointedly reverse the populationist@ple of the mercantilists and stress
that only well-to-do subjects who have been madaltivg by rural revival can make
good and loyal soldiers to the kiAt].The fact that the leading economists were often
administrators of the state or in close proximitydyal power means France’s military
and diplomatic prestige was a goal never far afrtmind when they set out to advocate
their liberal economic program. Since they wereedatising physiocracy as an alternative
to mercantilist policies that were thought to irase France’s power and prestige,
physiocrats must promise even greater fiscal atitanyi strength as the fruit of their
reform.

This is how Fénelon and Rousseau explicated tliiyiof Colbertism: it is a twin-
headed beast that uses balance of trade and babpower to reinforce the primacy of
French power and reinforce each other. France tgogar to correct an unbalanced trade
relation, and a favorable balance of trade helpsete France’s status as the premier
military power on the continent. Foucault and LibRethkrug make the same
observation: that the economic policies of merdiantiwere combined from the
beginning with the very condition of diversity apllirality of European states. After all,
“the state only exists as states, in the pluf& Mercantilism finally laid to rest any
ambition of empire on Charles V's scale. Foucauttremakes the highly intriguing,
albeit highly problematic, argument that Europegquilérium — a system of checks and
balances, of espionage, of emulation and duplicaifaany successful domestic police or
military techniques and tactics — could itself bamacterized as a sortioternational
police®* It must be added that imitation of good policehtéque was a central part of a
reason of state tradition that was already singlededly imitative. More than
commercial competition or technological competitammilitary competition, the servile
imitation of the success of other states is the/icmpof one thing, namely the techniques
of police: “The police was the public good, fomias an end as well as a means, an ideal
type as well as a method for achieving it, a pmdites much as administrative
notion...States with a vicious or imperfect polperished quickly while those with a
‘good police’ endured®® The mercantilist instinct to compete and the cqsmlitan
instinct to emulate both became but a corollargalice.

Therefore, a political economist must speak thguage of politics as well and as
often as the new language of economics. He mugdy she political life of the state, the
life of the state as one among many, one amornge#ss — that is, realpolitik and reason
of state. The predicament for physiocrats, howesdhat they must denounce war as a
preferred instrument of diplomacy while preserving permanent state of war that
existed among European states; they must strikeneffhead of the beast while feeding
the other. So “[physiocrats’] famous emphasis amcajure must be seen as at least
partly aimed at restoring strategic primacy of [eeihand in this regard they can be little
different from the mercantilists because “[physais} were locked in the same
essentially nationalistic mind-set as the Colbtrt@smd mercantilists whom they mostly
combated.®* Physiocrats’ endorsement of agrarian economy emitbund ofaison
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d’état would have bastardized Rousseau’s true intentiegmibracing agriculturalism and
prescribing it to all social contract states.

Foucault speaks at length of this nealson d’étatphysiocracy wanted to weave out
of threads of economic and monetary thedfié®hysiocracy asked for a radical
territorial reorganization of the state in nameai$on d’état The geographical
distribution of species, goods, and people as agetheir circulation throughout the realm
had to be regulated. Uneven distribution of weahl population in different parts of the
country was considered unwholesome and impolitibatWnade for good circulation and
what made for bad circulation had to be distingedsiPhysiocracy as a new form of
raison d’étatwas in need of a new political geography.

This new political geography does not start witly kxfty philosophy of law or
politics. Rather, it addresses the relatively muneddif the property owners who live in
the country move to the cities far away from thaird, horses must be fed for the
transport of food into the city for both the owrerd all the domestic servants, artisans
and others...the more horses there are in a #tatéess food will remain for the
people.?**Here Cantillon gives a simple, judicious lessaat the geographical distance
between producers and consumers is economicaltiydalitically) costly. The greater
the distance, the greater the demographic cospailitical harm. In Poland, Cantillon
warns, the demographic crisis tended to be paatlyubcute, given the sheer distance of
transport for imported western luxury. Polish nibpilvere committing national suicide
by craving for French luxury that had to be tradedr such great distance. Hont cites a
similar argument against British imperialism: tlveregrowing colonial empire puts
increasing distance between its border and its fi@lpeenter, inexorably driving up
inflation and wages, which could only result in Ergl’s loss of competitive edge to its
enemies>®

The conviction that meteorology and geography ledfext on people’s health,
procreation, diet, spirit, and laws becomes trst &tep in a rapid multiplication and
proliferation of administrative knowledge. Politiggeography can equip the rulers “with
a precise, continuous, clear and distinct knowleafgehat is taking place in society, in
the market, and in the economic circuit®’Regarding Quesnay’s economic theory,
Foucault writes that “the existence of an Econofable, which enables the circuits of
production and the formation of rent to be followety exactly, gives the sovereign the
possibility of exact knowledge of everything takiplgce within his country, thus giving
him the power to control economic processgsIhtellectual and economic historians
have documented an extensive and scientific urkdegan gathering statistical and
social information in thancien régimeStatistics, science, information collection — all
this confirms the original wisdom of political geaghy, which now tells us about
climate, geology, the possible material causesopfes’ mores and culture and accounts
for the immutable rules of economics and physies tihe sovereign cannot alter but must

depend on and work with, forming what Foucault ®ttre “scientific rationality”>®
*

Physiocrats’ political agenda could not be moréedént from Rousseau’s who takes no
interest in advising the kings and princes of Eerop matters of conquest and military
glory. In fact, Rousseau believes military sucdess nothing to do with the security and
unity of a body politic. In relation to the questiof sovereignty, the issue of political
geography takes an inflected form that may nogegnized by physiocrats but may
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have already figured in the tradition of social taaot theories. While much less
discussed, political geography is indispensabl& évesocial contract philosophers who
may have no interest in political economy or laydeft out theory of statecratft. In
Leviathan Hobbes briefly voiced his opposition to the eneeice of big cities:

Another infirmity of a commonwealth, is the immoder greatness of a town, when it

is able to furnish out of its own circuit, the nuenpand expense of a great army: as

also the great number of corporations; which ang\wsre many lesser
commonwealths in the bowels of a greater, like woomnmthe entrails of a natural man.

To which may be added, the liberty of disputingiagigabsolute power, by

pretenders to political prudent®.

The concern is apparently that such a city may gompowerful to obey the sovereign
or, in the manner of the great commercial towndatiand and Italy, may leave the orbit
of royal powers altogether.

A still more intriguing aspect of Hobbes’s politiceeography may be buried in his
discussion of the right to self-defense. On setédse, Hobbes’s argumentlieviathan
is that the power to punish criminals is given yprigividuals and surrendered to the
state at the moment of its birth. As such, upoedaetg a crime, one’s legal obligation is
to alert the authorities instead of taking the iat® his own hands. But Hobbes also
allows that a person may defend himself if the @amd bodily harm is imminent. The
individual recovers his natural right of resistanmtéhis type of situation, and yet it is not
a full recovery of his natural liberty (unlike teguation in which he resists the state’s
attempt to harm him). This partial recovery of matliberty is actually tolerated by the
state but has to be the result of the individualébility to communicate with the political
reason of the sovereign.

Hobbes’s explication of the right to self-defenas ¢pposed to a theory of resistance)
and Grotius’s differentiation of public and privat@r actually address the same
geographic problem that is simply phrased in déif¢iways, namely the center-periphery
problem that the political sovereign must conterith W he actual division between
public and private war made by Grotius becomesdksgs-cut than it appears to be at
first glance when Grotius grapples with the scaneriwhich a local magistrate may
choose to fight a border war even before the sayeigves its express permission. The
magistrate’s recourse to violence cannot be eaatlygorized as a public or private war.
The simple dichotomy does not work, and this peshipstrates the difficult and unique
position that the local magistrate is in when he toatake up arms on his own authority.
While Grotius agrees that a war is not made pubtlte magistrate makes a “bare
conjecture of the sovereign will,” issues like diste to the capital and lack of time to
ascertain the true intention of the sovereign negpmmend the political usefulness of a
“magistrate’s war?® The juridical eccentricity of the magistrate’s veaems to hint at a
graduated scale of political reason and legalithhenuse of violence: between the
rationality of the sovereign and the irrationalifythe private individuals lies the
magistrate’s power to conjecture, simulate, and@pmate public reason. The
magistrate is welcome to fill the vacuum of pohlliceason because of the distance
between the border and the capital, but his sti@tadculations are nonetheless distinctly
inferior to and cannot judicially replace the reasb state for the same geographic
reasons.
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The political geography in Hobbes and Grotius’sesphilosophy does not approach
the level of richness of the discussion of politedministration in eighteenth century
political geography, but that is because a thebadministration or sociology of spirit
and governments of peoples is of little use tatteesocial contract theorists. In setting
up the political government we need not delibeadteut its most suitable form but must
strive to allow ample room for political reason athtegic calculation to surface and be
effectively communicated. This center-peripheryesgever truly went away in
eighteenth century political geography. Montesqueisits this issue and argues that a
state must be medium in size so that communicadadsmobilization of troops can be
easily organized® Rousseau, too, evokes the issue of communicatiGomstitutional
Project for Corsicaand remarks that the social contract state stertldp its capital in
such a way that “this capital must provide a med#r®mmunication between the
various regions without attracting their inhabiggrall should communicate with it, but
stay where they aré®

Therefore, there is already a spatial theory inipiicthe natural law theory of an
indivisible sovereignty. The sovereign’s relatioipsith its territory is complicated by
the sovereign’s conflicting objectives — or rattier internal contradiction of a single
objective. On the one hand, territory is the sowfceational strength, sustaining and
feeding a population and potentially a large aramd territory itself has military value as
buffer zones to absorb shocks or as geographiarEsabr geological formations that are
advantageous for garrisons or maneuvers of th@s$rdbe sovereign desires more
territory and construes it as greater securitytl@nother hand, the sovereign must
always overcome the problems of communication efgblitical will and public reason
posed by the expanse of its territory. That isayy he sovereign must ensure the validity
of an abstract political will, despite the physieatension of the nation’s territory.
Political geography for Hobbes and Grotius is fundatally a question of sovereignty
and not that of administration: it is concernediite creation of the sovereign will, its
soundness, and the efficacy with which it makesdfitenown to all its constituent
elements. In other words, it is concerned withgtyeereign’s ability to survive and to
hold itself together.

The interrogation of the relationship between teryiand government has thus taken
many different forms historically. If Hobbes, Gugi Montesquieu, and Quesnay all
approached political geography in different wayss because they were motivated by
different political and intellectual interests. Whihe natural law theorists were deeply
invested in the question of internal organizatibthe state, physiocrats set their eyes on
an intensifying economic and military competitiongighteenth century international
politics. But what can be said of the latter’'s dstreepolitical policies? Rothkrug and
Keith Baker both speak of the political reform elethin the economic reform as well as
the severe limitation to the reform physiocratsedaio ask for. Again, their proximity to
royal power as well as the guise of economic refasnessentially a new sortrafison
d’étatthat was intended to benefit the state in itsratierelations circumscribes the
audacity of the political reform that physiocratanied to carry out at home. In the end,
physiocracy’s politics ruled out any serious poétitheory. It is doubtful physiocrats
desired any political reform to tlacien régimeexcept for creating a more effective and
rational enforcer of their economic refoff.
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In this sense, physiocrats cannot be regardediasisgolitical theorists, and their
politics is vulgar and superficial when comparedHtibbes or Grotius’s social contract
theory: for physiocrats, political science needdi®red to a new economic science that
knows only the usefulness of an enlightened mondyekpite the genealogical affinity
of Rousseau’s economic thought to @e®nomistésand other political economists of the
eighteenth century, in his economic writings Roasss closer to Hobbes and Grotius in
purpose and — | will argue — closer still to Arié#an both purpose and methodology.

Politics and its logistics: a political geographyservice of justice, equality and peace
For an author who has borrowed so much from otben@mic doctrines of the
eighteenth century, Rousseau’s political economigte easy classification. Physiocrats
forcefully advocate absolute property rights; oae add that they want to found an
economic science on natural jurisprudeffé&ousseau’s political economy will have
nothing to do with either: on property rights, Héeos a sophisticated yet qualified
defense of private property; his economical doesiare rooted in his interesting
understanding and reinvention of a long traditibpdaitical geography. Agrarianism in
the hands of Rousseau is both liberated from itss@dn, moral roots as it was handed
down by Fénelon and Abbé Claude Fleury and alsodfehe liberal, Lockean, natural
law flavor.

Foucault sees Rousseau’s definition of politicalrexny as a very broad category
that encompasses all knowledge of governmenttbeourse on Political Economy
an inquiry into legitimacy of power and nature obpic administration and the creation
of government as opposed to the birth of sovergjghe discourse hardly limits itself to
the subject of economy and finance). But if for édeenomistethis expansive definition
of political economy affords a chance to trumpabael security regime, Foucault
quickly labels Rousseau’s political economy a regohrights (which physiocracy could
no longer be, even though ostensibly its proponeae fervently embraced absolute
property rights and tirelessly talked about natjuasprudence). According to Foucault,

Rousseau’s approach...does not start from governamehits necessary limitation,

but from law in its classical form. That is to sé#ytries to define the natural or

original rights that belong to every individual datnen to define under what

conditions, for what reason, and according to vidieel or historical procedures a

limitation or exchange of rights was accept&d.

But if Rousseau does not share ¢éltsenomistesnterest in theorizing the security regime
(much less the school’s single-minded attempttichta liberal economic program and
fiscal reform to the grandiose dream of French pamel supremacy in European
politics), it is certainly very problematic to claaterize Rousseau’s economics as
founded on natural jurisprudence. His theory ofljguddministration does not concern
subjects who yearn to recover their natural rigHis.discourse on political economy
does not aim at settling claims that the statetheditizens or individuals make on each
other because these mutual claims ought to havedstted in the act of covenant that
first gave rise to the political community.

Once we move beyond the first book and the fikst Gihapters of the second book of
the Social Contractwe find that Rousseau is absorbed in the taglstaiblishing a
government that can exercise its power justly andtably. Government does not
concern the political promises of the social cartthbaut their implementation and
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fulfillment. Rousseau’s primary concern — in thstref theSocial Contractin the
Discourse on Political Economin his tracts on Poland and Corsica — is in desga
public administration suitable to a particular oatiHis interest is not sociological and
does not aim at the discovery of a causal relatipnisetween national physiognomy and
form of government. Rather, since the size of gowvent must always be commensurate
with the economic surplus and territorial sizehs# tountry, Rousseau’s fear is that bad
calculation on the part of the legislator couldvieghe polity maladjusted to the
geographic reality of the nation and result in vgfah and tyrannical excess of
government’s power. The danger of tyranny and ag#unto the state of war is always
palpable in Rousseau’s political economy; neediessiy, this fear of political fracture
and state of war resonates throughout the histioppldical philosophy from Plato and
Aristotle to Machiavelli and is no less manifespwlitical modernity and in the
contractualists like Hobbes. Eric Nelson, for exanpaces the likely influence of Greek
and Roman “redistributionalism” on posterity, inding Machiavelli and eighteenth
century French thinkers; according to Nelson, thedistributionalism” in both classical
and modern philosophers is motivated primarily iy politically subversive effect of
unlimited wealth accumulation, which potentiallgates pernicious partisanship and
tears apart a republic. While there is expliciti@k support for Montesquieu’s influence
by Greek thoughts on the relation between limigegnomic disparity and maintaining
political unity of the state, Nelson suggests Ratisseau is drawn to agrarianism for the
same reason and indeed belongs to the same regubiaclition that views some version
or variation of Roman Agrarian Law and equalizatddnvealth and possessions as
essential to democraé$f Rousseau’s fear of factionalism and civil war €iad strong
echoes in this tradition of republican thought, &mdll argue that his political economy
in particular echoes Aristotle’s thoughts on ecormmoamd political equality.

If not evoked often by name in eighteenth centuryings on political economy,
some of Aristotle’s ideas on demographics, politetanomy and geography already
foretoken the economic discourse of the time. la argument against income inequality,
Aristotle speaks of the evil effect luxury has applation of the polity. Even when the
guality and amount of land does not change, inargascome inequality and the rise of
luxury that inequality inevitably breeds depregsegulation level in the city: “While the
territory could have supported 1500 horses and @88&, the actual number was less
than 1000. The history of the Spartans has shouirthie effects of this arrangement
have been bad for them. The city was unable tostétid a single blow and was ruined
for want of men.**” The mention of the demographic effect of luxurg #me connection
Aristotle makes of this with security and defengéhe city can be considered very
Cantillonian and physiocratic. In addition, theneat Grotian communication problem for
the sovereign also finds its classical expressiaghePolitics:

“The ideal position of the central city should ketetmined by considerations of its

being easy of access both by land and by sea. €@puérement is that already

mentioned: it should be a common center for thpadch of aid to all points in the
territory. Another is that it should also be a cemence center, for the transport of
good supplies, or timber for building, and of rawterials for any other similar
industry which the territory may posse$&”
Aristotle’s typology of government apparently cowged to inspire Enlightenment
thinkers. Obviouslyhe Spirit of Laws a huge enrichment over Aristotle’s in its
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description of the causes, characteristics, andit'spf each type of government, and in
his commentary on Montesquieu Raymond Aron sugdkatshe enrichment was done
as Montesquieu’s conscious commentary and occdsiahaism on Aristotle’s
Politics.?%

Unlike Montesquieu’s magnum opus, however,3oeial Contracis not an
investigation into the diversity of governmentsass time and space, and Rousseau uses
the classical taxonomy without spending any intdllal energy in debating the merits or
flaws of Aristotle’s classification. The purposetbé treatise is the very opposite:
Rousseau wants to subsume that enormous diversigra single principle of
sovereignty and the sole legitimate manner in whkiehgeneral will can come to be. The
Social Contractiffers from the political science of Aristotle,ddhiavelli or
Montesquieu in that it hardly concerns itself wdlictrines and statecraft that can sustain
different types of regime; rather, Rousseau argfuesovereign can survive changes in
its form of government but it cannot survive theraption of the two constitutive
principles of political sovereignty: freedom anduality. To maintain equality (and not a
particular government) is of paramount importarcca tonstituted people — and
exceedingly difficult. Despite “the general will éguality”?"°it is only “a chimera of
speculation which cannot exist in practice”; yebuRseau asks, even if equality is so
hard to attain and inequality inevitable, “doefitow that it ought not at least be
regulated? It is precisely because the force oigthalways tends to destroy equality, that
the force of legislation ought always to tend tdntein it.”*’* The sovereign will, once
established through the covenant, is immediatetieusiege because of the precarious
equality. This precariousness gives a great sensgency to Rousseau’s theory of
government and political economy, which ought tontan equality and moderate the
perpetual threat of inequality. What brings Rouasgase to Aristotle is not a
sociological science of governments and regimeshaushared concern of factionalism
and a fragile civil peace that is easily upsetrigguality. The passion for equality, we
learn from Aristotle, is the foremost desire in poilitical life, and all classes strive for
some measure of parity with other classes: “infesrform factions in order to be equals,
and equals in order to be superiot€ Aristotle sternly warns that a frustrated searmh f
equality is the root cause of sectarian confligbafitics: “factional conflict is always the
result of inequality...it is the passion for eqtyalivhich is thus at the root of factioA’®
Like Rousseau, Aristotle considers class war tiedude to despotism.

In thePolitics, Artistotle’s thinking is often governed by anxi@ver political
inequality and constitutional crisis as a resulit @nd is at the same time astoundingly
creative in its solutions in producing a very atél kind of equality. One may find that
Rousseau’s theory of government and political enonserves a similar objective. One
may thus speak of the Aristotelianism in Roussegrilser spatial theory of government
because both Aristotle and Rousseau boldly probevty political geography may be
utilized and even engineered to create a just gowent and a condition of political
equality. In their shared sense of vulnerabilitcl peace, both appeal to a creative
science of political geometry and geography to ené¥actionalism and preserve the
constitution and unity of the polity.

In their shared concern with factionalism and gifeacivil peace, Rousseau also tells
a story of the birth of tyranny similar to Ariste narrative. According to Aristotle,
tyranny is not necessarily the rich positioningniselves above the poor but what this
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class structure generates: with extreme inequialitye society, it takes only the
ambitious few who will stir up the mass and capble latter into militating against the
rich individually or as a class. Economic inequadjives rise to demagogy, and when
resentment and jealousy of wealth becomes a conseriment, the demagogues would
garner enough popular support in instigating d @air and at the same time turning
themselves into despdts’ In theSecond Discoursdrousseau, too, expresses his fear of
demagogy where the people arrogate the judiciadyeaecutive powers to itséif> The
lesson from antiquity is that in blurring the dmstiion between the general power to
reason and to make laws and the particular powgeidge the people will bear their
tyrannical powers against (most likely the wealtimgividuals. Therefore, we must be
alarmed by the seed of distrust and disharmony dpmetonomic inequality: he who
aspires to be the tyrant would “inspire mistrusd arutual hatred in the different estates
by setting their rights and interests at odds, smdtrengthen the power that contains
them all.*"® It is amid all the disorder and chaos that despots born. IrFEmile,
Rousseau paradoxically calls private property &t4€’ and he wonders what to make
of this “social debt”. It is not mere rhetoric dgsed to make the rich feel guilty; rather,
the final trip Emile takes with his teacher shows khat private property is a defensible
right only when we become good citizens and trghalelish political relations with other
citizens; property rights are conditional upon lgpgace in the community. Still later, he
would write to the elder Mirabeau: “what will happt all your sacred rights of property
in times of great danger, in extraordinary disastenen your available assets no longer
suffice, and the [maxim] ‘Let the salvation of gheople be the supreme law’ will be
pronouncedy the desp@t?’® This allusion to the political body at war andtie
despotism that is the natural child of class wamisattack on the rather Lockean take on
property rights by another physiocrat and associ@uesnay, Mercier de la Riviére.
Rousseau points to the danger of civil war, clasdlict, and a metaphysical obsession
with absolute property rights that are thoughteddunded on natural laws but in
disregard of the political instability they triggex despot does not even have to be the
declared enemy of the people — he is just a wareroaigd a political survivor and
manipulates and stirs conflicts among his subjecttay in power, and the issue of
property rights and inequality can easily be maxde an issue for his manipulation.
Inequality is the deep wound of the political sogi@nd the despot merely reopens it
from time to time for his personal benefit.

However, to suggest that this apprehension abasbpous distrust and conflict
between different classes of the same politicaletppervades Aristotle and Rousseau’s
political thought is not to imply that other potiil economists have been blind to this
political issue. As Clark points out, “how to rem@& essentially mistrustful and
mutually suspicious people sufficiently unified waadurable problem throughout the
seventeenth century and beyo@While in the past students of history of economic
thought emphasized too much “an inexorable acceptahthe legitimacy of
individualist greed and self-interest as the batiwarket life”, Clark argues that we can
no longer ignore “the importance of social cohesisra preoccupation of the
commentators of the timé® To generate the desired social cohesion as péneif
economic programs, Colbert and the physiocrats Weok different approaches. During
Colbert’s time, the splendor and grandiosity ofhisster’s military successes functioned
as a common bound of French society:
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Glory is not only the chief preoccupation of thgalmetier, it is also the glue that
will hold together a fractious French communityegwother activity that acquires the
king's stamp must reflect and contribute to thagroding need...to replace disunity
with unity, Louis’ main strategies were the glofyjar, administrative centralization
and a court life that would both draw in and promat again all the “talents of his
best subjects?®*

More importantly, Colbert wanted to sweep asidetigal opposition by imposing
uniformity in France. For instance, uniform stamt$aand quality control of French
manufactures were established during Colbert’s striniand mercantilists generally
intended to break down tax barriers between pr@armit reinforce international borders.
The commonest thesis in historical studies of nrgiitsm is indeed the story of
centralization and homogenization. Since Eli Hebkss work on mercantilism,
mercantile commerce has always been understoo@dem scholarship as part of the
state building project.

The mercantilist state is, therefore, a flat, hoer@pus space, and from physiocrats’
perspective the worst aspects of its tyranny istixaxacerbated by the indiscriminate
uniformity that disregards the differences in quyatif soil or level of wealth across the
realm, which accelerates depopulation and deepmm®mic inequality. Tyrannical
public economy has the dullest imagination of spawkgeography.

By contrast, physiocracy’s political society fe&siia heterogeneous and hierarchical
structure that assigns functionalistic roles tdedént economic classes. The rigidity of
class structure is a salient feature of physioteatsnomics as well as their politit¥.
Among the leading physiocrats, Mirabeau passiona@Vocates the notion of the
“organic community”, and in modern terminology ditical science, the organic
community certainly sounds like a corporatist grftit Meanwhile, for Turgot, the
economic reform

clearly involved a fundamental redefinition of &ised system of taxation would

‘place the State in a perfect and visible commuaftinterest with all the

proprietors,’ realizing in a physiocratic manneg tiid dream of a situation in which

the interest of the ruler would be so identifiedhithat of the nation that

maladministration would be almost impossifité.
For physiocrats, therefore, what commands loyaltyhe monarchy is not equality but
the convergence of economic interests of all cgsdtivators, landlords, artisans) as
well as the church and the state, which live orrévenues they draw from other classes
but whose fiscal demands can nevertheless be madestand reasonable and so ideally
proportional to theroduit netthat the church and state’s fiscal needs woulthhregither
economic production nor the productive class. Tdmaiaistration of distributive justice is
explained in such detail in tiHeableau économiquihat each class must learn to take
exactly what it deserves; each class will receis fhe right amount to spend and
consume, but if any class (particularly the praprie and the state) is told not to demand
or expect more than the just portion of consumpti@y are entitled to, it is going to be
for its own good in the long run. In the final ayss$, political harmony is but a miracle
performed by the economic table.

Much like what Hobbes says about the contradistndbetween the natural unison
that a hive of bees or ants possess and the pblitiwenant that reasoning but asocial
creatures like human beings must make to overcbmetate of nature, Rousseau’s
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theory of government stands apart from the merigstntentralization or the physiocratic
corporatism because he does not want to fall bagkatural social cohesion to create
political unity. Admittedly, equality of rights arehuality of economic wealth or natural
strength are often intertwined in Rousseau: “etyalirights and authority could not
long subsist,” Rousseau tells us, without “muchadityiof ranks and fortunes>
Rousseau also imagines that the wealthy wouldrbpte to buy servitude of the poor,
and lacking the money the poor may be tempted|t3%én the end, the moderation of
influence only comes with moderation of goodshé tich live in excessive luxury, they
will crave excessive power as wéll,so a curb on excessive wealth and luxury is the
precondition of political equality. But as muchthe economic equality and political
equality are often convoluted in his writings, Reesu wants to keep the two concepts
apart. Despite their criticism of economic inedtyalneither Aristotle nor Rousseau
envisions that political harmony depends on a drastlistribution of wealth: Aristotle
considers attack on the rich and confiscation eirthssets a form of tyranny, and
Rousseau’s argument about separation of powersafeayoe interpreted as a safeguard
against this illegal seizure of private propertysieven less conceivable that either
Aristotle or Rousseau wishes to ensure equaliguthin the abolition of the most
elementary fact of our economic life, the divismfiabor. In Aristotle and Rousseau, the
equality that members of a political society colgbe for is not absolute economic
equality but equality of a distinctly political kdn Equality is the equal share of political
power.

Comparing Aristotle and Montesquieu’s politicalding Aron argues that “in
classical political philosophy, no one bothere@xamine the relationship between the
types of political superstructure and the sociahftations.?®® The implied charge is
perhaps that Aristotle lacks the knowledge or aimbito study the material or economic
causes. But if Aristotle does not aspire to redetitizens’ economic life, he certainly
has an redistributive system in his mind: the gtatgven broad powers in levying taxes
and fines and handing out monetary incentives inipudatingpolitical participation of
the citizenry. According to Aristotle, in an oligduy the rule of the wealthy few is not
achieved through any use of violence or suppredsibthrough a system of financial
rewards and penalties:

“As regards public offices, those who possess peatg qualification are not allowed

to decline office on oath, but the poor are alloweedo so. As regards the lawcourts,

the rich are fined for non-attendance, but the poay absent themselves with
impunity; or, alternatively, the rich are heavilgdd and the poor are only fined
lightly...The poor are allowed not to have any grarsl the rich are fined for not
having them. The poor are not fined if they absleamselves from physical training

while the rich are; and so while the latter areut®t to attend by the sanction of a

fine, the former are left free to abstain in theeire of any deterrert®”

In a democracy the financial system offers the stnaacial incentives for political
participation but this time rewards only the pd@ihey give the poor payment for
attendance at the assembly and the lawcourtshbytdo not fine the rich if they fail to
attend.**° Rousseau offers the same advice to CorsiCariis kind of redistributive
system must be noted for what it does not do:sthadly anything to do with imposing
economic equality. It is very limited in ambitiondais simply a device to regulate
participation in political life.
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But in the end, political geography plays a biggee in determining the political
outcome than the redistributive system becausegéography that determines the access
to political power by different classes. Peasaniseto work the field far away from the
city, and their participation in political processa the political center is handicapped by
the long trip they have to make to the city. Astsygeasants tend to be moderate in their
political goals. If the peasants come to dominlagéepolitical system, moderation and
equity become the character of the whole constiytilespite the numerical advantage
the peasants may hat&.Likewise, any individual of extraordinary talentroerit that
makes him unequal to his peers must be banishedtfre city, and his removal from the
center serves to dilute his influence and restoneesmeasure of equity among fellow
citizens. Aristotle repeatedly stresses that ostnacs a device of equality and justice
(and certainly not a punitive system that penaltaesnoble and meritorious}®

The sheer logistical aspect of political participateventually overshadows the factor
of wealth: farmers may be as impoverished as adisad peddlers and just as numerous,
but farmers live in the countryside and thus ldekambition to dominate political life in
the city whereas the artisans and peddlers caly easrburden the political system
inasmuch as they take up residence in the cityhawed the convenience and time to
agitate for conspiracies and revolutions. Aristtities counts the farmers as the pillar of
democracy and considers agrarian democracy thestaige type of government and at
the same time condemns the urban poor as a darsgel@uent to political stabiliy*

By the same token, the logistic and geographicasgehe state also dictates the kind of
military services most needed in the state, whahespondingly give rise to different
types of governmerft>

While some of Aristotle’s comments about geomedgaality may offend modern
sensitivities, this is only a problem with smallyestates where unequal birth and
intellectual are a decisive factor in politicalaif6>°° Once a polity expands and takes
land farther away from the city, however, the quesof logistics and geography quickly
eclipses his concerns about individual worth andtsiéSince city-states now obtain
territoriality through expansion and colonizatiordébecome proper territorial states,
geographical and logistical factors are now intitlinto our civic life. Consequently,
theory of equality should shift its focus to ongortant question: how to leverage the
logistical factors to mitigate the inequalitiesnambers, wealth or merit. What makes
Aristotle’s insight still relevant and valuablettee discussion of Rousseau’s theory of
government is thus the way Aristotle interposesd kf political logistics between
natural (or social) inequality and the eventualizaion of political justice. Aristotle’s
“devices” of equality are always devicesegfualization that is, they all have to start
from natural or economic inequality and must thenegate an artificial political equality
through a logistic, mediative process.

In theSocial ContragtRousseau carefully separates his administratieery from
his conceptualization of the general will and digtiishes the legislative power of the
latter and the executive power of government. Thefagovernment is for Rousseau an
exact science of measuring the necessary strefigttvernment in relation to the
territorial and demographic size of the state a$ agethe economic surplus of the land.
While Rousseau continues to use the classical @agsgof government, the legitimacy
of a government is no longer tied to its form binether an appropriate proportion is
attained between its size and strength and theoitte staté”’ Justice and equity in this
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government’s use of force also depend on whetlgesitte and makeup of the
government permits it to still identify with therggral will.

Rousseau argues that the more numerous magidtiatesare in a specific
government, the weaker the government as wholenbesoThe government of one, by
contrast, Rousseau considers to be the most pdveerduactive. In extreme cases, when
the sovereign legislature meets — that is, whenyasidzen assumes magistracy in the
government — the government is the weakest. Howewsfar as government may also
be construed as a corporate body comprising athégistrates, the collective interest of a
large number of magistrates (which is the corporgtrest of the government) can
approximate the true political interest of the whmpublic. Theoretically the
government’s corporate interest is completely i@hto the general will if every citizen
is recruited as a magistrate and joins the govennfifeConversely, to overcome the
expanse of a large empire, we must accrue a huge o the government by decreasing
the number of magistrates in the government. Tivemgonent of one, i.e. monarchy, is
the strongest and most active form of governmettii;regard>® but the corporate
interest of the government of one would be dangdyatiose to the private interest of
one individual rather than the public interest.

Political equality is measured by “the ratio ofriee to subjects”. A lower ratio
means a more politically equal form of administratiand this figure approaches one
when every citizen is a magistrate and partake®eérnment® This low ratio depends
not on equal wealth but simply that the constitaérdmain constantly assembled to
attend to public affairs®" If logistics permits, every citizen becomes a ratigte, and
the interests of those in the government are meatiyidentical with public interest
(because most members of the public are in thergment). This also reduces the need
for a big officialdom and a big capital given tlaede number of magistrates and the ease
of their public gathering and collective delibeoati The logistical convenience of
participation in government significantly reducke nheed of repressive force for the
government to overcome the state’s territoriality.

Rousseau does not call for an economic revolutiarder for the political revolution
to happen. Rather, once the sovereign will forigesand equality is established, the
geographic and logistic conditions of the state ivdne surveyed, and Rousseau tries to
assess two things: geographically what is thedizvernment that can be supported by
the fecundity of the land? And logistically whatle size of government that is required
by the size of the land? Rousseau emphasizesttietadrther public contributions move
from their source, the more burdensome they®rnes burden should be measured not by
the amount of taxes, but by how far they haveaweirto return into the hands from
which they camé 3%? Existing social or class structures hardly petetRousseau’s
theory of administration: this political logistiosay either alleviate or accentuate
historical inequalities, and to guarantee politealality the state’s economic or tax
policies need not be wholesale confiscation oftagsem the rich and giving them to the
poor (the government’s job is not to “[take] thegasures away from those who possess
them™%) but to disperse the population and creates empralenience for access to
political power. Rousseau recognizes the econoemetits that the dispersal of
population and an even distribution of populatiothe realm bring to the state (as the
physiocrats have tirelessly argued), but for Roaissee most significant political benefit
is a shortening of the “chain of command” in goveemf®* — this shortened chain of
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command reduces the “number of official categorasl the size of bureaucracy headed
by the prince but no doubt expands the number gfistrates in the government and
includes more citizens in it. The geographic rempmétion of where people live and
where political power is concentrated also givesditizenry a physically more equal
access to that power. Regardless of the envy ai¢heoppression of the poor, and
violence between them prior to the social contridaet,concept of political equality needs
to be liberated from the requirement of economigadity; this is the theoretical
accomplishment of Rousseau’s geographic and logistiory of government.

It is political equality that mitigates the thredtclass war. Without some inventive
methods that substitute political equality for matwr economic equality, without such a
political geometry that must function as a barbetween (some degree of) economic
inequality and political equality, what prevents tith from buying political influence
outright with their wealth? This would soon reignibhe resentment and jealousy felt by
different classes, and Rousseau warns that thdaeé as much to fear from this as the
poor: a despot will rise to dissolve what remaihthe bond between different estates
and fuels their mutual hatred and jealousy andtenadly install himself above them
all.*®When raw resentment resurfaces and fills thelgetiiveen rich and poor, public
interest yields to demagogy, and it is the verm sifjthat demagogy that any effort to
politically balance the many and the few and thalthe and the poor is given away to a
sanguinary program of radical economic parity. “theg salvation of the people be the
supreme law” — even for a liberal like Adam Smibbling the rich to relieve the
privation of the poor is sometimes just good seard,for a physiocrat Turgot this
doctrine is unjust but more than once during hisite ascontréleur générahe was
compelled by crisis situations to do so; only Reasshas the political acumen to declare
that this maxim will forever be the sloganatlespot® If political economy and
government is no longer about this logistical ende#o create an equality of rights and
political participation, then the purpose of govasntal operation is stripped down to
taxes on or even confiscation of property — mastiyi through the perversion and
conflation of judiciary and executive power, whisbcomes the final proof of its
corruption.

Geographic and logistical factors in Rousseau’sAgtotle’s theories of public
economy and government thus open up the very phigsds contemplating a purely
political equality that does not mirror the diffat@tion in social or economic
circumstances of different citizens and classesat&n equality through the
manipulation of access to political power, in a tpgsysical and literal sense. Rousseau
envisions lasting unity and peace through a palittompact, but that peace could only
be maintained at a political level. It is striclypolitical peace and should silence any
criticism that Rousseau’s embrace of agrarianisansgnal of radical repudiation of
market and progress.

If we take Rousseau’s claim seriously that histwali economy concerns not just
fiscal needs of a government but its righteous mirgdion and legitimate exercise of
power, then Rousseau’s political economy diffeasrfiboth mercantilism and
physiocracy in its purpose. Rousseau’s politicaheeny stipulates that a good
government is not necessarily a powerful governni@mntercantilist government’s
extreme size and fiscal strength may just be aaigis injustice and decadenc®:nor
does its goodness stem from its accommodationiwdieror corporate interests that pre-
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exist the political state, as physiocrats insidRdusseau espouses agrarianism and wants
to stop peasants’ emigration into the city, itésduse he is convinced that this
geographic readjustment of our demography and ecmnide is conducive to a
government that is less fiscal, less repressivdesgideviant from the general will. It is a
government of weaker force but greater and equétpation by its citizens.

From the moment it is born with the social comp#wet, sovereign contends with the
threat of class war and factionalism — the soveraigo contends with a political
geography or logistics unique to each state thhéemitigates or exacerbates the social
and economic antagonisms that have long existgmblifical economist seeks to anchor
a fragile political unity in an opportune arrangermef demographic, economic, and
military geography, and the political economistrebas for a kind of distributive justice
and political equality that is largely artificed tat geography. Because it is not possible
for political equality to rely on natural or socejuality, a bad logistic and spatial
organization of government that fails to producétigal equality immediately threatens
a constituted people with civil war and politicaadh.

It is therefore not possible to argue (with Hoblkba} the leviathan can still
nonchalantly dismiss the question of governmemasnsequential or consider all forms
of government equivalent and equally absolute. @digical metaphysics of unified
sovereignty is not self-sufficient: there does exdst a sovereign so absolute and secure
that it can overlook the organization of governménvery delicate and unique design of
public economy and administration is needed in esate to ensure the survival and
cohesion of the sovereign body that otherwise faeesin threats of factionalism and
civil war. A geographic theory of government anditpral economy must be considered
internal to the logic of sovereignty. The unity asahesion of the sovereign cannot be
understood in the simple abstraction of the teathar, it will have to be generated and
concretized through skillful manipulation of patdil space and logistics. This also allows
us to see the convergence of purposes of Roussaatimctual theory and his theory of
government. The sovereign always generates a potdtical will to self-preserve, but
its perpetual vulnerability to factionalism anditivar can only be mitigated when we
institute a government that can compensate foakogustice and inequality with
political equality. Rousseau’s teaching is thatrmest draw upon political geography and
logistics to establish and maintain that equality.

Conclusion

This chapter aimed to give an account of Rousseayrisulturalist economic principles
and to simultaneously rescue Rousseau from the conportrayal as a utopian moralist
who resolutely opposes cities, luxury, private @by and even division of labor. We
should not attribute Rousseau’s agrarianism exadlysto nostalgia because in between
his expressions of admiration of ancient, republicalues we can find very sound
economic analysis that is unmistakably modern adngs to a rapidly progressing
economic science of his time.

Much of the development in economics and politeanomy in the eighteenth
century comes in the form of anti-Colbertism ant-arercantilism. It must be conceded,
however, that while physiocrats and liberals mtiitagainst mercantilist policies, the
concept of political usefulness (and ultimatelygsen of state and European equilibrium)
would be absorbed by the anti-mercantilists. Afegecting tyranny and war, Rousseau’s
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criticism of luxury must also separate itself framti-Colbertists’ acceptance of
realpolitik and absolutism — luxury trade and irtdaization were not the rational means
in defense of a rational goal of a centralizedes#ad great military power. Both the
means and the end must be exposed as irrationalrgraditical. Rousseau could never
share physiocrats and mercantilists’ common alleggido theancien régimeOn the
contrary, Rousseau’s political economy addressesapity the concern of tyrannical
government and the threat of civil war.

| have also argued that the polemics between mglisemand physiocrats would
also involve a different understanding of politigalography as well, and Rousseau’s use
of geography differs sharply from both. Territorvision of the realm and management
is not a simple matter of providing adequate comuation and cohesion to the state as a
war making machine; more important than mere lsfeommunication that hold
together the state as a compact, cohesive war mggtolitical logistics must be
understood as a problem internal to the logic okseignty. At the same time, the
political or intellectual interest in political e@omy need not beget a Foucauldian
security apparatus that takes on a life of its b@oause the sovereign and its subjects
only live in peace as long as they live by theioagjterms of the social contract and by
the principles of political right, justice and etjtya

| have argued so far that Aristotle’s agrarian deracy, which Aristotle considers
the best guarantee of constitutional moderatioity amd stability, may have offered the
original model for Rousseau’s agrarianism. ArigstPolitics surveys fiscal as well as
logistical mechanisms that can create artificialadiy between social classes that were
not always equal. This begs the question: why ¢k sutifice possible? What kind of
measure of equality permits such artificiality? sAotle is most innovative when it comes
to creating equality that is artificial and discexted from demand of economic equality,
an artificial equality that is purely political. thePolitics, logistics gives birth to an
elaborate system of compensation and equalizakinis.also means that we can create
political equality not just in city-states: theificial nature of political equality permits a
wide variety in territorial sizes, in terrains,populations, and in citizens’ professions in
a state. Political logistics as a device of equaditessential to Aristotle’s
constitutionalism and his handling of factionaliamd class struggle. Rousseau shares
Aristotle’s fear of vulnerability of a constitutetvereign and the menace of civil war.
Overall, Aristotle and Rousseau’s vigilance over sarvivability of the constitution and
cohesion of the political constituency steers tpeiitical geography in a very different
direction than that of Grotius’s, Montesquieu’spbiysiocrats’. Rousseau finds the need
to draw on geography in his theory of governmenetdrain its repressive force and
ensure the legitimacy and justice in the executigan of the state. The identification of
the will of the prince and the general will depeondscareful logistic and spatial design of
the government.

Rousseau’s political economy thus entails neitherréstoration of natural equality
nor a revolutionary redistribution of wealth. Pichl equality and justice must be created
ex nihiloin the absence of a foundation in natural equalitg material basis in absolute
economic equality. Rather, it is equality and gagpation aided and made possible by a
logistical mechanism of transport, circulation,tdimition and access. What is needed
above all is political mechanism that creates alitequality out of geographic, logistic,
economic differentiations of classes and populatiaine state.
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Part Il Rousseau’s Contract
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Rousseau'’s reflections on political government jpmiolic economy make up a big part of
his political theory, and in this he differed matkefrom other authors in the social
contract tradition. | have argued that Roussedwgadghts on military and economic
matters of government are a pointed critique obhltist, mercantilist policies of the
ancien régimeThese policies — the obsession with trade, imdligation, fiscal

extraction, and military conquest — give a falspiiession of security and strength, but
Rousseau argues that while the strength of an aitstajovernment may be mistaken for
the absoluteness of a legitimate sovereign, thekeigs are not true expression of an
autonomous political reason and, in causing extre@gualities, are actually most
destructive of the body politic, of its unity anavereignty. Accordingly, | have
approached Rousseau’s theory of partisan warfat@grarian economy not so much as
methods to resuscitate moral values and civic @#tof a people as a way to create the
analytical space to sustain the theory of governrasm distinct inquiry from the theory
of sovereignty. For Rousseau, a government thaedicated on the unique features of
the land and soil and unique temperaments androgsbb the people is most likely to
resist its own corruption, deterioration, and euaily plunge into despotism, and only a
despotic government substitutes the apparent strerfig prince for the absoluteness and
security of the sovereign.

Rousseau still defines the role of government ensternest language: the general
will is sovereign, the government but its servéme; general will is constant and
immutable, whereas the form of government variesatrany rate must adapt its
organization to changing circumstances; the gendltails incorruptible, whereas the
government decays over time. If government hasdhe purpose of ensuring political
equality, it is only because it is so willed by tieneral will — the political contract
entitles every citizen to equality. The distincti@ousseau stubbornly maintains between
sovereignty and government means the abstractipiescof equality and political right
have an embodied, physiognomic form in each statiethe true meaning of these
principles can be grasped only with a look at thetiact itself. The government strives
for only what is already provided for in the origircontract.

While the third book of th&ocial Contracspeaks primarily of the role of
government, the first two focus the birth of théitpzal sovereign and its nature, which
will be the focus of the next two chapters. Alreaalyhe five preliminary chapters of the
treatise (before he introduces the social padtersixth), Rousseau says in the most
explicit term what must not be included in the caat. He makes a compelling argument
against Hobbes and Grotius’s view that sovereighaity can be founded on the fact of
conquest and an exchange of the conquered’s Idesarvitude. | argue that what
Rousseau says in these chapters can be linked hihosophy of language and his
anthropology: for Rousseau, man’s rational anduiistic ability to generalize and
conceptualize defines the social ties he can hEwese social ties presume a high level
of linguistic competence of the subject, in hisrat a lover, a warrior, or as a proprietor,
and when this linguistic subject doubles as aipalisubject, Rousseau asserts that he
cannot rationally accept an exchange of perpetaaesy for his life; hence the fallacy
and sophism of the argument of conquest rights.li@guistic ability to equalize and
generalize militates against unequal politicaltreteships, and by necessity a genuine
form of sovereignty, one that lasts, must stancetprality and justice for all.
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The fourth chapter thus tracks the parallel evohgiin human linguistics and
anthropology that for Rousseau culminates in thergemce of the political sovereignty.
The linguistic and epistemological evolution affends the ability to make laws for
ourselves, laws that possess the essential qoéiggnerality and equality, which in turn
gives us the familiar Rousseauean concept of freedqerson is free because he
submits to no one when he subjects himself toatwe When a citizen has a share in the
sovereign power that makes the law and he neegd@mobey laws that he himself
makes, then political liberty is synonymous witistequality before law. Ultimately,
liberty and equality is what makes the politicahtddyearable for the subject and sustains
his perpetual obedience to the sovereign.

But Rousseau’s anxiety about equality persistshiliwritings on government and
public economy demonstrate a perpetual sense nékalbility of political equality and
hence of the stability and survival of politicavsoeignty. The cause of the instability
inheres in the elemental linguistic attribute af ttontract: Paul de Man makes the case
that in Rousseau’s anthropology and philosophwaofiliage the concept of equality is
figural and metaphoric in its origin. Thereforegté forever lacks a reality adequate to
the concept of equality, and this opens a gap tarsReau between the formal equality
that the sovereign can will and legislate and tia¢emal equality that is forever
impossible to attain. Whereas language first ccette political union, in its permanent
indetermination of reference to an adequate reafigquality language now plants the
seeds of disunion.

Still, Rousseau is not fatalistic about the gapvieen formal requirement of equality
and physical reality of inequality. Rousseau ndwek that formal equality as the end of
his political philosophy, nor did he regard thebadrand rational commitment to political
unity adequate guarantee against factionalism asildaar. | will argue in the fifth
chapter that Rousseau’s solution to the subvepwer of language is not more reason
and perfectibility or greater enlightenment of hubject but rather an intricate setup of
political economy and logistics that must functiorRousseau as the only safeguard
against disunity and civil war.

Chapter 4
Instituting Sovereignty

This chapter will be a close examination of the $&@auean contract and what Rousseau
says of its most essential attributes. Since Reussestate theory is part of the
contractualist tradition, his argumentsTihe Social Contradbuild upon but also
frequently assault the positions taken by earlertiactualists from Grotius to Hobbes,
Pufendorf and Locke. This intellectual lineage &meduent quarrel between Rousseau
and his predecessors have been endlessly sttiflieds rightly stressed in modern
commentaries that Rousseau’s contract is a rejeofithe Grotian and Hobbesian slave
contract, which Rousseau considers oxymoronic farealLess discussed is how both
Rousseau and Hobbes tie the contract to man’sistigand rational faculties. Rousseau
relentlessly attacks conquest rights as establibgg@rotius and Hobbes, but even in
Hobbes’s account conquest slowly started to Iaskegal force to consent and the
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linguistic and rational capacity of the subjectr Eee consent given by a man of evolved
cognitive abilities serves as a far superior fotiadeafor a lasting political union than the
threat of force from the conqueror. Rousseau’sregheliminates any remaining
relevance of conquest rights and draws more follgedu the power of reason and
language in creating a political bond that is beqal and durable.

Conquest rights: innovation and sophism

Today we see the social contract tradition as baedtarted a search for a new source of
legitimacy for the state while simultaneously aneMitably defining and presenting a
new political subject. The radical break from tlastthat the contractualist tradition
represented is best evidenced by the choice ofragis Rousseau picked for himself in
the first few chapters of th@ocial ContractThe preoccupation with Grotius and Hobbes
reflects no mere strong revulsion on Rousseausfpaslavery. Aristotle’s endorsement
of natural slavery was still dutifully repeated égrly modern juristd>® But slavery

brought on through war and conquest, not naturaitaee, draws Rousseau’s attention.
Rousseau is dismissive of opinions of even those adtually share his consternation
over slavery, and he borrows virtually nothing frasay, Locke’s rebuttal of paternal title
to dominion. He chooses to focus his fire on Gtand Hobbes and especially a line of
reasoning that says the right of dominion is aagulry the conqueror in exchange for his
pardoning the life of the captives. Grotius’s amabHes’s bold attempt to justify slavery
and domination no longer in terms of natural slg\mrt to construe it as a compact
between the conquerors and the conquered poiatsracial presumption they made that
would be inherited by Rousseau: that given humatiiariginal asociability, the
permanence and universality of political rights abtigations must be explained and not
simply assumed as they were in traditional natiasaljurisprudence and theory of state.
Rousseau’s decision to engage Grotius and Hobloegsgst how badly universal or
natural law jurisprudence that provided for sondviduals to be masters and some to be
natural slaves had been wounded by the contrastsiadtrategic use of the narrative of
the state of nature.

Moreover, Rousseau makes clear that the objedasariticism is not a crude realism
that calls for the weak to yield to the force of strong®’° Grotius’s and Hobbes's
justification of tyranny as conquest rights is muebre: it is a “perpetuated” institution
of slavery*! Leaving behind the timelessness and universadlitsaditional natural law
jurisprudence, contractualism must in its own weyvjge for the durability and stability
of political association. For Hobbes and Grotifisjolence and conquest account for the
origination of power, it is only because of a cowetnand a trade between the conqueror
and the conquered. The victors will spare thediféhe captives, and in return the
vanquished settle for permanent servitude. Thiglttzatt momentary force can and must
be converted into some lasting form of right antigathion is central to some of the most
peculiar arguments advanced in defense of slawefyrbtius, and the same logic has a
still more important role to play in Hobbes. Consjuis the singularly important event
that founds antemporalizeur political life and thereby gives legitimacydastability
to the state.

The temporal dimension of absolute power
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The absolute sovereign either faces no oppositiors iexercise of power or it must be
able to prevail over such opposition. Individualghe state of nature come together to
form the leviathan in the sole hope of creatinghsadormidable and overpowering entity.
The magnitude of its strength is thema facieevidence of the absoluteness and
authenticity of sovereign power. It is therefortxiguing to see Bodin furnishsecond
criterion of absolute power. According to Bodinysteignty must be perpetual, and
short-term authority is always loaned from the aker-holder* This struck a Bodin
authority like Julia Franklin as a puzzling logicaldity who saw this second criterion of
sovereign power as an unnecessary appendage to'8ddfinition of sovereignty
(Franklin put the entire discussion on the requeetrof perpetuity in a brief “appendix”
to his book on Bodin) because speculating the peappower of a mortal person, even if
he be king, was an “idle fantasy” with no practiocaaning or political consequence
especially because the Parlement’s objection talfogwer was always about its scope,
not its tenuré’® But Bodin insists that a non-permanent power i®sdary, derivative
and not authentic. The most prominent authoritglitectly challenge this Bodinesque
idea of perpetuity as a key criterion of sovereygatnone other than Grotius, who argues
that “the continuance of a thing alters not theirebf it,”*'* thereby setting up a crucial
contest by the two leading jurists of early modgrridoes the perpetuity of power affect
the current operation of it?

Between hereditary kingship and elective kingsbgmspicuous differences exist
regarding the appointment of the new king afterdbath of the current one, but more
relevant for Bodin is the scope and nature of pagvanted to kings even before they die
if they lack the power to pick their own success@motius insists that a Roman Dictator
elected for a fixed term of office has the full pere of the sovereign while in office, even
if he could not — on his own authority — elect acgssor or reelect himself. Leviathan
Hobbes adopts the Bodinesque line that that eke&iivgs are not real sovereigitadHe
insists that elective kings are limited and arerhirtisters of the sovereign, thus
affirming Bodin’s criterion of perpetuity as a marktrue sovereign: sovereignty must be
perpetual, so if the king cannot choose his suotehs is not even absolute before his
term expires. Hobbes further argues that everking is elected for life, he is never
sovereign for a moment in his life because whopessesses the power to select the
king’s successor already has the current owneftspvereign powet'° In other words,
if the king cannot pick his successor, then heotssovereign even now. For “the
disposing of the successor, is always left to tlagiment and will of thpresent
possessor’’’ a line that tightly binds the present exercispafer to its eternality. And
we have reason to believe Hobbes @viathanhas gone further than even Bodin in
asserting the impossibility of any non-perpetuakeoto be legitimate and absolute at
any given moment.

This should separatesviathanfrom de factoism or a Thrasymachus doctrine of the
rule of the strong. Hobbes is wary of being asgediavith “a crude ‘might-makes-right’
de factoism based purely upon conquest alone” avalya wants to distance himself
from other de factoists like Anthony AschdMi Part of wariness has to do with the
political unsavoriness of being labeled a de fattai still bigger part of it, it may be
argued, has to do with the severe limitations suchude de factoism places on the
legitimacy and stability of absolute power. De éasm that recognizes only the
legitimacy of the prevailing faction in a civil wagcognizes no legitimacy at all because

78



it is a call for constant agitation and insurrectidhere is n@resenthat is exempted

from the temporal economy of absolute power. Défam is hopelessly seditious
because it is an admission of weakness, a veryueaitness of the moment rather than a
future one that is potentially down the road. # thviathan is no more than the de facto
power, then the leviathan becomes an oxymoronio tercause it never possessed that
awesome power. It would be tantamount to the itélial bankruptcy of the
contractualist tradition because it marks the utigure of overcoming the state of war

by creating an overwhelming, absolute power. Tlgemuity of conquest rights is the
conversion of a temporary military advantage infgeemanent political bondage — and
ultimately Rousseau’s rebuttal is precisely th& donversion is impossible.

The choice ot eviatharis frontispiece also adds weight and a new twigiobbes’s
eventual decision to reject the oxymoronic concéiective but absolute kingship in
favor of Bodin’s argument about the necessary peityeof authentic sovereignty. It is
highly rewarding to read Noel Malcolm’s explanatimirthe iconographic meaning of
Leviathans frontispiece who demonstrates that the origingpiration for the
frontispiece came partly from the tradition of amephic art and a certain intriguing
optical device designed by friar Jean-Francois idieceThe functioning of the device
stresses the importance of memory to making peogbderceive and grasp the optical
trick and significance of the device: “the peopleonsee’ the things depicted in such
perspectival pictures ‘do not see or perceive, rigspeaking, the pictures themselves'.
To be a good judge of these pictures, therefoig,necessary to possess not only a well-
stocked memory of the appearances of objects...bataiimaginationem
constanterh®'? Inevitably, any single picture in itself tells aefully incomplete story.
Basically, “we bring to the interpretation of theage the similar images that we already
possess®?’ The inference of Hobbes’s interest in this optitelice and its curious effect
is, I would suggest, that even the subjects especiallythe subjects — do not live in the
present. They live in a continual state whereby @re asked to actively and repeatedly
imagine up political power. The power that commawidedience is only real and
absolute if it is imagined — actively and incesbaby the ruled. The absolute sovereign
must cajole such active imagination from the ruldd.obedience is entirely of the
moment; true obedience is not motivated exclusibglyhe present incentives but
participation of a moral obligation that is suppb$e be lasting and continuous. Without
memory and the mental ability to project a contumieffect of power, the subject cannot
even make sense of the present power relationstehigoralization of sovereign power
thus signifies a triple binding: it binds soveresymd the subject respectively to a futurity
and then through that futurity binds the sovereigd subject together, for without the
subject’s imagination of that futurity the sovereigannot even exist in the moment.

The rights of the conqueror — and the mother

Conquest rights are the most theoretically ativaciind dependable basis of absolute
sovereignty in a Grotius’s or Hobbes’s contract.i@/they allow that a political state

can be founded through democratic means and throoggent of the individuals, they
leave no doubt that a state created through cohbassa much more solid foundation in
two senses: first, it is more realistic to estdbhsstate through force; second, acquisition
by force grants the conqueror the most completespewf a sovereign.
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From Grotius to Hobbes we see repeated claimsthegreign rights ariiller in a
state that is conquered than in one that is derticalig founded. From Grotius we learn
that the king who acquires a state with his ownsanas “full right of property” regarding
his kingdom while an elected head of the statenia® “usufructuary rights™* In
democratic states, the people have political lipettile in conquered territories this
liberty is denied and even personal liberty caml®gated?? Pufendorf, too, asserts that
kings hold their kingdoms as a patrimony and “ntegreéfore at their pleasure divide,
alienate or transfer it to whom they will. Thisparticularly the case with kings who have
acquired their kingdom by force of arms” but naigh who are made kings by the
people3® In fact, Tuck argues that it was a commonly helthion at the time that
conquest results in more expansive sovereign pitt€onquest is also the most
plausible scenario that explains the initial forimatof the state. While democratic voting
can be the founding event of the state, a far medrable and natural way of erecting a
body politic is conquest. Kinch Hoekstra notes thdteviathan“there are two ways of
erecting a body politic; one by arbitrary institurtiof many men assembled together,
which is like a creation out of nothing by humar;\he other by compulsion, which is
as it were a generation thereof out of naturaldbend Hobbes is clearly in favor of the
second®® Therefore, Hobbes “was unambivalent about therakiytof commonwealths
by acquisition, which arise instead from conquegiasental dominion3°
Given the centrality of the conquest rights tothdicial and political philosophy,
Grotius and Hobbes must argue that the rightsettmqueror can somehow survive the
violence of war and the moment the war ends. Indemuuest, unlike natural servitude
or dominion acquired through procreation, stubbopdses the question of futurity. If
conquest is a superior foundation of the stateneless precepts like natural servitude or
paternal authority, then it must prove itself todixe to create a permanent political bond.
The contractualist solution is both self-evidend @novocative. Grotius, Hobbes and
later Pufendorf all place uttermost importancelanriotion that the grant of life by the
conqueror should be reciprocated with perpetuaitsele, and this simple exchange of
life and freedom, sealed by a compact, must berednafterwards: in Pufendorf's words,
“if he had wished as victor to take advantage efdtrnict rights of war, he might simply
have taken the lives of the vanquished,” and tmsent to be enslaved is valid after the
conquest?’ Grotius and Hobbes before him have used the seaace line of
reasoning?®
It is all the more astonishing to see all thrednarg press this line of reasoning with
regard to the rights of parents. According to Hahlgeneration doawt infer dominion:
The title to dominion over a child, proceedeth fnoin the generation, but from
the preservation of it; and therefore in the estteature, the mother in whose
power it is to save or destroy it, hath right therey that power...And if the
mother shall think fit to abandon or expose heldctu death, whatsoever man or
woman shall find the child so exposed, shall h&agesame right which the
mother had before; and for the same reason, naretlye power not of
generating, but preservirig’
Here we have a spectacular example of the bruteddtg and consistency in Hobbes in
applying the logic of the state of the nature dreldonquest rights to parent-child
relationships, and he is willing to discount eviea tights of progenitors as the primary or
even acceptable way to acquire lasting dominiorbldés places ever more emphasis on
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the logic and political significance of conqueghts: even the infant and mother go
through the state of nature and the process ofuEsig- the sparing of a life and
permanent submission in return — in order to estalbhe dominion of the mother. And
the logic has nothing to do with her tender andafbnate nature or her maternal or
feminine elements; it is just that she is mostlikbe first to take care of or snuff her
child.
Moreover, the conquest rights that the mother gdarmugh leveraging her power to
snuff her newborn is meant to last forever. It m@ral right, no longer a matter of
convenience:
though the child thus preserved, do in time acgstirength, whereby he might
pretend equality with him or her that hath presérvien, yet shall that pretence
be thought unreasonable, both because his streragtlithe gift of him, against
whom he pretendeth; and also because it is todmipred, that he which giveth
sustenance to another, whereby to strengthen fith,rbceived a promise of
obedience in consideration therédt.

Vulnerable children enter this form of dominion perpetuurit

Hobbes’s logic of conquest rights of the motheregeéven gender prejudice and
conventional belief of paternal power, for Hobbegpbasizes that since the mother is
most likely the first to gain the power to smotttez child, the father may gain dominion
over his child only if he already gains dominioreotis wife*** In fact, all conquerors
gain dominion over the newborn through their dommnover mothers. Grotius argues
that “whoever is born of a woman after she is aeslés born a slave” on the ground that
“if the captor had been pleased to have used mssttpower, he might have prevented
their being born*? Pufendorf concurs: “the offspring of slave parestisself of servile
status...because that offspring would obviously rastehbeen born if the master had
exercised the right of war against the paréftThe reason that children are born to
slavery is identical to the reason that war prisemeust enter permanent servitude: their
lives could have been terminated and their masi@dyschoose not to destroy life
because this could create a permanent chain. CaglyePufendorf does not forget to
point out that children born before the capturparents camot be enslaved®*

The right of dominion of the conqueror and the tighdominion of the mother
therefore become one and the same: the mothehsaigr her young is established only
by the right of conquest in the sense that it rsgosver to withhold basic care and
nutrition and to expose and thus kill the baby fivatly establishes her lifelong
sovereignty over the latter; similarly, one is oalyer born into slavery if the mother
happens to be captured and all her sovereign rightse baby surrendered and
transferred to the conqueror. The mother ruledb#isy like a conqueror; the conqueror
rules the baby only through his rule of the motiNatural law apologists of slavery who
fail to see the absolute equivalence of the righthe conqueror and the rights of the
mother must invent categories like the rights afegation to justify parental dominion of
the children (like Robert Filmer did); natural lmpponents of slavery who fail to see this
equivalence cannot adequately respond except bgsy@aidiculing the hypothesis of
the state of nature between the mother and the (hie Locke did)**° Only in Rousseau
do we see the first response to Grotius and Hobbékeir terms.

The problem of temporality exists for Grotius, Hebpband Pufendorf. It does not
exist for royalists and de factoists, and it doessaxist for Filmer or Locke. The problem
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poses itself to the former because they (and, |IR®@usseati’) choose the state of the
nature as their point of departure where perpgtaader or political bond does not
originally exist and has to be created throughctiv@ract. Conquest rights are the bold
and innovative way in which Grotius and Hobbes axpthe transition from the state of
nature to the perpetual power of the sovereignnkwveejecting conquest rights,
Rousseau accepts its fundamental premise thanaapent political bond needed to be
created where none had existed before.

The Hobbesian subject: moral consent and cynicism

In theElements of LaywHobbes speaks of the dominion over beasts aaiibinal
creatures®’ Hoekstra notes that this sort of dominion hasaroetative duty to obey on
the part of the subject and is only meaningful wbea takes this right to dominion over
irrational beasts as “a right one has becauseeatbencef any relations of
obligation.”*® In the case of dominion over beasts, Hobbes divéagmals to two
categories: the docile type that can be saved aadlkd and slaughtered later; and those
so ferocious and disobedient that one must “kidl eastroy, with perpetual wat*® The
stability and viability of dominion over beasts anational creatures is purely a product
of the beasts’ instinct and nature and has nottarp with political reasoning. But for
Hobbes, a very different type of dominion and rigimust be acquired following a
conquest. Legitimate and stable sovereign authoritgt entail a correlative duty to
oblige, and in explaining the political authoritygmired through conquest, Hobbes seems
to have recognized the deep inadequacy of simplynenating the titles and rights of the
conqueror without also defining a new epistemigettbwho is more than a docile beast
and is capable of performing the duties owed tactiregueror. If there is any perpetuity
to the political relationship that conquest is saggal to create, conquest itself must
recede in importance and Hobbes eventually giveshmiithe theoretical weight to
moral consent that has to be given by the conquditesineed to advocate a more
absolute version of conqueror’s sovereignty, tbist it and add a temporal dimension
to it, gradually nudges Hobbes to accept a verysbhotion of moral consent.
Temporalizing the power and rule of the conquev@néually entails moralizing the
consent to his rule he receives from the conquered.

One way to ensure the stability of the regime wdaddo argue that the de facto
military power of the conqueror could not only caghpnmediate obedience but also
produce obligations that are moral and not prudérgerpetual and not temporary.
Hobbes would want to make alienation of rights perent and make the transfer of
rights from the subject to the leviathan as irrel@e as possible, and the way to do so is
to make the covenant morally binding.re Cive Hobbes gives different definitions to
contractandcovenantIn a contract both parties must perform preseathyl the contract
ends as soon as both parties have performed. Memaot, however, does not end so
quickly because a covenant involves one partyghegorms now and one party whose
performance is expected in the futdt®A social compact, by its very nature, must be a
covenant, which is a stronger version of agreenmewhich at least one party is trusted
of future performance. Hobbes thereby rejects tbaker, cynical interpretation of
covenanting that it is only about immediate advgeid&ather, he says that as long as it is
in one’s power, one should endeavor to do whath@sepromised even if in the future
the task becomes difficulf! We cannot make up as we go; cynics and renegatest
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make up new contracts to extract themselves frahobligations®*? The sole exception

is made for covenants that contradict civil lawjebhis to say that the only thing that can
annul a contract is our duty towards the soverddghjn allowing that exception Hobbes
only reinforces the argument that our most impdrtluties and performances, namely
those expected from us by the sovereign, cannoulified at all. The social compact is
not based on cynicism and must not be limited éopifesent. More so than all other
covenants made by private individuals, the so@akoant must be a moral one that is
built on trust and genuine alienation of rightd@asl of expediency. The gap between
political association and an expedient exchangieaguturity and temporality of the
former.

The moral force of the compact comes from the catnig® conquered gives to the
conqueror, a kind of consent that Hobbes arguels dmuwithheld. The free choice a
person makes (between death and servitude) whenchgtured is what gives Hobbesian
conquest rights the moral force that is otherwize-existent among de factoists. An
earlier Hobbes had indeed endorsed a simpler atobeonquest rights: “a man is
released of his subjection by conquest; for wheometh to pass, that the power of
commonwealth is overthrown, and any particular in@meby, lying under the sword of
his enemy yieldth himself captive, he is therebyrmbto serve him that taketh him, and
consequently discharged of his obligation to thenter.”*** Hobbes would later argue,
however, that those captured in the war do not idiately become servants. They are
shackled and put in prison because of the lackust and continuing state of war
between them and their captors, and once trustanskent are exchanged, the obligation
of a servant to his lord no longer arises fromnapse pardon of his life, “for all
obligations derives from contract; but where igmst, there can be no contract”. So we
must “suppose him that is bound, not to be sufiitjetied by any other obligatior™*

We must assume, therefore, that Hobbes is awaae witerval of time in which, even
having been spared his life, the prisoner is ydétetdurned into a permanent slave
because he has not given his consent. It is agtaalbntinuation of the state of nature
that only ends when the consent is finally givenbbks’s earlier interpretation of
conquest and attendant rightsTine Elements of Laig thus more de factoist than the
later accounts ibe CiveandLeviathan which put greater theoretical importance on
moral consent in the process of conquest and ssionis

The political benefit of soliciting a stronger viens of consent is a stronger version of
moral duty. The consenting slave is duty-boundetees his master even if the master is
subsequently overthrown. Compared to wha¢ Elements of Lasays of the immediate
dissolution of one’s duty towards his sovereigtind latter is overthrown, Hobbes makes
the argument iheviathanthat a subject’s duty towards his king must a¢yuadntinue if
the king is captured but yet to abdiciteAlso, in terms of the right to desert in midst of
a war, huge difference exists between a profeskssmdier and a civilian. While people
may be born into a king’s dominion, professionatiErs accept his pay, and accepting
payment from the king implies a stronger versiogaisent. Therefore, a soldier who is
not conscripted but is a paid mercenary or profesdiis not allowed to be afraid and has
the moral freedom of desertion taken away from fiftiThe social contract thus must be
seen as a moral contract and not one based orataas of current profits. Indeed,
“Hobbes’s understanding of obligation is that oatign is a moral, and not simply a
prudential, matter®*’ Consent of the subject gives moral weight to #e 6f conquest;
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in the Leviathan, consent, perhaps more than thgusst itself, gives the conqueror the
permanent insurance against subversion and theisynof the subject.

FromTheElements of Lawo Leviathan we can thus see Hobbes’s changing
positions on the perpetuity of sovereign power andhe moral force of consent. There
is philosophical reason to believe that they gparallel development and that both
mirror and are entailed by Hobbes’s evolving viawtloe rational and epistemological
capacities of man. The transformation in sociatrehs from the arbitrariness and chaos
of the state of nature to a permanent politicabona transformation precipitated by the
conquest, must also coincide with a revolutionun @tional and linguistic faculties.
Hobbes stresses the impossibility to make covenititsbrutes in that “not
understanding our speech, they understand nogauapt of any translation of right*®
And so long as transfer of rights always denot@setbing about futurity, brutes have
nothing to surrender because they live ever irptkeent and the immediate: the
irrational and the bestial can only be vanquisineder conquered. While Hobbes
consistently made the same difference between vsimgg and conquering in all his
texts, it is notable that he did not again repéapbsition inTheElements of Lavhat
brutes can be conquered and enslaved. Animalsdinaoed to two categories: the docile
type that can be saved and hoarded and slaughéteedand those so ferocious and
disobedient that one must “kill and destroy, wigrgetual war*° If Hobbes had
reversed his position on the possibility to acgdibeninion over irrational creatures in
The Elements of Lavit is necessary for us to ask why. This reverslink, underscores
the same point that Rousseau would later makesigriticism of Hobbes and conquest
rights: if conquest lays the foundation of thetflaman societies, it must be at once a
social revolution, in which the individuals comgéther to form and then submit to an
absolute sovereign, and an epistemological rexaiutivhich in the individuals allows
them to comprehend the sovereign’s perpetual paweithus render their perpetual and
genuine obedience and loyalty.

In light of this temporalization of sovereign poveard the subject’s cognition of this
temporality we may take another look at what isl sdgout right to resist or self-defense
in Leviathan Despite the great care Hobbes has taken to estabpermanent, moral
bond between the conquered and the conquerormutiie disturbing to read how easily
the right to resist can be reclaimed by the coreplidf the leviathan is built on a moral
contract, it must mean individual rights are aliexeand surrendered to it at its birth. An
alienation contract is the warranty of the longgwaihd stability of the Hobbesian state.
But Hobbes deems the individual right to self-detemalienable, which can be
exercised even if the person is threatened byhdfalgsovereign. Naturally Hobbes still
seeks to attach strict qualifications to the righself-defense; namely, that the injuries
must be imminent and corporeal to justify insurimtbr self-defense. That is to say, of
course, the right of self-defense is reserved mdstisavages and beasts, because after
all it is only brutes and animals that are mosteptive of imminent and bodily harms,
and their intelligence, so different from oursgrisant to keep them in constant alert, give
them merely light sleep and train them in envisggdire consequences of each of their
actions®° In the discourse of conquest rights, the conquisrpromised perpetual
servitude of the conquered and aspires to chamgseiifiinto a ruler; by contrast, the
conquered is promised his life, and in jealousfegaarding only that which is promised
to him he is suddenly reduced to this bestial erist and animalistic intelligence. The
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deal between the conqueror and conquered is steacso asymmetrically that consent,
in the moral and rational sense that is requidiee antract, does not appear to be
possible: to keep what he is promised, the conguwenald indeed be eager to attach a
great amount of honor and ethics to the socialrachtwhereas for the subject to keep
what he is promised — his spared bare life — hergags an epistemic and moral
devolutionthat limits him to the rationality and cynicismaf®avage. In other words, the
leviathan would represent an odd moment in martisrral and epistemological
evolution when he is pulled in opposite directidms:is asked both to alienate his rights
as a profound verbal gesture and rational act lagd tio revert back to a brutish
intelligence where he must be constantly watchflli® immediate, physical
environment.

A still more perverse effect takes place when #ason of the brutes is combined
with the rationality and sense of futurity of modenen: the subject reacts instinctively
to an immediate and present danger, and yet hacagmf rational planning to counter
any future danger means he is not a loyal subjast &hen the threat to his life is not
imminent, so “the non-comic effect is that creasuas forward-looking and anxious as
Hobbesian men cannot be supposed to wait untknife is at their throat until they raise
the question whether obedience is too unsaferi other words, the Hobbesian subject
in fact watches the governmenbredistrustfully than, say, even the Lockean subjéct.
the textual differences betwe@he Elements of LaandLeviathanindicate a gradual
effort by Hobbes to introduce elements of moralsam and linguistic anthropology to
the discourse of conquest rights and to reconoifeaest with perpetual sovereignty and
a linguistic and epistemic subject who can liveemt what he says about right to resist
reflects rather a diminished but ultimately obgnadherence to the notion that conquest
and a swap of life and servitude create the fiositipal bond.

One must question whether conquest rights, evétobbes’s mature expression in
Leviathan succeeded in providing a moral and not prudeatiabunt of why the subjects
would covenant. Malcolm, for example, asks “It nsajt be wondered, however,
whether Hobbes'’s account needed to use a conceptofict at all...If the reasons for
obeying covenants are to be found in a systemuafential rules, why has Hobbes not
drawn up his whole theory of obedience in termn§-term benefits and dispensed
with the notion of a contract altogethet’?’Conquest rights fail to achieve a complete
“alienation” covenant, and as a result the Hoblmes@vereign becomes “neither absolute
nor permanent...the sovereign whom Hobbesian memwtguorize is not Leviathar®
In fact, thethreatof civil war itself is enough to throw the poliéiccommunity into a
civil war in that it destroys any sense of moratlydand alerts the subject to be vigilant
and cynic. The subjects are thus always prepareithécabuse of the sovereign and the
resumption of the civil war, and must the preparafor war not itself be considered an
act of war? The moral nature of the social compagtiires genuine peace between the
ruling and the ruled, the genuineness hinging empérpetuity of the peace. Without a
moral commitment to perpetual peace, the appamdny of the present is deceptive.
The absence of a permanent, moral duty for a aitieeans the leviathan is always a
continuation of the state of nature. Despite itesame power the leviathan is only a
magnificent beast that dwells in the state of regttive world of violence and immediacy.

Conceiving romance, war, and sovereignty
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Rousseau readily accepted and expanded Hobbegsraaf the futurity of contract and
perpetuity of political power as well as Hobbesislging view of the role of human
language and reason but denounced with all vehestbiecvalidity of conquest rights
and the very epistemological possibility of the leeqage of freedom and life. In his
speculative anthropology Rousseau traces man’sigeolfrom an amoral and ahistorical
being into one capable of foresight and ultimatdlgenerality and settled permanence in
all his affairs. For Rousseau the defining qualitynoral agency for civilized men is
precisely the search for permanence in their nretationships. This underlies what
Rousseau says about war and property and alsotiteast he draws between sex and
love and between slavery and social contract asasehe analogy of romantic and
political relations. Rousseau argues that primisigrual drive that lead savages to look
for random mates and the brute force that creddgsry both exist only in the physical
world of immediacy and fleeting changes, whereasiage, property, sovereignty — and
even our ability to fight a war — must be founde&dnhaore durable moral forces. Rousseau
thus defines the state of war quite differentlyrirblobbes and Grotius. His definition of
war stems primarily from an anthropological anays man’s intelligence and the
evolution of his cognitive and linguistic faculties nature exists the inevitable violence,
but “war consists not in one or several unpremeslitfights...but in the steady,
considered and manifest will to destroy one’s enbeoause to judge that this enemy’s
existence is incompatible with our well-being regsiself-possession and reason, which
produce a lasting resolvé™ Stable political and proprietary relations are the
precondition of war. Rousseau’s criticism of Gretand Hobbes stems from Rousseau’s
rejection of the two’s substitution of their expamsand “sophistic” interpretation of
conquest rights for valid provenance of lasting poand political rights. The opening
pages of th&ocial Contractan be seen as a very specific criticism of a jmaconoral

and epistemological uncertainty inherent in theti@mor Hobbesian version of conquest
rights: among savages, even cannibalism is a neatestic outcome than slavery after a
war; among men with evolved mental capabilities,gloposed exchange of life for
freedom cheats their rational ability to searchadruly permanent form of human
relationships.

As a contractualist, Rousseau accepts the prerhibe matural unsociability of men.
Political association is what humans come to discawnd possess only in their
epistemological and linguistic maturation in Rowagss anthropology, and this idea is
already hinted at in Hobbes. Hobbes already o#ieish account of the growing role of
human rationality in the state of nature and t&Nsvid tale of how reason and language
enable foresight and exaggerate man’s tendenoglfehggrandizement. Hobbes insists
that the human condition can be made warsgbetter with the growing use of speech:
“by speech man is not made better, but only givetgr possibilities®> the leviathan
is not justified by man’s natural malice alone. Eveough man is compelled to satisfy
his basest needs, the significance of human demmegreed is magnified and only
begins to play a role in the birth of a politictdte when language and reason enable him
to project his needs to the future. More than @ssais such, human foresight and thus the
insatiability of desires constitute the decisivepsprimitive humans took in discovering
the need for an accord for common safety. And gegliage endows men also with the
capacity to regulate themselves by drawing gemates from the universal signification
of names. Reason and language induce men intogsixeinmerit and necessity of setting
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up the leviathan and obeying it. The speaking slijeHobbes is capable of greater
aggression than a werewolf but also greater atidityake peace.

With Rousseau we see the notion of temporalitysaadility more emphatically
added to our understanding of moral freedom anttigedlagency. For him, the most
important category of political action that need$é analyzed in relation to this question
of temporality and legitimacy is perhaps war. Reassconsiders war uniquely and
extraordinarily human. The state of war is therefahnighly moral state of being for
humans>® from which tyranny and its civil war must be extpand distinguished. For
Rousseau, war is clearly differentiated from ndtui@ence®’ but is readily accepted as
part of the reality of international politics; raththan condemn the phenomenon of war,
he constantly strives to give it very precise megrand juridical framework. War stands
on very firm moral and intellectual ground in Roeess’s political philosophy. In
Rousseau’s anthropology, the ability to war, verychlike the ability to love, is an
acquired one. War and romance are not possibleutitnodern man’s evolved
intelligence and capability of abstraction, ratilration and temporalization. The human
race is led away from nature with these intelligeand rationalities, but Rousseau is not
categorically averse to the denaturation: in plEfc@ndom violence and promiscuous
sex there are now institutionalized warfare an@ldégve, and in place of laws of
necessities we now have laws of ethics. More sigadlif, | argue that in Rousseau’s
evolutionary tale durability and even permanenamb® a very functional criterion of
legitimacy of our political actions. Rousseau tphosts to some legitimate forms of war
and politics consistent with humanity’s gains im cational faculties in its evolutionary
history. Much of what Rousseau proposes aboutetliéirhate political state can only
take place as a result of a cognitive revolutiantti@ constituent members and a rigorous
exercise of their rational faculties as define®Rousseau’s epistemological anthropology.

The subject of human evolution gets its lengthiessitment and two slightly
conflicting accounts in Roussea®gscond Discoursand theEssay on the Origin of
LanguagesCommenting on thEssay Jean Starobinski says “for Rousseau, the
evolution of language is clearly inseparable fréw@ hhistory of desire and sexuality; it is
intimately associated with the process of socititize’*® This idea - that linguistic and
social evolutions are intertwined and mutually deth— Starobinski traces to earlier
philosophers and to Hobb&8.Modern European languages that we know today oéscu
not only their own primitive origin but also theigin of society. Political philosophers
before Rousseau who “have examined the foundatibssciety have all felt the
necessity of going back as far as the state ofrdahut none of them has reachedif,”
and Rousseau is very much aware that their farhurst partly be attributed to the
ignorance of the evolutionary process of langu&gene political philosophers keenly
endorse tyranny by “first granting to the strongethority over the weaker, had
Government arise straightwayithout giving thought to the time that must halapsed
before the language of authority and of governnoenid have meaning among Meti*
But civil associations and political bodies canyomlature along with a lexicon that is
also evolving and keeps cohesive those social bdrdstwo 1754 texts speak to
Rousseau’s resolve to clarify the importance oflexge to the social transformation of
men and how we later come to conceive a true ampiepiform of war.

Rousseau’s interest in languages and reason extteedsope of Hobbes’s inquiry
and goes beyond a descriptive account of prehistennankind. While the power of
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naming, generalization and abstraction is a big gfatiobbes’s story of men’s
socialization, Rousseau defines moral agency o$pleaking subject by its generality
and universality. A physical act falls into a mocategory only when it obtains some
measure of perpetuity. In comparison to a natucaldhof fleeting passions and quick
decay of their effects, the moral world consistactions that are meant to last in their
impact and significance, and | contend that infih& analysis Rousseau’s notion of
moral freedom and the distinctive traits of the lannspecies is defined by the stability
and perpetuity of men’s actions, and the consiaabif this moral world is the
culmination of the development of men’s linguistitd epistemological faculties.

In particular, sexual passion and the occasiormdérce of primitive humans become
acts of civility only when they are lifted out opaysical world of immediacy and basic
impulses and transformed into moral deeds. Romanderoper acts of war must thus
be distinguished from outbursts of primitive passiocOne can even draw a parallel
between the requirement of permanence of moralodictsnance and proper war and the
requirement of permanence of sovereign power ingnostate theories: moral or
political validation of love and violence and pim#l power come from the assumption of
their permanence.

Rousseau’s linguistic anthropology

Rousseau’s evolutionary tale of humankind begirth widividuals’ wanton aggression
against each other in a state of nature and entisavgitate of war between political
communities in an apparently structured and metiaavay. In delving into the state of
nature Rousseau proposes not to prescribe lawsdmal society that are modeled on
natural human behavior; his intention is partlghow how different early and modern
humans are. In excavating a primitive state ofgistill uncontaminated by civilization,
Rousseau nevertheless resists the urge to shapethénorms for moderns according to
the unadulterated origin. He seems more interastadpressing his readers with the
stark contrast between the behaviors of the brainsglestors and the civilized moderns
even in the most elementary aspects of human liwegurtship of sexes and acts of
aggression. Men and women met “fortuitously, acemydo chance encounters,
opportunities, and desire”, and “they parted jssteadily.?®? Similarly, among savages
“the subject of a dispute arises and disappearssilmstantaneously, a quarrel begins
and ends in a single day® In Starobinski’s famous reading of Rousseau, naiche
extolled transparency results from the immediacpasfsions and sensations: “[man]
lives in theimmediate If each sensation is new, the apparent discoityiimerely a
way of experiencing theontinuityof the immediate. Nothing comes between man’s
‘limited desires’ and their objedtanguage is scarcely necessary* The brutish state of
amorality where people take and abandon mates Igugckne in which hardly anyone
needs to speak.

In theSecond Discoursd&kousseau declares natural men to be innatelg timil shy
whose first reaction to confrontation is to tureittback on the threat and réfi.One
difficulty in reading the first few pages of Rouas&s Second Discourséowever, is the
way his later accounts of unwarranted aggressidrnvamousness of early humans
conflict with the picture he paints in these paé§Vhat survives such seemingly
careless self-contradictions is precisely the ith@h early humans cannot establish lasting
social relations. Those who kill in a sudden ragle® because of their temerity all find
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a way to end the matter there and then. Amongahages, therefore, neither violence
nor peace disrupts the fundamental tranquility @melessness of their world. The most
distinctive trait of the primitive humans is thire tinstantaneity of their actions and not
their temperaments and desires.

The progress from our brutish ancestry to moderitization is driven by the use of
language. Rousseau stresses the superfluity oflspgéo our ancestors and to sex,
parenthood, violence or even commerce in the prmitate of human being®’ But the
superfluity of language to primordial human lifdygoes on to show that when speech
and reason did finally enter human life, it marleesignificant degree of socialization.
For adopting language helps humankind cover “tBtadce between pure sensations and
the simplest knowledge®® At some point, general ideas must have entereduhean
mind3°° These mental skills have greatly extended humeesite and want and
irrevocably altered their behavior.

The leap in man’s ability to conceive and comprehainstract notions must have
taken place slowly and gradually, but this evolutreas accompanied by profound
changes in patterns of human interactions: “itipassible to conceive how a man could
by his own strength alone, without the help of camioation, and without the goad of
necessity, have crossed so great a divid&The development of the human tongue is
most likely coeval with the evolution of socialiat. Our linguistic and rational faculties
thus started to reshape the basic aspects of hiimeanPaternal affection, for instance,
“Iis said to be a significant development, the restisocialization, and based on a rather
abstractknowledge™"* This level of abstraction, of course, takes plaly with
modern, civilized human beings. By the same tokiamily cannot be said to exist in the
precise sense until, having a fixed habitationii&nbers acquire ‘a union as intimate
and permanent as among us’,” and construction wh@eence home-sites, too, should
have been the result of longtime use of languagereasort’? Further, in his dispute
with Condillac on language, Rousseau reminds usetren if we were to assume that
language first surfaced between the father andnbtber and the child, we cannot
presuppose the permanence of their union; ratiegulage contributes decisively to the
intimacy and stability of marriage and famfl{.Language knits together the most basic
social unit.

Language and reason have removed us from that wbndmediacy and instant
sensations and satisfactions. The new world isasagbf foresight, calculation, planning,
and permanence. Equipped with such foresight,kalsng subject tends to more
restless and greedy than the silent sav&gdost importantly for Rousseau’s political
science, reason and foresight would completelyagstour tendencies of violence and
aggression. Savages may fall victim to all sortthofats: “alone, idle, and always near
danger, Savage man must like to sleep and be tsliggper™’® They are constantly alert,
and yet the danger they are exposed to is notpgepe one, but a continuity of the
immediate. By contrast, modern men who live in aiged societies are shielded from
physical threats from their immediate environ lnat @xposed to the danger of war and
live in (to borrow a twentieth century term) a “dalar” even when there is no “hot war”.
Such is the meaning of the state of war, and ngtban be farther removed from the
state of nature than the state of war, which iaréifice of the highest order, a distilled
and cold sense of hostility, a disembodiment of sgrysuous immediacy of human
feelings. Savages have a physique that allows tbewspond to the nearest threat, but
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that robust physique comes at the expense of thelajeed faculties of civil men. The
latter's bodies may be feebler than their ancesbatshave acquired powerful mental
faculties to project their security needs so renmotgeographical locations and future
times that they have to calculate and possessjsaldusy and hostility to fight and harm
others that they now live in a permanent stateafave. In a state of war we see the final
and most conclusive proof of humankind’s transfdromathrough our use of language
and reason and our displacement from the fleetioddmof timelessness and
immediacy?’®

Moral agency in Rousseau: the lover, the warribe proprietor, and the citizen
| have argued that there was significant chand¢olbbes’s thinking on two important
theoretical issues: the absoluteness of power asuned by its own perpetuity and the
distinction between the vanquished and conquerede®er, this major rethinking was
paralleled or even propelled by his increasinglytssticated view on linguistics and
reason. What Hobbes says about language and telmpoaa help reconcile how he and
Rousseau describe of the state of nature. Rougsgsistently denies that savages are
ever capable of war, which is to say a lasting @mrdof enmity cannot exist among
them. A closer examination akviathan however, yields the discovery that Hobbes is
equally emphatic about the intervention of temptyrah the concept of war. Hobbes, too,
stresses that “war, consisteth not in battle amiythe act of fightingbut in a tract of time
wherein the will to contend by battle is sufficigritnown; and therefore the notion of
time, is to be considered in the nature of Waf'To those seventeenth or twentieth
century critics who say Hobbes'’s state of natufeci®nal and unreal, it may be
surprising to read that Hobbes says very muchaheeghing: “though there had never
been any time, wherein particular men were in altm of war one against another, yet
in all times, kings, and persons of sovereign aittyydecause of their independency, are
in continualjealousies, and in the state and posture of glaia®’® So Tuck’s thesis —
that the state of war among states in early mouéennational relations is what first
inspired the trope of state of war among savagesems valid!® for despite the talk of
men as werewolves assaulting each other in actai@ure, all along Hobbes may have
been imagining well-organized political or militaopdies fighting each other in a
reasonably ordered and quite stable internatioysiesn. What better examples there are
of foresight and rationality than Europe’s kingslgminces calculatingly maneuvering
for maximum security and gains? And what betteopdm we have of the artificiality of
the state of war than the political states andritegnational system constructed on top of
them? This ought to bring Hobbes and Rousseaureeagent: that war is always
deliberate, an amazing product of a long and coxgelutionary process of humans’
rational and cognitive abilities. Individuals, hovee independent and naturally free, are
unlikely to be in a state of war because it islaudated state of lasting and permanent
hostility. The difference between Hobbes and Raussethus not the question of what
constitutes an act of war.

By the same token, Rousseau does not dispute Hsldsessimption of natural
asociability or the basic objective of the socahizact in creating a lasting political
union where no permanent social bond has existitdodde has no quarrel, for example,
with the Hobbesian thesis that the mother and tiid tve in a state of nature. Rousseau
proposes that a mother nurtures her child onlyéti@ve her own swollen breasts of
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milk,” and at no time does he accept even an iritptioral duty to care for the chiff®
Moreover, Rousseau gives not the slightest disapai sexual promiscuity in the state
of nature, remarking simply that any woman can auitan in the primitive world.
Fidelity to one’s spouse and support for one’spffgy have nevertheless become
essential elements of our civilization. For moderen, Rousseau argues, the parent-child
bond now becomes a basic need for our yotthand monogamy becomes the only
moral and desirable arrangement between sex nfat@szilized men have enlarged
mental capacities when compared to savages, bigdeau expects them to not only
project and expand their needs but also to makieadrmoral judgments about their
actions. Unlike savages, socialized beings ougtgltanoral right from moral wrong.
Rousseau thus proposes to distinguish the phyfsaralthe moral in our sexual life and
perhaps in our entire ethical life as well: “theyBibal is this general desire that moves
one sex to unite with the other; the moral is wdhaes this desire its distinctive character
and focuses it exclusively on a single objeé®lt is obvious that this fidelity to one’s
spouse is entirely artificial and “a factitious 8erent; born of social practice” because
by the design of nature any woman can suit any ananvice versa. The gap between
natural promiscuity of savages and faithfulnessafried couples is owed entirely to the
“abstract ideas of regularity and of proportionathve now hav&*— and the artificiality
of the value of chastity by no means diminishesniioeal force of chastity in Rousseau’s
eyes*® Rousseau hereby suggests an amazing union of ethitepistemology. Only
the speaking and reasoning subject in Rousseau&spphy is capable of moral agency,
and by virtue of their power to speak and to reas@will witness the intervention of
temporality in all moral precepts in Rousseau. Mooastructs in the civilized world
must all last. The search for ethical law and pples of right has to begin with the
general and abstract concepts that our mentaltfesuiow impose on us. The law of
nature that savages observe without thinking calomger be the basis upon which we
construct our moral laws for civilized men. Theilkteed man does not live in the
immediate; in fact, he must battle every urge stidltties him to the immediate: nothing
he does is morally legitimate unless a moral stmectan be imposed upon his action and
understood to be valid forever. Here we have ind2eau a very peculiar version of
almost proto-Kantian ethics, according to whichaahcannot be morally sanctioned
unless it can be taken or imagined to generat@erabe within a permanent social bond
— especially if that bond is unfriendly.
For Rousseau, then, it is imperative to move oolevit tendencies from the realm of
impulses to the realm of ethics in the same wahaxe transformed our sexual drives.
war is a permanent state which presupposes lagiatons, and such relations
rarely obtain between man and man, where everythétgeen one individual
and another is in continual flux which constantiyoges relations and interests.
So that the subject of a dispute arises and disap@émost instantaneously, a
guarrel begins and ends in a single day, and thesebe fights and murders, but
never or very rarely extended enmities and Wars.
This argument is repeated in tBecial Contracivhen he expresses the impossibility of
private war®’ Again, war is a relationship predicated on sormethiindamentally stable
and is itself a stable relationship. The definiagttire of war is thus its permanence and
lack of passion and the calm and cold-heartedrfgbe delligerent parties in that we
only “call war between one power and another...thecebf a mutual, steady and
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manifest disposition to destroy the enemy State™tBere is war only between moral
beings”3%8 At last violence assumes a moral character irmth®f war, but only insofar
as we begin to see war as such an object of pemuaras to be an epistemological
wonder.

But what we find in Rousseau is not a simple analmejween war and romance
because both have this temporal property. As fitstout, the warrior is the same person
as the lover — that is, the property owner and, atsthe end, the citizen. After all, it is
only the stability of men’s moral relationship teetr properties that gives rise to the
stability of men’s moral relationship to each othrea state of wat>’ Before Emile can
marry Sophie, for example, he has to be sent on@trip to start a long investigation of
property rights and political science. The timirfglee trip and the lessons learned during
the trip are of tremendous importance, becauseeasare must “choose between
making a man or a citizeri®’ the trip makes it clear that there can be no ehbitween
making a good lover and a good citizen. Nor caretlhe a choice between making a
good property owner and a good citizen. Emile’scation on property rights must now
be undertaken with great urgency in light of Ensilehpending marriage and adulthood,
and the governor now poses questions that neadlyn@ontrovertibly tie up the issues of
politics, romance and property: “In what cornethad earth will you be able to say, ‘Here
| am master of myself and of the land which belolmgsie?’...where is the state where
one is always permitted to be a decent man?” Thiemof property rights as the
essential (and liberal) way to shield one fromtaaby power and harm of the state is
deflated here, for the question of property rigtasnot be settled without settling first
the political question of a legitimate governmemd &ivil rights. Furthermore, since the
prospect of marriage depends on one’s prospedrtirfe, citizens’ participation in and
defense of legitimate politics are absolutely consatial for the sanctity of their family
and romantic life.

True romance and legitimate proprietorship must protection in just politics.
Ultimately Rousseau does not envision a permanahstable political life merely
resembling the loyal and permanent romantic ratatigp; rather, legitimate politics and
legitimate romantic relationships come to us assalt of the same rational and
epistemological process&s,and therefore the same stability and permanenst mu
characterize our moral agency in family as welbalitical life. The political purpose of
the social contract already infiltrates Roussedissussion of romance.

Rousseau’s criticism of conquest rights

The fallacy of conquest rights is not the seemimgglirageous presumption that a state of
nature exists and the mother should (threatenxiercese the power to smother her baby
just to establish her sovereign rights. To the gt Rousseau believes the sophism of
conquest rights hides in the transformation offtfe¢ of conquest into a political right.
More specifically, Rousseau seems to question haspiossible for the very first state to
be founded on the fact of conquest. If in conterapoEuropean customary international
law governs the entitlements of the conqueror, @lugl those entitliements come from at
a time when no international or customary law exi8tAccording to Locke, for example,
we can take slaves in a just war; according toiGspit needs to be only a solemn war.
Justice or solemnity of war presumes customs am@xistence of states, and neither
solves the mystery surrounding the founding p@ltrmoment in human history — which
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is precisely how Rousseau wants to frame this guredtor Rousseau, the decisive
advance for civilization comes when, instead of saasng all those he defeated, the
conqueror opts to “put them all in chains, in ordeleast to have Slaves. This
immediately changes the state of the questionsamz it is no longer a question of
destroying, the state of war is destroydf.Rousseau insists that there must have been a
revolutionary breakthrough in human socializatioat tbridges the state of nature and a
civil state; can conquest rights — can that momoébtrtering of life and freedom —

bridge the natural and the civil states?

Classical philosophy has long recognized the disbin between slaveholding and
the acquisition of slaves, two activities thatiegtfglance seem naturally connected. “The
art of acquiring slaves,” says Aristotle, “diffdrem both the art of the master and the art
of slave,being a species of hunting or Wwahence the stress on the unique link between
war and slavery; for while the art of the masted alave is a kind of house-holding that
forms a lasting social bond, the act of capturiages is sheer violence and Wat.
Rousseau, too, speculates that at some point caimgraocial and linguistic evolution
hunter-gathers would have become growers, but@keshere in a sleight of hands turn
men from the practitioners of the art of huntingdtte practitioners of the art of house-
holding, from the free and violent to the sedentargt hierarchical, and Rousseau finds
this difficult to swallow: for those who have préea over their enemies in the state of
nature, would it not make much more sense to cafinébthe defeated?* And how
remote the idea of permanent slavery must have toetre minds of early human beings?
For those vanquished, as long as they avoid time fgiie of death and cannibalism,
would they not escape as soon as their captoradkdep? What moral suasion could
possibly make them stay with their captors? Roussaggests that ultimately the
premise of the trade of life for freedom is so ablsuiand the threat to kill the vanquished
so empty — that the trade cannot take pfdtRobinson Crusoe’s dominion is secure
enough, and he is the lone example of conquedsragttheir fullest, for he alone
resembles like a conqueror who has slaughteredsainemied®® It is not the security
that even the most foul-tempered tyrants wishTgranny differs from Crusoe’s
sovereignty over his island in that none of the erags and kings of the real world desire
to slaughter their own subjects. Therefore, theynoarightfully and legally use their
empty threat of mass murder to justify their sulbeed despotic rule.

Rousseau thus asks: why cannot we just run away that menacing power when it
is asleep? Or when it is weakened somewhat andrsom®elf it is asleep, then the
congueror’s regime dissolves itself. If it is weakd, we have a permanent civil war in
which individuals and factions of varying strengiid changing fortunes will be at each
other’s throat all the time and none will enjoy ament of peace. For this reason,
conquest can never produce a civil state, but amhodified right of war®’

Rousseau’s attack on the sophistic logic of congugists is also echoed in his
objections to property rights. Rousseau has giveasaionate critique of the first birth of
a “bad” kind of social contract that seeks to Ieggte illegal gains of the rich and
perpetuates the oppression of the poor at the etiet 8econd Discoursevhich
continues in th®iscourse on Political Econom{he same sophistic logic that we
associate with Grotian conquest rights is operatiwtee bad social contract, and the
consequence for both the conqueror and the unjustlys also the same, namely civil
war. The bad covenant has brought nascent societesend, but they merely turn

93



unlawful riches that would not have been acknowdedigy savages as permanent gains
into something legitimate and moral. The rich’sfpesed right to property is a
“precarious and abusive right* and with only crooked sophism is this covenangéa:
This form of compact amounts to “the most horridigte of war” in which “everyone
risked his life while only some also risked goo&f§"Conventional property rights must
be understood to have derived from the same saplogic of conquest rights and bear
the same bitter fruit of tyranny and civil war. Adsocial compact that unjustly favors
and affirms the temporary advantage of the powetfidl the rich and give them
tyrannical power over the people thus cannot serttre world of the temporary and
instead binds us forever in the world of the présefiviolence, of civil war.

What follows the moment of conquest is the reneamal continuation of the state of
nature; the title of the conqueror and all his tsglemain as insecure and contested as
before. Conquest rights are thus utterly irrelevarihe discussion of the origin of
politics. A flawed covenant that converts the motagnpower to kill to a permanent
power to dominate or to hold wealth is ineffectwih savages who can neither
comprehend perpetual power nor transfer any rigts.can this compact inspire the
civilized and rational minds whose reason and paldity necessarily move them to
transcend the state of nature and steer them teveamtbre stable form of political
arrangement and a more universal principle of alitright. A tyrant who tries to rule
his subjects as conquered slaves can find no episwibjects who are able to recognize
his rule, and he cannot make peace with eitherggsvar civil men.

Grotius’s and Hobbes’s use of conquest rights feraedomination and slavery
constituted an innovative solution to the vexinglppem — one that the tradition of natural
jurisprudence ignored — of how to manage the tealpamonomy of power and to
relocate it from the realm of contest of raw fotaehe realm of proper politics and
morals. Rousseau spots the same problem, but hescimmesolutely loathe their solution.
The overriding concern to make our social bond @idical duty legitimate (and not to
destroy them altogether, as implied by a returpaiarism) sets the tone of Rousseau’s
critique of Grotius, Hobbes and the contractualitran before him: a bad social contract
predicated on the sophism of the conqueror (asasgedihe conquered) fails to end the
state of nature among men and is inherently urestabgood social contract needs to
replace it that establishes genuine political rghthe foundation of the society and make
members of society moral citizens.

In the end, the Grotian and Hobbesian versioneahtcontract are flawed because
a tyrant cannot secure consent from either a samagenan with evolved intellect, and
his rule is inherently unstable and no morally lmgdobligations can be imposed on his
subjects. The conqueror can never attain a duxadtiery over a savage whose mental
capacities are too limited to even understand peemservitude, and the conqueror can
never offer a rational being a reasonable dearijo Isim of his liberty. What truly stands
capable of creating a genuine peace and permaakiitad bond among men is their
linguistic faculty that gifts them with generaligguitability, perpetuity in our reasoning
— in other words, a distinctive, political reas®uousseau’s anthropology puts this
political reason in sharp contrast with the soptigtven bestial rationality of the tyrant
and his conquered subjects. In short, Rousseaitigsn of tyranny in Hobbes and
Grotius takes aim at both the false rights of thequeror and the cynicism of tyrants and
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subjects. Rousseau’s own version is intended t® @ cynicism of both the sovereign
and the subject.

The social contract as a social and rational revimn

The Social Contractarries a curt warning against the sophism andidh of the bad
contract: “they have made a convention; very walk that convention, far from
destroying the state of war, presupposes its coation.”°® A bad social compact that
gives the rich and powerful the right to rule otleg poor and vanquished is bizarre in its
effect: the rich and powerful cheat us in arguimaf the fact of wealth or conquest is
translatable to a perpetual right of property aodgr; they deceive themselves in
believing this right brings them lasting safetyrfrand peace with the poor and
vanquished. Tearing apart this illusion, Rousséaws that the state of nature persists
and the cynicism and bellicosity of the ruling dhd ruled thwarts previous attempts in
the contractualist tradition to elevate men ouhefstate of nature. The sophism of the
conqueror who wants to convert a temporary faciooiquest into a permanent political
title to rule encourages and is repaid by the agnicof the multitude that roundly rejects
political representation through the social contract andirees to live in the state of
nature instead.

Rousseau comes to the conclusion that it takedieataedefinition of our moral
agency to accomplish this goal. While Rousseaialhjitintends the social contract to
appeal to self-interest, he soon changes his rmddresists that “the social contract must
‘lift” its adherents to a new plane that transcetidscalculation of interest. It aims to
integrate the individual into a community, to chanige perspective of ‘each’ to that of
‘us™. “** While Hobbes expects a particular will distinctdlandependent from the general
will even after we assent to the social compaet f#ilure of the pact to terminate the
state of nature lies in the fact that the ratiar@gdacities and psychological traits Hobbes
traces to the human nature are irrelevant to andmech incompatible with the goal of
purpose of the Hobbesian covenant — the transcénuanal duty to search for and
commit to a genuine social compact and perpetusdges simply not found in the nature
of the savage or the liberal agent. Theneva Manuscriggives the clearest indication of
the wedge Rousseau now drives between the natigatistincts of the savages and the
moral agency of civil men:

It is false that in the state of independence,aieagerceiving our self-interest,
inclines us to contribute to the common good; fant there being an alliance
between particular interest and the general gdmy, €xclude one another in the
natural order of things, and social laws are a yskieh everyone is willing to
impose on others, but not to assume hinf8élf.
This should abort any further attempt to model @gtes of political right on the
principles of natural right; “the gentle voice dftare is no longer an infallible guide for
us, nor is the independence we received from it@mger a desirable staté® In fact,
Rousseau is so apprehensive of the cynical agses¢stang their natural and inalienable
rights in face of a new political union and pubéws that both th&econd Discoursand
the Essay on the Origin of Languagesuld finish on a coda of a very harsh and
somewhat conspiratorial view of private wills amdf$nterest. Rousseau argues that only
the tyrant would want to take advantage of suctsbgberspectives of his subjects so as
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to divide the citizenry®* The multitude — divided, conquered and at war \vigtelf — is
nothing other than the effect of the machinatioinhe tyrant.

So the goal for Rousseau is not to fashion a sodiety directly out of peaceable
savages to be found in the state of nature. IndémdRousseau a well-ordered society
cannot come into being through a natural processetty men, relying only on their
natural impulses and the laws of nature, may a#ainolitical order. His investigation is
carried out in a context which is far closer to éngficial than to the naturalistic
model.”°® As a result, Rousseau asks for an alienation tofr@larights more complete
and absolute than Hobbes'’s or even Grotius’s. Blomkcovenant stipulates that
although individuals retain rights that are noteessl to the defense of the community,
“the Sovereign is alone judge of that important®®While Grotius and Hobbes would
insist that the state’s power to judge on the graaéter of sacrificing or taking
someone’s life is limited, Rousseau asserts thersgyn’s infallibility and complete lack
of conditionality: one ought to die when orderedtiy state to do so “since it is only on
this condition that he has lived in security utiign, and his life is no longer a bounty of
nature, but a conditional gift of the Staf8” For the sophist the gift of life is both
exaggerated (since sparing another person’s liés dot afford the conqueror the right to
deny his freedom) and underestimated (becauseathedsowns the mother and her past
deeds as soon as he is exposed). In joining thiesosiety a true citizen commits himself
to a moral purpose to transcend the state of nanalanake genuine and perpetual peace
with fellow citizens, and the sovereign can righffcommand him to sacrifice his life as
long as the moral purpose of the first conventivises his sacrifice. The Rousseauian
subject’s decision to join the social compact aisdonomise of obedience is not extracted
from him by a threat of his death and therefoneasundone by the sovereign’s
command for him to die.

Man, denatured and transformed into a citizen, alle experienced not only
revolutionary change in his moral personhood bad &is cognitive and epistemological
abilities. Humanity's first steps in the directiohenlightenment send men to only
occasionally seek mutual help but do not enabletteeforge permanent bonds. At this
early stage of development, a person would “distisiy between the rare occasions when
common interest should make him count on the hielpsckind...and the even rarer
occasions when competition should make him suspsois them™® In case he needs
other people’s help, the association nonethelesigated no one and lasted only as long
as the transient need that had formed it”, andhge ®f competition, it is intense, vicious
but also short-livind® So neither cooperation nor competition gains anyairforce or
crystallizes into a general idea or permanent lmndng men. Men understand only “the
present and perceptible interest” because as dfgresight was nothing to them and, far
from being concerned with a distant future, they/mbt even give thought to the next
day”.**° The final step towards socialization and civilinpwever, causes Rousseau’s
amazement. Th8ocial Contracthus contains this most impassioned and ardent
encomium of man’s intelligence and political reason

this transition from the state of nature to theldtate produces a most

remarkable change in man by substituting justicerfstinct in his conduct, and

endowing his actions with the morality they predlyuacked. Only then, when
the voice of duty succeeds physical impulsion agildt Isucceeds appetite, does
man, who until then had looked only to himself, bemself forced to act on other
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principles, and to consult his reason before lisigto his inclinations...his
faculties are exercised and developed, his idelasgad, his sentiments ennobled,
his entire soul is elevated to such an extent, .tina should ceaselessly bless the
happy moment which wrested him from it forever, antlof a stupid and
bounded animal made an intelligent being and a than.

The birth of the political consists in this drasaied wondrous expansion of the mental

faculties to envision a durable security arrangerttfeat lifts individuals out of the state

of nature.

To truly put an end to the state of nature, eveeymner must surrender all his
freedom and force to the newly born body politicdese any reservation, Rousseau
argues, makes political unity and collective sdagumpossible. In his criticism of
conquest rights and slave contract Rousseau hatedaut that tyranny of one man or
one class was the cause of instability of the fta#eause the slave may either be
cannibalized or flee), so the social contract “guéees [the subject] against all personal
dependence®? This guarantee of freedom and equality marks ifierdnce between the
Rousseauean state and the Hobbesian leviathais ardeed the very condition of the
stability and survival of the state, so the meamhgquality and freedom must be
clarified. This freedom is, in Rousseau’s own woedsonventionafreedom, not the
natural freedom of savag&s.We come into possession of this artificial freedbnough
the contract insofar as “each, in giving himselalip gives himself to no one” and
recognizes no other citizens as superior to on&$erhis freedom is thus synonymous
with the concept of equality. This conceptual eqience of political liberty and political
equality is the very substance of the rule of |Bar. the contract comes as a veritable
moment of self-legislation: all political constituts are free because they give laws to
themselves and obey only those laws, and theycura @s long as they obey only the
law and not other men.

Unlike a slave contract founded on conquest rightss Rousseauean contract is
reasonable and rational in its design because awbo seeks an unfair advantage or
uneven burden necessarily offends the sovereigmiytlee majesty of the legal state and
abandons himself to a state of war against thersmre The merit of political equality, it
would seem, is its systemic stability because dgethe most cynical and selfish
individuals there is no advantage to be had in giving) against this equality. The laws
are gifts and expression of our rational and lisgaicapabilities and as such are
characterized by equitability and generality (whigekvhy Rousseau must insist that the
sovereign not be allowed to pass judgment on thecpkar, even when we have a radical
democracy and every subject partakes of soveréidrayvs that burden members of the
society unevenly could only be the result of tynaand cause of division and
insurrection. The rule of law in the social contrsiate, with its implied guarantee of
political liberty and equality, holds out the orggnuine hope of perpetual peace and
lasting political bond.

*
If nothing else, the serial effort made by Grotidepbes and Pufendorf to emphasize the
centrality of conquest and conquest rights to tigiroof political society is a powerful
challenge to the notion that some form of tradiioor natural justice may exist before
the birth of the political society and the latteushbe justified by the former. | have
argued that the success of the challenge is pafticted in Rousseau’s criticism of
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conquest rights. Unlike Locke, Rousseau neverdiizes the Hobbesian thesis of an
originary state of nature and immediacy. The choic@rotius and Hobbes as the main
antagonists in his political philosophy reveals strategic objective of Rousseau’s social
compact: the discovery or foundation of a politpaiale of the moral permanence and
political stability during humankind’s historic elubion in rational and epistemological
abilities.

The fallacy of conquest rights argument is thawigntually fails in eradicating the
sophism and cynicism of either the conqueror orctirequered and does not establish a
durable bond between the two. The leviathan isatbdsted by the constant suspicion
between the sovereign and the subject and the satéservation of right of resistance. |
have argued that Hobbes himself started to retlizénadequacy of conquest rights and
welcomed a more elaborate account of human'’s raitiesmd linguistic faculties in order
to buttress conquest rights with a theory of cohdesr Rousseau, however, perpetual
servitude is unintelligible and indicates an eprsttogical half-measure because a slave
whose life is spared after combat would nevertlsedsgape from his chains at the first
opportunity and no permanent bond can be formed.pttitical bond, therefore, must be
formed on the basis of true reason and genuineepd@&és bond can only last if it is an
equitable and free association of its members.

Chapter 5
The Fiction and Politics of the Contract

Our language and perfectibility define our moraisoehood and political citizenship.

Our language and perfectibility, not our sexuaVvesior our strong arms, make good
lovers and good soldiers out of us. Political agdmn is inconceivable without such
elemental properties of our humanity. But Roussgalso known for his profound
ambivalence towards the very faculties that he saglse us human. What gives us
enlightenment, he laments, also gives us erroraf gives us virtues also gives us
vices*!® Savages’ need for bare survival did not causetiality;; only after reason and
language afforded us foresight and anticipatiofutefre needs were men pressed to work
together and live by the division of labor, whicarted to measure the talents or skills of
one blacksmith against another or a blacksmithresgja farmer and generated the first
form of inequality**® And later it was again the power of language #fiatved us to
transform material goods into representative sajngealth, which could soon multiply
and be accumulated without lindit, producing a permanent divide among humankind, a
still more stubborn and unmistakable form of indiyghan ever before, between the

rich and the poor. It seems the very linguistic eptstemic forces that unite men into a
commonwealth also militate relentlessly against it.

In this chapter, | will first borrow from Paul déan’s analysis of Rousseau’s
linguistics. De Man’s reading goes considerablytfer than Rousseau’s original
intentions in the&Second Discourser the essay on language, but it offers a verygitde
explanation of Rousseau’s ambivalence on the palig@ffect of human language and
perfectibility. Rousseau has argued that equalitgrag men is the condition of the
political. For Rousseau, what overcame men nataw@ision to civil life is the evolution
of human language and the universal concepts thatgen the confidence of equality,
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and before our linguistic faculties were developadugh to comprehend the concepts,
savages project their natural fearfulness of aatioai with others through figural
expressions of this fet® The radically equalizing effect of language allavssto be
political in the first place. De Man argues, howegtkat even in Rousseau’s own account
of the birth of universal concepts, the metaphtyicf the primitive language is never
eradicated in conceptuality. Equality of men iglitan error of metaphor, and the
political is founded on this error. For de Man, drality proclaimed in the contract thus
becomes elusive in political life, and the gap lestwthe concept of equality and its
literality creates a constitutional crisis. De Mansists that this gap accounts for the
fragility of the political and the sense of anxiétgt is often palpable in Rousseau’s
political texts. Insofar as the gap between thecephand reality is a structural feature of
human language, a feature of the constructionm@gfuage and thus a feature of
metalanguage, and insofar as men’s common lifdirgyaistic effect of their common
conception and imagination of equality, this fragils innate to the political.

Even if de Man has attributed metaphoricity tocalhcepts and the very structure of
language and conceptuality and produced an acodlinguistics that Rousseau himself
may not recognize, de Man'’s reading is valuablebse it offers a way to understand the
inexorable tension between the political and ménguistic and rational faculties that
becomes transparent in Rousseau’s own writings fEmision exists for Hobbes as well,
in fact, and the Englishman is likewise apprehansithe seditious power of language
both inLeviathanand inBehemothThis chapter will show how Hobbes copes with the
role of language in politics and use it a perfexittast to illustrate Rousseau’s approach
to the question of language and the political srigggered by the gap between the
concept and literality of equality. It would be tetimg to argue that there were different
types of perfectibility and different manners inisgthhumans could make use of
language and speech in their political life, sormeduicive to political equality and some
more malicious. Hobbes tries to cut the politiced 0f language neatly in the middle and
label one half a good sort of language that letsegsreason and commit to the transfer of
rights and authorization of a sovereign and themltialf a bad sort of language that stirs
revolution and instigates insurrection and regicldebbes explicitly accused some
troublemakers (university students, Churchmen)osag language leading up to the
civil war.**® But de Man’s reading of Rousseau suggests thgtitage is intrinsically
open to such abuses: while Hobbes the politicaingist resents and fears metaphors and
inconstancy in the use of words between differemtigs, even Hobbes the natural
philosopher must concede that different peopleafieeted differently by the same object
and thus project different passions onto the samn@$f° De Man dims the optimism that
language is ever a safe, reliable source of paligquality, even though it has to be
relied upon in the making of the political contrdat predicating humankind’s social
evolution on its exercise of language and reasonsBeau’s anthropology seems to
ordain that the fictive equality and the concontitask of abuse and subversion would
forever occupy political life. Political equalitg but a rhetorical trick, a literary veil that
the state must put on because epistemologicalhe ikeno way to cure the problem
without compounding it.

Naturally, de Man’s analysis of Rousseau’s lingassthus makes him very
unsympathetic to Rousseau’s politics. One immediatiéical consequence of the fiction
of equality is the gap that now opens between ¢mstituted sovereign, which as an
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artificial being knows only the formal equality af its subjects, and the constituents,
who by gift of language and perfectibility wouldwvalys have an uncertain grasp of
equality. In the second part of this chapter | wilin to Rousseau’s argument about the
infallibility of the general will to excavate whhabelieve to be a vital response to de
Man’s pessimism that the error of metaphor at tdumdlation of the political state may
undo the state. | have argued in the previous ehalpat equality is for Rousseau
synonymous with liberty and is what makes politidal possible and the logic of
sovereignty operable. The subject’s cognitive eimdnowing or at least approximating
the general will is thus always a cognitive errooat the concept and essence of the
equality he envisions to exist in his political aoomity. We will see that the infallible
general will is for Rousseau only the foil of theryfallible particular wills: the chapter
on infallibility, 1 will argue, is really Rousseaiassurance that some epistemic failures
on the part of the subjects to agree on the mearfiequality in the polity can indeed be
coped with. This assurance is a qualified one at itlhvthat chapter Rousseau has to
carefully differentiate the small aberrations ogibive errors of the individuals and the
grievous deviation from any political consensugtemeaning of equality between the
factions and classes or corporate bodies thatasorgly assert their corporate will as
separate from the general will. For the aberratafrtbe individuals, Rousseau suggests
that the general will is actually the sum totahdifthe small errors; only when the
concept of equality begins to be contested betwegmorate bodies should we start to
fear terrifying consequences of the literary riskhe founding of the political and the
gap between the concept and literality of the alif that is, civil war and despotism.
Rousseau fears that, for the small aberrationseoindividuals to be overtaken by the
digressions and clashes of large corporationsassels, the body politic would be
plunged into a civil war. Class war annuls the ¢ogfi sovereignty. With the social
contract, the constituents’ rational and linguigéiculties have already committed them
to political unity when it gives them a lasting ldpm@ perpetual sovereign and (the rule of)
law. Members of the society are unified by andhiirt political life because of the
supremacy of rule of law and the conventional etuahd liberty therewith actualized.
To the seditious possibilities of inequality andsd war Rousseau responds with
elaborate treatises on government and politicah@ecty. | want to argue that the need for
a weighty theory of administration results from literary risk of the contract as well. It
is not self-contradictory to speak of both the pemence of the political bond and the
inevitable death of the body politic because algtocorruption brings the destruction of
the commonwealth as an empirical and historical fac the commonwealth to exist for
even one moment it must extract — cognitively, imatjvely — permanent loyalty and
dedication from its members. Rousseau stoicallgudises the death of the body politic,
but the prospect of this death does not diminigheghistemological and moral
significance that attends the birth of the bodytmolBut this is also to say that
conceiving the political sovereign and sustainisghealth are two distinct tasks in which
language plays different roles. Because the liyerigk of inequality occurs at the
foundation of political association, the paramouoinjective of government is the
management of the tension between the members’ doment to political unity and the
constant risk of inequality that leads to factiasral and civil war among the citizenry.
Government or economic government is not practpalication of ideal philosophical
doctrines established by the contract. Governmi@mgue, is Rousseau’s inevitable
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answer to the innate treachery of language anddhstitutive instability of the contract
and the political.

The rhetoric of equality

“Just as the first motives that made man speak passions, his first expressions were
tropes.*?! The first names we call out and give to other cisj@re metaphors and more
projections of our inner feelings than any objez@ssessment of what we encountered,
and Rousseau openly admits that there had to Bzantect between these names and
the literal reality. The example Rousseau usegaéstbat Paul de Man makes famous in
his analysis: “A savage meeting others will attfirave been frightened. His fright will
have made him see these men as larger and stritragelnimself; he will have called
themGiants”*?* The name “giant” is based on a metaphor, not tipeession of

objective reality of the size or strength of th@sger we run into but that of our internal
emotional state, fear. The first name a man haarfother man just stands in for that fear
and is a metaphor.

But Rousseau asserts that as language evolvednsustated to see genuine,
universal forms for disparate physical objects tmsubstitute true names for the first
metaphors, and they started to rea&3if there is in reality little to fear from that
stranger, that metaphor of fear also turns ouetarberror. The error of the metaphor of
“giant” could and indeed would be corrected bydbaceptof “man”: the concept, by
virtue of its generality, bequeaths upon the peeswhthe stranger a measure of
similarity and equality that can assuage their mufiear and suspicion of each other.
“After much experience, [the savage] will have uaed that since these supposed
Giants are neither bigger nor stronger than he, st@ure did not fit the idea he had
initially attached to the word Giant. He will théoee invent another name common both
to them and to himself, for example the naman”*** From the beginning, therefore, the
ability to conceptualize and to substitute a whaaegory for a single object in our
reasoning is taken as an egalitarian and equalmioigent. It is a momentous political
event indeed, which transforms a fearful, asoaibjexct into a political animal who is
comfortable in the company of men of equal statune strength and ready to start civil
life.

Whereas Rousseau has argued that primitive mernt@eméstake each other for
“giants” and that our growing intelligence laterpés us to see and correct our error of
metaphor, de Man argues that this simplistic actobacures some of the subtlest
insights we can gather from Rousseau. In tellirgstiory of one man encountering
another man, de Man argues, Rousseau is not gffariesson on anthropology at all but
a lesson — a metaphorical lesson at that — oniBtigs: “the element of reflective
similarity mirrored in the example of man’s encamwith man is not the presentation of
a paradigmatic empirical situation...but the metajaal illustration of a linguistic
fact.”*?° After all, a concept (e.g., “man”) is a name (anbstitute) for the earliest,
figural names (e.g., “giant”), and what compeldauisonceptualize is not the similarity of
the objects that one single concept captures leuntiite differences and diversity in
the figural denominations of savages. “Concepta#bn...is an intralingusitic process,
the invention of a figural metalanguage that shamekarticulates the infinitely
fragmented and amorphous language of pure dendomii4f® We may thus notice the
functional equivalence in the linguistic processising the metaphor of “giant” to
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signify fear and of using the metaphor of a singataceptual name to signify an
abundance of primitive, denominal names: of courségher metaphor adequately signify
what they were intended to signi§/. What imposed on men their egalitarian, common
name may not be the literal equality and commoyaliimen; rather, the infinite

diversity of names in primitive languages forces igsue and subsequently imposes on
us that concept.

“The metaphor ‘giant,” used to connote man, hags@adlda proper meaning (fear), but
this meaning is not really proper: it refers tooadition of permanent suspense between a
literal world in which appearance and nature cale@nd a figural world in which this
correspondence is no longepriori posited.*?® But if it is an error of metaphor to call
other men “giants”, it is an error that is not §asorrected if the conceptual language
itself is also a metaphor of denominal language misnomer of “giant” is supposedly
“corrected” when men start to see each other aalequstrength and abilities and begin
to identify with one another as “men”, but this gtiying process that equalizes us all is
as much an error of metaphor as the initial denatran in that it reflects a dangerous
faith in numbers. This is the second level of ervdrich “stems from the use of number
as if it were a literal property of things thatlyrbelongs to them, when it is, in fact, just
one more conceptual metaphor devoid of objectiVielitxaand subject to the distortions
that constitute all metaphors. For Rousseau, aNifgzsche, number is par excellence
the concept that hides ontic difference underlasidn of identity.*?° Therefore, what
Hobbes and Rousseau have said about the natuiltgeqd men is improper: it is
always an error of figural speech; “what Roussedls @ruth’ designates, neither the
adequation of language to reality, nor the essehti@ngs shining through the opacity of
words, but rather the suspicion that human spégificay be rooted in linguistic
deceit.**°

The concept of “man”, therefore, may lack any ielahip and adequacy to an
objective reality of two men of equal or almost &igstrength and intelligence. The
concept still formally indicates a level of equalitetween the man and the stranger he
comes across, but this only increases the dangesds to the political society.
Rousseau’s social contract depends on the constamttthe generality of language to
enforce the basic justice and equitability of tbatcact. But the linguistic foundation of
the contract is now taken to be problematic andaiidy which does not even mean that
it can be replaced by a more solid footing becaos®untenance the possibility of a
more valid solution, one free of metaphoric eri@tantamount to changing rudimentary
structure of our cognition and reason. Rather, kadge of the linguistic deceit at the
foundation of political equality and the state dddavite a reexamination of the nature
of the contract, which is in truth “a complex andqdy defensive verbal strategy by
means of which the literal world is given someha# tonsistency of fiction, an intricate
set of feints and ruse§* Political usefulness of (the fiction or imaginatiof) equality
does not diminish. In her analysis of Hobbes ardctintractualist tradition in England,
Victoria Kahn largely reaches the same conclusion:

“[Hobbes] contrasts metaphor conceived of as destamntract between
individuals who agree to ignore their differences +magine themselves as equal
parties to the contract — and metaphor as overiegeimd transgressive and as
articulating relations of hierarchy and inequalitpagining oneself as a Hercules).
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Bourgeois diffidence, the simple perception of tikss, is proposed as the remedy

for aristocratic self-aggrandizement or metaphotisarpation.**
The contract must make good use of the linguisiték because it is the epistemic error in
imagining equality that provides reassurance tseheho are drawn together to create
the commonwealth. The fiction of equality makesgeea a positive way in Rousseau
(that in a political union everyone has the sansesbf protection and burden) and in a
negative way in Hobbes (that the equal opportulityarm another convinces all to
submit to the leviathan). But that peace too meghibown into doubt.

Still, the political covenant exists to make pedcellective self-preservation is the
logic of the political and the purpose of the stai# for Rousseau the peace and
cohesion of the body politic are contingent on éiguamong its members; if any
member is unequal and has less of a share in Yeeesgn authority, the sovereign is no
longer popular and cannot exercise the right df@eservation in the name of all. If we
are persuaded to banish inequalities from the comitgnat the moment of political
founding and only because of that founding, thenfittive equality does not antecede
the political. How do we preserve peace when treetbimg that peace can be tied to and
depend on, namely equality, is itself coeval anektensive with that peace? The
inevitable philosophical solution, which | argueu®eeau eventually suggests, is to
concede that the political will, however potentprsits own unable to sustain the peace
that it wills into existence; instead, another matbhm must rise in its place to ensure the
long term health and vigor of the body politic -atths to say, a clean separation of the
issue of founding and the issue of government.

Infallibility and deviancy
The general will is infallible and indestructibléthe will of all no longer coincides with
the general will, it is not a failure of the gerlexdl but signifies the failure of the voters
and members of the state. The first chapter in Boodf the Social Contractlescribes a
corrupted state and corrupted body of citizens whade no longer affirms the public
good. Even so, Rousseau says the general willtidestroyed in this case and when a
subject casts a vote not for the public good buibdselfish reasons (e.g., selling his vote
for money), “he does not extinguish the general within himself, he only evades if*
The chapter on infallibility, however, seems toldeith a different subject from the
chapter on indestructibility. In the third chaptéBook Il, Rousseau raises the
possibility that the result of the collective deliation of the people may diverge from the
true sovereign will. But in that chapter he doesammplain of a corrupt constituent or
constituency that willfully abandons what he knaw$e the general will — there it is
rather an issue of error and fallibility in idegtiig and calculating the public good.

One obvious question to ask about the chapterfatiiility is: from what path
of correctness and uprightness can the peopledogskeay? On the surface of it, the
circularity of the sovereign logic renders this sfien superfluous: the sovereign always
wills its own self-preservation and acts (on its&dfpreserve its own existence. But if a
Hobbesian sovereign defines for itself the condgiof and threats to its own sovereignty,
in his critique of Hobbes’s theory of conquest tggRousseau makes clear that the
absoluteness and perpetuity of sovereign authorityt depend on the equality of the
subjects. In its simplicity and circularity, thenggal will entails the equality for all — and
thus the unity of the body politic and its survivBhe issue under scrutiny in the chapter
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on infallibility is thus completely different frotie issue addressed in the chapter on
indestructibility. In a blatant act of betrayal@ter may knowingly choose his personal
welfare over the public good and unfairly to thérideent of others’ well being, but the
chapter of infallibility details the cognitive impsibility for even upright citizens to
arrive at a consensus about the meaning of equality

While infallibility is usually taken as an impontaattribute of the general will,
Rousseau hardly bothers to make an argument foné.idea that the sovereign will
cannot possibly wish inequality and injustice fay @f its subjects and must always will
its own self-preservation and security Rousseau g taken to be self-evident and
does not mention it anywhere in the third chaptdamk II. Rousseau asserts the
infallibility of the general will purely in regarth the very real possibility that the
citizenry can be misled and mistaken in wanting etbimg other than what the general
will would want: “One always wants one’s good, bat does not always see it: one can
never corrupt the people, but one can often cdusebe mistaken, and only when it is,
does it appear to want what is bdd"'Of course, the political sovereign is an artificia
person and not a natural one; the sovereign alwdlgsformal equality within the state
and cannot perceive the linguistic and epistemobigiroblem in evoking the idea of
equality. The individuals, however, will struggléthvthe discrepancy between the
metaphorical concept and a perpetually inadeqeaéy and can never perfectly align
their views with the general will.

Rousseau seems to take a more extreme positite second paragraph in the
chapter than the first when he suggests that griviividuals in facheednot see the
public good correctly: “from the same [particulan]ls, one takes away the pluses and
the minuses which cancel each other out, whaftis$ethe sum of the differences is the
general will.**® This formula of “calculating” the general will dre true public good has
been well studied in political science either iruBgeau’s original wording or in
contemporary terminology, but what stands out etkat for an author famous for
wanting a strong sense of civic virtue, it is not@y that the particular will may err and
deviate from the standard of civic virtue and imaptibility and equitable and fair spirit
of politics: Rousseau seems to suggest that thearer existed a simple binary system of
fallibility and correctness for the citizen. It widibe incorrect to speak of the contrast
between the infallible general will and the verlilfide subjects as a gap between
republican ideals and the selfish individuals wheexmust whip int@yoodcitizens®**

The citizens, as actual human beings, cannot baiimirad against the ill effects that a
figural language and the metaphor of equality piayhem. No matter how they strive to
literalize that concept, the equality that the satyg imagine for themselves cannot match
the formal simplicity that is willed by the poliatsovereign. In proposing this formula of
“calculating” the general will, Rousseau seemsawehalready accounted for the
inevitable civic deviancy of the subject. Therdékely no clearly marked milestone in

the individual’s deviation from the ideal of repidain virtue where we can say he has
definitely failed in his civic duty, and there is threshold, no cutoff point, on the scale
of his republican devotion where we can say héeiarly a model citizen. Rousseau
locates virtue and vice in the same subject-cit(ze he has already taught us that
where there is no virtue, there is no vice). Ertkgiment has traced both virtue and vice
to the same human faculties now. The subject is #sueasily deviant as he is virtuous,
and no amount of virtue can eradicate the postilifierror and aberration in a citizen.
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The rest of the chapter pushes this line of reagpsiill further: it is not enough that
the individuals may err; it is necessary thatradlividuals err: the general will benefits if
weall err, each in our own way and in different direaioConformity is dangerous in
that before we can hope to conform the many paatiauills to the singular general will,
some particular wills may coalesce into a corpowaliethat pulls a whole group of
people in a single direction very far away from gfemeral will:

“The general will would always result from the langumber of small
differences...But when factions arise, small asgaris at the expense of the
large association, the will of each one of thes®asations becomes general in
relation to its members and particular in relatiothe State...The differences
become less numerous and yield a less generat.rEmadlly, when one of these
associations is so large that it prevails ovettalrest, the result you have is no
longer a sum of small differences, but one singfer@nce; then there is no
longer general will 4’
The small aberrations of the individuals are theervaxceptable alternative to the
extreme aberrations of corporations. In other woRtsIsseau has already acknowledged
the possibility that any and all individuals maytast the premise of equality and justice
dispensed by the sovereign. The deviant, uncewaith conflicting understandings of the
fiction of equality by subjects can be easily acooydated in political life. Only the
more extreme deviancy in the form of factionalisntlass warfare poses an
insurmountable difficulty to the political commuyitAt the end of th&econd Discourse
Rousseau would tell us that that extreme deviantiyoe/the work of tyrants and
demagogues.
*
Rousseau opens Part Il of tBecond Discoursen a very poignant note: “the first man
who, having enclosed a piece of ground, to whootdurred to say this is mine, and
found people sufficiently simple to believe him,sithe true founder of civil society®
The first proprietor believes that his discoverytaking” of the land can be converted
into a permanent title, and it is the same sophisgic Rousseau discerns in the
conqueror-tyrant’s claim to dominion over his skavie is bitter irony from Rousseau that
the first political person, i.e. the proprietor-goeror, had to be tyrannical. The average
man fears other men in the state of nature. Roudséla us that early men preferred to
flee the presence of others and that this fear ptedithem to call other men “giants”.
Except in sexual encounters, they plainly did ngby each other’s company. But the
conqueror did not fear the conquered, and he diéwven eat his captives (which would
have made him a mere savage); instead, he sowgghtdht and sought a political bond
with them, and in this he became the first sociaiée®*° The tyrant’s politicalness is
only questioned in light of the fact that in fagito appear as an equal to his subjects he
also failed to securheir politicalness (the first property owner, for insta, must first
find enough people around him “sufficiently simpbdebelieve him”). The tyrant
condemns his subjects to that primitive, naturatlapto a sociable existence, and as a
result he has to live an apolitical life as welljuality, the reality or the perception or
belief of it, is the only thing that can overcorhe fearfulness, distrustfulness and
asociability of the natural men, and | suspect édehbes would join Rousseau in
agreement on this point. The tyrant’s (probablyataral, certainly unusual and even
aberrant) sociability, a result of his (abnormakmant)fearlessnesss ultimately
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insufficient to make him political. Genuine poldidbond and legitimate sovereignty, at
least for Rousseau, must tame those who havertitapt fearlessness and sociability in
their blood. (There is perhaps no better proof Raisseau (and Hobbes) does not
believe in natural sociability: even if he believiet® be real, it must be cut off for the
sake of founding a more durable form of politicahld on the basis of equality.)

The sanguine fearlessness of the tyrant should ixieinm from Rousseau’s
linguistic analysis: the tyrant does not know faad never has any use for the name
“giant” and the subsequent concept “man”. Thereftire tyrant sees most clearly the
inadequacy of the word “equality” and the divergebetween the word and its meaning
from the start. This psychological abnormality loé tyrant comes back to haunt the
political community yet again at the very end af $econd Discoursehere the
proprietor-conqueror would take on yet another qeas

“From the extreme inequality of Conditions and fioks...would arise masses of
prejudices equally contrary to reason, happinedsvatue; one would see Chiefs
foment everything that can weaken assembled melspiting them; everything
that can give Society an air of apparent concorilevdowing seeds of real
division; everything that can inspire mistrust andtual hatred in the different
estates by setting their Rights and interests @ ,cahd so strengthen the Power
that contains them alf'*
Rousseau here portrays the tyrant as the figuremagbt exploit or exaggerate
inequality between classes in order to manipulaent his true opportunity only comes
through such manipulation and consists in makingaéty such a malignantly contested
idea and in causing a class war. The tyrant orataspnost willing to unhinge the
metaphorically and artificially fixed relationship$ words and meaning, thus setting
everything loose in the politico-semantic field.dimer words, the tyrant is the
demagogué*! All “good” citizens willingly take on the illusionf equality and see that
illusion as vital to the social and political lifieey enjoy except the tyrant. The
demagogue incites a civil war, a class war, by dtarally polemicizing the meaning of
equality that was the very foundation of polititéd. All his fellow citizens need that
assurance of equality — because they instinctifegly inequality — to overcome their
asociability: the demagogue alone sees no conmelgétween equality and politics; he
alone is not afraid of inequality or the violenoggking him the gravest threat to politics.
In theory, equality is the political concqpdr excellencebut it is also impossible to
define and realize. In practice, all subjects naasively try to imagine the content and
meaning of equality, and the authentic political surfaces in every individual’s
deliberation and imagination and in our mutual cengation for each’s somewhat errant
imagination. In calling the fiction of equality &€érbal strategy” or “linguistic deceit” by
the state, de Man and Kahn seem to suggest thatitiject’s critical knowledge of this
rhetorical strategy or deceit would induce a strtadtinstability of the state. But it is
highly doubtful what the subject may gain from #tate with this knowledge unless he is
of the deviant and tyrannical mind. Notwithstandihg fictitious equality, the
inescapable error of metaphor, Rousseau never wavéis belief that cynicism must
not survive the founding of the state: the subjeotstinue to believe in the equality that
propels them to constitute themselves as a sovergdgiitical people in the first place,
and for them partaking in political power entaittinng other than imagining and
deliberating the radically egalitarian meaning olitcal life.

106



The fiction and reality of equality

By virtue of its own design, the sovereign will caurvive small gaps between the
concept and reality of equality and can toleratalsdeviancy in the subject’s political
virtue and linguistic discipline. However, just bese the general will consists of many
small, deviant particular wills and can thrive waimall frictions among its constituents
Rousseau does not believe that the general willsb¥f can sustain the figural concept of
equality and enforce a condition and reality ofau that can adequately to the idea of
equality that is the promise of political life fall citizens in the original contract. In the
Second Discoursé&kousseau also suggests the obvious limits teubgect’s willing
acceptance of fiction of equality and his beliethe identity of the particular and general
interests: extreme inequality invites back despo@®d demagogy, and class warfare
amounts to the death of the general will. What Reas proposes about political
administration and political economy, | will argimethe end, addresses the politically
vital problem of sustaining the concept of equadityl an adequate reality of it, a
semantic link that the sovereign by itself ultinkatgannot sustain.

Language and reason make us see the benefit oblleetive security and the merit
of becoming political. Even when it gives us onlgnataphorical notion of equality, from
a political perspective we must see the decepsastrategic and useful. If Rousseau
considers man'’s linguistic and rational facultiegsescherous friend to the general will
and the state, it is only because the fiction afadity that makes the contract possible in
the first place quickly turns against the body fpmliLanguage first puts the idea of
generality and equitability into our minds and m®wues to make law for ourselves and to
obey the law, but it is easily a seditious forcaviig had to live through a civil war,
Hobbes blames the cause of the bloody conflicherctergy and university students who
roused troubles against the royal authority, aed timost lethal weapon was to call their
sovereign “tyrant”, which in Hobbes’s opinion oughbtmean the same thing as
“sovereign” but was used to very insidious effegthe rebels’ propaganda. Indeed,
“Hobbes explained the causes of the civil war imgeof linguistic abuse and
dysfunction.**? Yet, Kahn also notes that “the notion that thered fixed relationship
between words and things is available much earligre century and is, in fact, at the
heart of the contractual theory of the stdfg.”

As usual, Hobbes wants an efficient and straightéod solution, which is to certify
the paramount political authority as the final auity on lexicon as well, although the
merit of this solution is very debatable, giventthanonarch’s putative reign as
sovereign of the English language could end urterdgicides’ axe at the same moment
and as easily as his reign as the sovereign ofdadglf a king’s tenure as political
authority and his tenure as linguistic authority eoterminous, then we are no closer to
answering how language may be the source of pewtstability of the social contract
state. Rousseau, by contrast, would attempt a sudrtte and sophisticated solution.

If in Hobbes’s opinion tyranny was the most misuard subversive concept, the
social contract state struggles with the notioeapiality. The founding of the state ushers
in the new condition of equality and liberty fol mlembers, but the threat of economic
and social inequalities persists. And since pdalitpeace depends on equality, Rousseau
worries that disparity in economic fortunes wouloke factionalism and civil war and
eventually breeds a class of despots and demagdguieis differences in economic
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conditions or natural talents are dangerous, itldvbe naive to say the solution is to
even out the differences. Even absolute economicaderial parity does not render
literal that concept. The controversy over equatgms from the innate literary risk of
using the term; correspondingly, any solution noastfront the intellectual impossibility
of giving a definition that is literal and adequatel free of error. The inadequacy and
inconstancy of the term can be seen in the tenagoablem Aristotle describes in the
Politics: “Justice is concerned with people...There is garegreement about what
constitutes equality in the thing, but disagreenadmtut what constitutes it in peopf&*
numerical and proportionate equalities are changadyy different classes as a contest of
both signification of vocabulary and actual poafipower. Vying for the meaning of
equality really stands in as a proxy as the agiahdical battle to vie for equality and
equal share of power. The struggle for equalithésprimary passion in a political
society and the root cause of factions and politoasion.**°

It is also futile to envision a Hobbesian, sovenedgithority on language that can
arbitrate between competing conceptualizationgjabbty because the linguistic
authority’s power is synchronous and coterminoub wie power of the political
sovereign and because the political authority ihateded to make the arbitration very
much depends on the result of that arbitration {zertiaps not the other way around).
The struggle of equality that Aristotle describeslways the struggle for power, which is
at once the linguistic power to construe equaRgusseau tries to address the same
volatility in political life thanks to the strugglever equality — and with the same
imperfect tool that is our very fallible linguistéad epistemological faculties. This
prompts de Man to say “one sees why civil ordergoernment are, in Rousseau, such
fragile and threatened constructions, since theypaiit on the very sands of erréf®In
Aristotle as in Rousseau, the complete identitiheffinal power over politics and the
final power over language threatens the stabilityath fields.

Hobbes’s failure is thus his foolhardy attemptttbgdize one by attempting to
stabilize the other — to create an arbitrative auityr on language to protect the political
from the treachery of language — which is self-defg because this only ties the two
instabilities ever more tightly. Also, it would lite horrifying to conjure up a power so
transcendental that it can intervene and arbibatereen competing versions of equality
because it is bound to be too much and too arpitiiar the extent that the error of
metaphor is itself foundational and constitutivdhafman language and cognitive reason
and as such admits no purely linguistic and epistegical remedy, the arbitrative power
is not linguistic and must rather be political sture. Moreover, this political power
operates on a level of intelligibility with no lingstic and epistemic ground to justify and
rationalize its arbitration and is bound to be ctatedy arbitrary and creative; in other
words, it is a patently decisionist power. Needlessay, there are supreme moments in
political life when such decisionist power is negdehave argued that in Rousseau the
founding of the social contract state must inddéztea simultaneous epistemological
and social revolution. But Rousseau is no lesswineqgal in asserting the rarity of the
general will manifesting itself and in warning aggtithe suicidal risk of the general will
devouring the executive and judiciary functionsghef state in its daily existence and
expending and exhausting itself during the prodéss by philosophical and political
necessity that Aristotle and Rousseau reach far mbre mundane solution than
Hobbes'’s.
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In thePolitics Aristotle advocates an elaborate fiscal and lagsststem to regulate
different classes’ access to the center of polipcaver. Rousseau, too, draws on a sort of
political geography and spatial arrangement togositability. While Rousseau prescribes
agriculturalism as a sound economic policy thaidoebalance the city and the country
commercially and financially in thencien régimein the final analysis his strategy
against the seeds of sedition and civil war iotadfully substitute a notion of political
equality for natural or social equality and supgrase a political geometry on the
country that entails a spatial distribution of emanc and demographic forces that makes
political participation a regulated and leverageacpss with the right balance of
numbers and wealth. Rousseau’s political geogrégkegs into account both the natural
fertility and wealth of a nation and its territdreand demographic size in order to design
an administrative apparatus of suitable size amohgth that both provides efficiency of
government and guards against the possibility @fgitvernment usurping of the
sovereign will. Even this process cannot literabzepproximate the conceptual equality,
which may only exist as a concept and a metapmor cansequently this practice of
political geography and government is an endlessgss of adjustment and variation.
The sovereign will is a potent will of equality,tha its concrete form the state must
carefully construct and protect equality of sulgesith the aid of political economy and
geography.

Therefore, the science of government consists wsilg and constantly adjusting
mechanism of equalization among the citizens. Sei@i government is kept apart from
the doctrine of sovereignty because the latter emes equality as an inviolable and
immutable judicial category whereas the formemiseknowledgement of the fragility of
political equality and the need to construct aidicsty political form of equality that is
shielded from natural or social inequalities andrenmportantly, the literary excess in
perceiving and representing inequalities. For Reassboth the sovereign and the
government benefit from the intellectual distinati@ven though the fictive equality as a
metaphoric error and the concrete equality workethb government are eventually
united in the sense that the fictive equality vdll®y the sovereign is what compels the
government to reach for its materialization. Nelvelgss, it is interesting to see Rousseau
call for the highest level of vigilance in demodeat’’ whose pretense to equality is most
conceited and obstinate and whose error thus tengs the hugest. Equality is most
talked about in democracy and most cherished agd®aty’s defining feature, and
people in democracy may have the least patienca ¢omplicated economic and logistic
process that produces no more than a precariotiggloéquality in the end. Democracy,
therefore, is most susceptible to the literary 8gc©f course, this is not to say democrats
are more cynical or make less exemplary citizean those living under monarchy or
aristocracy because Rousseau insists that no fogovernment can be said to be less or
more republican than another in their fundamentakyple of sovereignty and that in
social contract states all governments uphold ukeaf law and neither democracy nor
monarchy can be exempted from the fundamental iptexcof equality and liberty.
Rather, the difference between democracy and mbypasdhat in democracy equality as
a judicial principle and product of the sovereigil and metaphoric error is more likely
to be brought into conflict with the intricate warg of government; public opinions,
perceptions, and speeches more easily circulatenmocracies that pit the rich and poor
against each other who are more likely to be jesatiitthe other class and agitated. When
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Montesquieu says the guiding principle of demociia@quality, it is almost as if
Montesquieu were offering an underhanded complirteentonarchy and aristocracy for

managing the expectation of equality better thanatacy’*®

Conclusion

In Rousseau’s glossary political equality and lipere inseparable because the subject is
free only when the burden of the state is equdlgred by everyone and no one can

claim an advantage or superiority over him. We bezequal and free, therefore, by
submitting to the rule of law and sovereignty afldn this distinct definition, freedom

and equality are the very condition of our congerihe contract and not merely
provisions in the contract that we agree to. Liparid justice are not political rights
chartered and sealed by consent; rather, it istiiner way around: it is liberty and

equality that give full meaning, philosophical digrance, and political viability to

consent.

As such, the opacity of the meaning of equalitygscs serious threat to the unity and
stability of the political state. In Rousseau, linguistic operation that makes political
society possible in the first place also quicklgngiagainst it. Rousseau argues that only
the evolution in human’s linguistic and cognitivegpabilities can lift us out of the state of
nature, and our language and perfectibility sepamatentire moral category of romance,
war, property and sovereignty from the violentexwal acts of savages. Yet, these
faculties are prone to errors, and these errorsraddhe moment of political founding.
Furthermore, as de Man points out, such errorga@iraberrations of human reason and
epistemology but its basic mode of operation. Tlhnguage affords us the ability to
conceive a durable political and make law of gelitgrand equitability, but
epistemological risks will forever attend politics.

Certainly, abstraction and generality of our thasgind ideas is what convinces men
to search for political bond in the first placet language itself lacks neither the
“representational” nor the “transcendental” auttyoid hold the polity in plac&*® The
failure of the self-defeating solution proposedHnbbes puts into relief the need and
merit of an administrative theory in Rousseau. Gowent is the first order of business
once verbal commitment has been made, not jusidodgagainst enemies of the public
but to cement the political bond against the treaglof language, against all the
infelicitous metaphors that were once useful toltinea of the political state but are
perpetually dangerous to it and ready to overtht@awvany moment. The making of
general will and the setup of government, the faogaf the state and sustaining of its
well-being, are two distinct philosophical undertajs in Rousseau’s writings. The
fragility of political life and the threats of civivar must be remedied through a complex
economic, logistic, governmental operation, regessliof the potency and validity of the
general will that unfailingly desires equality ditzerty for all. That the linguistic effect
of equality may be coterminous with the life of gaitical from its birth to its death
means the metaphysical and judicial construct eésmgnty cannot be considered self-
sufficient any more; government is not simply pragimapplication of ideal principles of
the contract but must be seen as the inevitableguphical solution to stabilize a
concept of equality and liberty that is otherwisagtitutively unstable.
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Conclusion
Rousseau’s Political Realism

This thesis approaches Rousseau’s theory of irttena relations, of political economy,
and above all his theory of sovereignty, as asedbctrine of politics. Rousseau argues
that the emergence of the political state is pretgd by an existential crisis when men
have “reached the point where the obstacles thatfane with their preservation in the
state of nature prevail by their resistance overftinces which each individual can
muster to maintain himself in that stafé”1t is an abstract, “puré® crisis that prompts
men to search for plausible rules of cooperatiorcédlective self-preservation. As the
proposed solution to this pure, existential crigig, idea of political sovereignty in the
Social Contractrepresents an abstract, universal organizatiamatiple of all legitimate
political associations (“[the clauses of this cant} are everywhere the same, everywhere
tacitly admitted and recognize®). TheSocial Contracmay thus be considered part —
and certainly the most famous example — of theteaith century Enlightenment legal
and political thinking that came to understandeblgence of the political as “the defense
of unity itself, beyond any actual content or saehstl identity.*>* And it is for this
reason that | consider Rousseau’s conceptualizafitire political and of sovereignty
realist.

According to Hoekstra, “the theories of medievatstdutionalists were embedded in
historical and institutional contexts, whereas &lisis worked to abstract from such
contingent features a universal political philospiat proceeded from logical analysis
of the meaning of supremac$>? In the divide between the medieval constituticstali
and the Hobbists, Rousseau would no doubt be aligith the latter. Although highly
critical of Grotius and Hobbes, it is safe to dagttRousseau has continued their search
for that universal principle of absolute politigadwer. In affirming the autonomy of the
political and the supremacy of the logic of sovgmnéy, Rousseau comes very close to the
political realism of Grotius and Hobbes and inde#fdrs a very realist doctrine of
absolute sovereignty in ti&ocial Contract

But in this concluding chapter it is Rousseau’sedé@nces with other realist theorists
that | want to underscore. In this dissertatioavérpositioned Rousseau’s political
realism against classical expressions of realisfow@asd in two authors in particular:
Grotius and Hobbes. | argue that Rousseau’s pallipkilosophy can serve as a critique
of a peculiar kind of political metaphysics thatlerlies the traditional understanding of
realism. The two, | argue, embrace a concept opttiéical that is incomplete and
inadequate and ultimately cannot render itself aeal literal.

For Grotius, conquest is an important and perhla@sdoundest way to found political
society. Conquest rights are also strongly condenméhe first chapters of Rousseau’s
Social ContractThe disagreement between the two authors is ab pulitico-juridical
as methodological and metaphysical: Is it possiblee sovereign in just one moment?
Does the “continuance of time” affect the naturs@fereign power? For Rousseau,
coercive force that can compel a victim to obestilé just force, not a legitimate
sovereign power, which is meant to be a perpetoakep. Grotius’s realism is crude
because in his metaphysical abstraction he is btmeduate the force of the tyrant with
actual sovereignty: this crude realism leaves nst@n of sovereignty that cannot
sustain itself and is in fact never absolute.
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A second consequence of the abstraction of theatlsavereignty, | argue, is the
banishment of the theory of administration fromitdl theory. Realism (from
Machiavelli on) liberated an autonomous politicgdson from a set of ethical, cultural or
theological norms long imposed on European stalgatitical life and from medieval
constitutionalism and the needs and interests ricpéar regimes and institutions.
Grotius and Hobbes’s the philosophy of state dfitievay from political science’s more
traditional preoccupation with government and staf. For Hobbes (and later
Rousseau), the absolute, indivisible sovereigntyisthe same as the absolute
government of one. In the age of absolutism, howetkie realist idea of absolute
sovereignty was perverted to mean absolute monamtiynercantile economic and
military consolidation. Realism was debased to teetize policies of thancien régime
of realpolitik and mercantilism. For Rousseau, ¢f@re, the distinction between
sovereignty and government can only be sustainedldstailed explanation of
government’s relation to the sovereign and priresf its formation and operation.
Rousseau presents the comparative studies of ahpbgsiognomies as a theoretical
opportunity to found a science of government tleesdnot easily degenerate into
mercantilism and despotism. Without a physiognoseience of government, the realist
doctrine of sovereignty is not self-sustainingtiaancien régimeit gave away to a
vulgar realism that advocated policies of centedian, industrialization, militarization,
balance of trade, and balance of power.

Further, | argue that the way Rousseau structusegrument about equality should
raise more questions about the self-sufficiencthefconcept of sovereignty. The subject
must be convinced of the equality and justice efghblitical community, and that
equitable spirit of the citizen, the political sppar excellencgis contingent upon his
linguistic and rational abilities to generalize amhceptualize equality and conceive of a
durable condition of cooperation and coexistenda Vellow citizens. Rousseau’s
philosophy of language nonetheless casts doubth@thsr the concept of equality is just
a metaphor incapable of realization and adequaliba.sovereign’s failure to literalize
the condition of equality thus results not fronaek of political effort but the innate
metaphorical quality of the concept itself. Everthat level of ideas, the concept of
political sovereignty appears unstable and untenablthis regard, Rousseau differs
from Hobbes’s attitude towards the relationshipueen political realism and linguistic
realism. | argue, therefore, that in Rousse&asial Contracgovernment is not the
practical application of the ideals of an equitadotel just sovereign but is integral to the
very idea of it. The completeness of the concepgoekreignty must already entail the
inclusion of a component of government that canedwsw conceal the rift between
formal equality that the subject envisions of pcéit life and the material, social
inequalities he endures — a rift that exists elytinethin the concept of sovereignty itself
and not as a gap between theory and practice.

Bodin and Grotius: the perpetual sovereign

Sovereignty, Bodin says ifthe Six Books of the Commonwegdlifithe greatest power to
command. For majesty is so called of mightinés3But the power to command and
compel alone does not define sovereignty becawdgtiwer can be loaned. The true
sovereign must not only possess the highest atyttorcommand but also hold it for
eternity™>° Lacking that property of perpetuity, whoever eies political authority does
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SO merely as a commissioner, a deputy, and a hianteof the true sovereign, as
evidenced by the ancient appointment of Dictatdfs.

Grotius objects to the requirement of perpetuitiadin’s definition of sovereignty,
and the disagreement between the two is, at le@st Grotius’s point of view, not
historical as much as it is metaphysical: althotighpower of his office is not perpetual,
the Roman Dictator is sovereign while in office &#ese “the nature of moral things is
known by their operations, wherefore those powersch have the same effects, should
be called by the same name...And the continuaneghifg alters not the nature of f&*
We need not look for perpetuity in sovereign polecause it unnecessarily frustrates a
simple, metaphysical method to understand the eatiupolitical sovereignty: the
performance and effect of sovereign power candeeefr in time and suspended in its
own operation, and its true nature can be fullysgeal that way. A prince’s power may
weaken or slacken, or he may simply go into sleepsovereign power can still be
conceived and theorized at one perfect momentt-opesinstant and one instance of that
sovereign power in action, which would reveal talists absoluteness and majesty. In
that moment the concept of sovereignty become$i¢mguftly and completely) knowable
and can be abstracted from all contingencies cdsional weaknesses and fluctuations.

Grotius is alone in his objection to Bodin. Hoble®e CiveandLeviathan
Pufendorf inOf the Law of Nature and Natiomguld both side with Bodin in insisting
on the perpetuity of authentic sovereign power. tBattwo are concerned primarily with
delegation and succession of the sovereign. Rousbgaontrast, chooses to raise the
issue of perpetuity at the birth of political sasignty: immediately upon his victory and
with the sword still in his hand, the conqueror caake the conquered obey; at this
moment his power of compulsion is not even exced&yedl legitimate sovereign (after all,
that the strong can make the weak obey is a pwiatand trivial), but Rousseau asserts
that the conqueror is not made sovereign by timgpteary power of compulsion because
his coercive force may fluctuate, weaken and expine pistol in the hand of a robber
gives him power over his victim but not a rightte victim’s pursé> Only in vain does
the conqueror or the tyrant try to convert his motagy advantage in force into a
permanent title to shield himself against contirggesand his own possible weaknesses;
in conceptualizing sovereignty the future infetis present: the subject must be
convinced of the permanence of the absolute powviee tobliged. This makes up the core
of Rousseau’s argument against conquest rights.

Rousseau’s position is thus the obverse of Graiwgé cannot hold onto a thin,
metaphysical notion of absolute power because m@nentary weaknesses affect the
absoluteness of power at the level of concept atadligibility — subjects do not accept
the ruler to be sovereign at any time if his repnesforce could weaken. Grotius’s
conceptualization is not only tyrannical but alsoapable of sustaining itself. Because
the subjects do not accept the tyrant’s power talls®lute at any moment, it is his
weakness, not his mightiness, that is absolutdiam@ess and becomes the metaphysical
and intellectual problem that distresses the suggpoausality between conquest and
founding. In disregarding the “continuance of tigjiie concept of absolute power is not
even self-sufficient because sovereign power isabeblute except when embedded in its
own perpetual continuity. It cannot be in an isetainstant or episode. A sovereign
merely of the moment has neither practical sigaifae nor conceptual coherence, no
matter how mighty he is and how absolute his pasvew compel. We lose both the

113



practicality of the idea of sovereignty and theaidself. Grotius’s concept of sovereignty
is thus inadequate and incomplete.

If we reduce the concept of sovereign power tolastraction stripped of all
contingencies and fluctuations of forces like Grstilid, it becomes a tyrant’s delusion
and a self-contradiction. There cannot be a metpspf absolute power that is shielded
from contingencies, fluctuations of forces and terapy weaknesses. In Rousseau’s
social contract, the sovereign must will and legesla formal equality that guarantees
citizens’ equal protection and obligations pregidscause of the variations in their
circumstances and strengths. FromSloeial Contractl believe, we will have gained a
fuller concept of sovereignty than from Grotius.

Rousseau and Hobbes I: theory of sovereignty imtieeof absolutism

Of all the social contract theorists Rousseau hast o say on the art of government.
Grotius banishes the subject from his jurisprudesrdeely and evokes the name of
statecraft but once in the Prolegomendioé Rights of War and Peadgobbes is

slightly more patient and elaborates on the issymeernment more than Grotius.
Depending on whether sovereign power is vesteshéperson or several, Hobbes says
there can be three forms of commonwe&ifThe difference between monarchy,
aristocracy and democracy is of no judicial inteteshim because “the difference
between these three kinds of commonwealth, cotisistd in the difference of power;
but in the difference of convenience, or aptitualerioduce the peace, and security of the
people.**! Hobbes does not hide his preference for royalisoabse, in his opinion, the
rule of one tends to encourage the convergendeegublic interest of the state and the
private interest of the ruler and because we cae@more constancy in temperament
and passions from one ruler than from an assenflggaple?®? Still, for natural law
theorists like Grotius and Hobbes, the study oblggy of governments and their
respective virtues and operations has lost tha¢ieal importance that it was given in
Machiavelli and classical political science.

Contrary to Hobbes'’s preference for monarchy, Reassrgues that in the
government of one the private will of the princénzerges completely with the corporate
will of the government but is most prone to dewatfrom the general will. But he is no
less emphatic than Hobbes about the theoreticahdi®n between the inquiry into the
nature of sovereign power and the inquiry into sifasation of governments. He insists
that divergence in their forms, whether monarchicalemocratic, does not alter the
fundamental, republican character of their sovertgigAccording to Rousseau, it is
impossible to settle the “argument about the bash fof government” because “each of
them is best in some cases, and the worst in 6tA®rall the judicial and moral
considerations in the first two books of thecial Contractoncern the making of a
sovereign people and the political logic and natirde sovereign community, while the
next two books deal with the question of how tdkmae form of government to give the
body politic the most effective way to aggregate strengths of individuals to maintain
itself. While the principle of sovereignty and edltive self-defense never changes,
practical considerations specific to each peopteeath nation affect its choice of
government and setup of political institutions. Nekthe right choices entails such
sublime understanding of the art of government R@aisseau recommends only a
lawgiver of extraordinary authority be given the jo place of the peop* The art of
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government is thus the more practical part of alitscience that is distinct from and
secondary to the more essential political and lggaktion about the origin, justification
and legitimacy of the political association thatiabcontract theories try to answer.

Political theorists are familiar with the storylodw in early modernity the purpose of
the political state became separate and indepefrd@nthe onerous moral and religious
demands that were imposed on the medieval stateelle’s narrative is a historicist
one that has long been familiar to political sceeaad in which, starting with
Machiavelli, ethical, religious, sectarian apperetalgegan to be peeled off the body
politic and the latter grew more and more autonasntto hand the State back to
itself”,**>in a manner of speaking. But Meinecke’s narragi@its only an incomplete
picture because the intellectual interest in theemacy and autonomy of the political
reason gained pace after it was further distingedsihom the writings of statecraft that
serve only particular regimes and forms of politeathority; hence the need (as
perceived by Foucault, for example) to distingutsh discourse of reason of state in
Machiavelli and the discourses from later centut?&n this regard, Grotius and
Hobbes’s theoretical achievement is not so muclatbenomy of the state as “the
separation of the question of the political frora tontingent appearance of actual state
regimes.*®’ The pure political reason is a new metaphysicsrthast be not only
liberated from the medieval interpenetration ofeh religious and political lives but
also abstracted from all the reasor state practiced by particular regimes and paler
governments. For the philosophers of state, thexetbe science of government can best
be ignored or left to others who write and readéh&ookbooks” on statecraft — political
philosophy must stay aloof and not judge the chiaraxf a regime. Even if a particular
state fails to properly guard national interests,can only blame its failure on bad
government and bad policies. In relegating th@bgobvernment to theoretical
insignificance in his state theory we can sensehidsls confidence that, while different
circumstances recommend different forms of govenirteindividual states, as an
abstract logic of self-augmentation and self-pnestgon the principle of sovereignty can
be compatible with all forms of government.

Hobbes’s confidence was betrayed by the fact thataiesmen of the time had in
their minds only one “good” form of government ante “good” type of policies. There
seemed to be only one true and proven path fotiaspursuit of national interests and
security. The princes and statesmen of the timélyhzaecognized the philosophical
difference between sovereignty and governmenttkigapolitical philosophers insisted on:
theancien régimdand anyone who wanted to emulate the administrand policies of
their most powerful neighbors) collapsed the défere between the abstract principle of
sovereignty — that of a people unifying itself piohlly for the sake of collective security
— and the tendency of the largest European statesnsolidate themselves
administratively, fiscally, militarily. The politad logic of collective defense was
universally and directly translated into an ecorzatly and fiscally centralized
administration and an external policy of balanceé equilibrium. Autonomous political
reason was wed so tightly to the monarchic forrgafernment that the security and
sovereignty of the state was widely thought to delpen the adoption of this monarchic
form as well as the mercantile policies of fiscadi amilitary centralization of the most
powerful monarchic states. Emulation became amictsfior policymakers in all major
countries who raced to duplicate the success dharie industrial, trade and military
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policies. The “realist” doctrine of political sovegnty came to be identified wholly with
a realist state that underwent mercantile cenataitin at home and took part in ceaseless
rivalry and balancing abroad.

In collapsing the theoretical distinction betweereseignty and government, the
classical, absolutist state was considered the vd@ato deploy sovereignty and defend
the political essence of the state. This becanstann so predictable and inevitable that
Meinecke, as a historicist, was in the end virjuahable to separate two distinct
intellectual inquires, one of documenting the leayadl philosophical interest in
discovering absolute sovereignty and an autonomeason of state in early modernity,
and the other of tracking the historical rise ol éime nearly universal preference for
absolute monarchy and mercantilism among Europ@a@ssat the time. Even though
Meinecke was fully aware that the natural law tlyeafrstate was distinguished from and
in fact frequently came into conflict with stateitiia the age of absolutisfi®in
Machiavellismwe see thataison d’étatwas increasingly associated with absolute
monarchy, an association even Hobbes avoided assuened the practical benefits in
the monarchic form of government but refused tedssy historical, judicial,
teleological, or metaphysical inevitability in @sloption.

It would trouble Rousseau that the triumph of #usonomous political reason always
took the shape of cameralist or mercantilist orgatmon of government and political
economy at home and a set of policies of balandeesgnilibrium in external relations.
Rousseau’s criticism of trencien régimeavould focus on the fact that the absolutist
regime that thought itself to be acting in the icdil interests of the state always failed to
recognize that its mercantilist policies at homed ahroad contradicted the very principle
of sovereignty, of liberty and equality, becauseaiised oppression, alienation, and
division within the political community. The econanand international police of the
ancien régimeshould be considered an example of inequalitysiige and tyranny, and
such a regime dissolves the sovereign people aradhisr unpolitical.

Rousseau’s criticism of realpolitik, therefore, damt imply a disagreement with the
“realist” doctrine of sovereignty. In fact, the yaspposite is true. Rousseau’s social
contract grows out of the same, autonomous pdlitezson: the contract is an act
through which a community of people becomes sogarand political and generates the
will and cumulative force to preserve itself. Buteveas only a unified structure of
sovereignty can overcome the civil war or stateatfire, the unity and indivisibility of
sovereignty need not lead to the monarchic andlafistogovernments that dominated
Europe. And whereas he accepts a permanent stata @mong states, Rousseau argues
that the social contract state must not subscaliked grueling demands and
machinations of European equilibrium. To truly gme® the unity and security of the
state, Rousseau wants the mercantilist economyhanihilitary institutions of thancien
régimeto be abolished and replaced with a telluric oizgtion of agrarian economy and
guerrilla militia. The idea of a telluric governnighat adapts to the unique physiognomy
and mores of a particular nation is Rousseau’s answhow the abstract, existential
logic of political sovereignty may be rendered iattiual governmental organization and
operation. As such, Rousseau wants a theory ofrgment and political economy that is
altogether absent from Hobbes’s or other contrdistiteories of state.

Rousseau’s theory of government thus points t@hiesophical disconnect between
the conceptualization of the autonomous and suppmtitcal reason and how that
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reason invariably translated into the self-desivegbolicies of theancien régimeln
forming a government, there is no preference feingular, rational, stoic organ in the
form of a prince to perform the political functiooba sovereign peopf&® A telluric
government tailored to the unique physiognomy nétion is needed to uphold absolute
sovereignty because the sovereign is not indiffeicegovernmental operations and nor
immune from their ill effects: it is easily jeop@dd by bad government. The mercantile
government of high centralization that was everywhmitated and everywhere the same
is most easily corrupted and tends to usurp sayetgiand Rousseau believes the
obsession with fiscal and military concentratioomy the symptom of the terminal
degeneration of government. If the state is thpaaal form that takes direction from
the general will and serves it, how can a disendzbdbvereign survive the destruction of
this corporeal form?

Rousseau’s critique of absolutism and its combamadif realpolitik and mercantilist
policies remains political critique. Rousseau does not revive a medievahimeusalist
framework of metaphysics and ethics to bemoanabethat the absolutist state had to
act in self-interest and a kind of limited, “contienal” political justice?’® Rousseau’s
point is rather that a theory of political sovergigwould not be self-sufficient and a
physiognomic theory of government is always neddembmplete it. Otherwise, the
principle of sovereignty is always rendered intca@solutist, mercantile form of
government, which, with its economic and sociatjurities and its taste for foreign
wars and domestic exploitation and oppressiong ionger just a corrupt government
but the death of the political. The mercantile,adibgst state is divided between the
country and the city, divided between classes,uintiately divided against itself. The
sovereign must discriminate between physiognomiegonent and the mercantile,
tyrannical kind for the sake of its own survivaheTlogic of political sovereignty entails
a requirement of a good government.

Rousseau and Hobbes II: equality, rhetoric, andigal economy

The real sovereign commands obedience in a wayatbahqueror or a tyrant cannot.
Under the yoke of tyranny, the subjects eithetdrgrow as strong as the oppressor and
become capable of resisting him, which resultsc¢iviiwar between the ruler and the
ruled, or simply escape, which dissolves the tetgvben them. In either scenario we lack
a durable political bond and legitimate sovereigiitye fallacy of conquest rights comes
down to this: an unequal tie is not political amhigot survive the disappearance of the
sheer brute force that can chain the weak to thagtonly so briefly.

Unlike civil rights that may be promulgated by wi¢aver, equality is not a gift of the
sovereign but the basic disposition of a politmanmunity if that community ever
comes to be. Equality gives meaning to the politmgic of collectiveself-defense. In
the Social Contracttherefore, Rousseau makes the will to equalysthvereign’s
existential will. Rousseau further explains thagémvsubject has an equal share of the
burden and protection of the state, and no oneeaitis placed above another. So
Rousseau’s politics is emancipatory from the beagignn joining fellow men in a
political union, we are freed of personal depengtencthem. Moreover, no one is
inferior to any other person, so no one can beuebed from political life: political
sovereignty is by definition popular sovereigntglitical liberty of the individuals and
collective self-preservation of the whole commuratg both synonymous with equality.
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But Paul de Man’s extrapolation of Rousseau’s lisgtiand political philosophy
also casts great doubt on how realistic this etyuadin be. De Man argues that in the
Essay on the Origin of Languagine hypothetical scenario of two men encountering
each other (first calling each other “giant” outf@ér and then correcting oneself by
calling the other person with a common and insyaequalizing name, “man”) is more
than a tale of man’s self-reflection but Rousseaujdicit metaphor of the self-reflexive
nature oflanguage that is, language as language of languages rttherianguage of
things#’* While Rousseau explicitly argues that the firshea are all figural names, it
appears that concepts — those names of namese &ss figural. De Man thus argues
that in Rousseau’s philosophy of language eveneqascwhich ought to be product of
man’s maturing intelligence and reason, are jusapters that capture the infinitely
fragmented and diverse denominal naftiés.

Rousseau, of course, realizes that for one peosoalttanother “man” (compared to,
say, call a table “table”) is significant not onilyguistically but politically as well
because this indicates an awareness of the nesdpvired equality and commonality
between the two individuals. The figural name he inéially given the stranger, “giant”,
would have kept him away from him, but using thaaapt, “man”, demonstrates that he
is ready to moderate his fear and suspicion ofrgikeple and to seek out the stranger
for company and cooperation. The concept of mawijiye of its conceptuality, serves
as the first step of egalitarianism and lays dawenfoundation for future social
coexistence and political ties. But if all concepts metaphorical, then the concept of
man, with its implied notion of equality, may wbk a cognitive error, one that at least in
Rousseau is based on the belief that some kindaritgative measure and comparison
between the two can form an identify The perceived natural equality derives not from
objective standards, of which there can be nonefroon the illusion that numbers offer
us valid assurance of the certitude of our knowdedut in truth no physical reality can
match the concept of equality. Even if Rousseau noayagree with de Man’s analysis of
his philosophy of language, his political writinigsleed convey a profound anxiety about
a moral equality that cannot possibly be attaimeckality and about the grievous
political consequences to the political unity andegeignty of a constituted people of a
possible gap between the idea of equality as stiedlin the social contract and the lack
of literality of the idea.

Concepts do not have a direct, transparent relatidime objects, not even to the
proper nouns that the concepts are supposed toreapbncepts have the same figural
relationship to denominal names that they concéiptias the relationship between these
denominal names and the things they name. Thataliyr of equality can be adequate to
the concept of equality is thus first of all a geoh of linguistics. If no reality is adequate
to the concept of equality, this is not becausdahgivers do not work hard enough to
create a condition of equality but because the epinitself is a metaphor and does not
have a determinate reference; it is not the laghotifical craftsmanship (for example,
the skills of the lawgiver in designing our econorand governmental institutions) that
forces us to settle for imperfection and inadequabwt there cannot be an objective
reality adequate to the concept of equality orctiecept of man — man among men, one
among equals — is a matter of ontological, metaphi/gevitability. In practice there
would never be the kind of social and economic @@t that sufficiently reflects the
moral equality at the foundation of the body politi
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Even after a people converts itself into a sovereigmmunity of political equals,
Rousseau understands that no social equality cé&rhrtiee political concept of equality.
The gap between the political ideal of equality #melreality of material and economic
inequality exists, and Rousseau is resigned taniaeatability of the gap. The concept of
equality cannot be translated into practice: itnghe end, only “a chimera of speculation
which cannot exist in practicd** Even an agriculturalist reform of the politicabeomy
can be expected to only moderate the extent of@naninequality and hopefully reduce
it to the degree that no citizen is so affluent tieacould buy the freedom of another
citizen and no citizen is so destitute that he ddé pressured to sell HiS.

This epistemological problem instantaneously becapolitical problem as well
because the subjects have alwiayaginedthe sovereign to be capable of that
equitability and justice. After all, unlike, say,avitesquieu’s theory of political
sovereignty, a concept that he methodically redtw@sstances of historical and cultural
contingencies, for Rousseau obedience is a stegllstemological contingency — which
now threatens to be undone. We may add that tlste@pologico-political problem of
obedience that the Rousseauean state faces idiffiésent from the problem of
obedience that the leviathan faces, which mostisaets obedience from its subjects by
overawing them with its raw power and violence.d®ytrast, the Rousseauean state can
remain a unified whole only because the citizeescanvinced of their equality and hold
a vivid impression of the just and equitable soigrén their minds. But even Hobbes
complains often and bitterly about the abuse oéspgespecially deceptive use of
metaphor$’® That political authority in Rousseau is alwayseaistemological
contingency explains why it is not viable to go Kwbbes’s solution. For Hobbes, it is
imperative that the sovereign be able to arbiiratase of ambiguous or metaphorical
use of words and ascertain their true significatfdBut if the concept of equality and
the very act of covenant must be dependent osubgcts’'use of language, the very
subjects who may one day resist the sovereigntigha say, if political obedience is a
linguistic and epistemological contingency throwgid through — then how can the
sovereign arbitrate the linguistic problem? ltranic that the author of tHigehemoth
pinpoints the problem of the mismatch of words seality as a cause of the civil war,
which the “legitimate” king could neither preverdgriwin in the end. A concept of
sovereignty that can uphold a permanent and figkdion between words and meaning
and dictate the terms of the subjects’ percepti@himagination of its power and majesty
might indeed be self-sufficient, but for Roussdaitheory of political sovereignty,
which is only an effect, cannot be put ahead cd@ount of human reason and
perfectibility, which is the cause of men’s polaiainion. And judging by Charles I's fate,
a Hobbesian sovereign that could not only commantitigal loyalty but also enforce a
discipline of the subjects’ speeches and semanéesr existed.

If the concept of equality appears incomplete dridat concept of equality enables
us to conceive sovereignty in the first place aeddme political at all, then the
metaphysics of political sovereignty now appeac®implete as well. Because of the
indeterminate reference of the metaphor of equdhiy sovereign may want equality for
all its subjects but never even knows the kind tamel substance of the equality it wants;
even in its abstractness, the sovereign will en@ssgs both the concept of equality and
its government in order to be complete. The gawéen political equality and economic
reality exists not as flawed application and impgemation of the general will but as a
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result of an inherently incomplete sovereign wilkant to emphasize that it is this
incompleteness, not the abstraction of the conaepbvereignty, that political
government purports to address.

For Rousseau, the social contract comes into existby virtue of the subjects’
ability to reason, conceive, and generalize adad equitable condition of political
coexistence with their fellow men. But the theofgovereignty is not self-sufficient
because after each founding moment language quigkig against the sovereign and
works to undercut it. To preserve our political smignty, it is not enough that the
subjects continue to possess the powers of spegecimagination because now these
faculties are subversive. Rousseau does not beliesefore, that the general will alone
can maintain civil peace. A very practical art ofipcs, the design of our public
economy and institutions, must emerge to managméuwialities and injustices that
predate the political community and to compensatéhfem. | have argued that
Rousseau’s political economy is as much “econommgcépatial and geographical. Like
Aristotle’s Politics, Rousseau’s political economy already implies @eptance of the
stubborn reality of social inequality and the ftyilof any attempt to “numerically” and
“absolutely” level the wealth of all citizens. HRousseau, a telluric, agrarian political
government that diminishes the economic preemineht®e capital city certainly does
help to fight the egregious concentration of weaidtthe hands of the few, but the spatial
design of the telluric government must also levertg force of government, regulate its
size, and manipulate the citizens’ participatioit.ifhe Social Contractthen, actually
contains two distinct discourses of equality: efjuals the defining quality of political
life and the existential political will of civil ssety on the one hand, and equality as the
working and fruition of political economy and patal administration in individual states
on the other.

The Social Contracis thus a heterogeneous work. This is so becaussts on a
dual discourse of equality. This heterogeneity reReén Rousseau’s concept of the
political, too: politics is not only our verbal aatdstract commitment to equality and
unity but also the governmental action that is neglto realize some approximation of
that equality. The two heterogeneous elements bmishg to a single concept of the
political because neither half — the half of treatise about the principle of political
sovereignty and the half about maxims of governmeardn be self-sufficient and stand
on its own. On the one hand, the formal, moral Btyuzannot withstand the onslaught of
growing economic and social inequalities that csit developments (which are quietly
tolerated by Hobbes and happily predicted by Loeka)ld bring. The sovereign
depends on governmental operations to “regulatelasmequality and fashion a sort of
formal equality out of it. On the other hand, witth¢he ideal of unity and sovereignty,
what would still motivate the rich and poor to mdaayond their class war and search for
common peace and purpose? Without adhering toosteaat idea of sovereignty and
unity, what would politicapracticebe comprised of? We would stare at the most
extreme form of injustice and inequality and thestiworrendous violence engendered
thereby. The idea and practice of sovereignty cetept infiltrate each other. By
necessity the concept of the political is rupturedh within: it must inhabit both the
practical world and ideational world.

*
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For Rousseau, sovereignty and autonomy of theigadlis inseparable from the nobility
and dignity of political life. For individuals joing the social contract and forming a
sovereign community, they do so because they firtieir political sovereignty the
revolutionary hope of liberation from various nookfpical forms of injustices and
inequalities. This thesis has sought to highlightgseau’s political realism where this
radical hope of emancipation is tied fast to haise conceptualization of sovereignty in
the Social ContractOn the one hand, because political life has aiapelaim on

equality, justice, and individual liberty — a sp@alaim, that is, to the exclusion of others
forms of organization of our life — the politicalust have a secure, privileged ontic status
of autonomy and supremacy over traditional cultoradconomic orders; the pursuit of
equality and freedom thus entails a realist congepif the political in Rousseau. On the
other hand, the political as a radical hypothesigoality and liberty is indispensable to
the realist concept of sovereignty because withmathypothesis political sovereignty
dissolves into factionalism and civil war: it wWilk less than itself — less than stable, less
than perpetual, and as such always less than absoid less than complete.

Rousseau’s engagement with the realist traditios tinfolds in two ways: he
affirms the achievements of earlier realists anatraztualists who tried to envision a
political authority most absolute and sovereignd thus the autonomy and sovereignty
of the political as well, but he also militates mga a “thin” definition of sovereignty in
Grotius and Hobbes that severs the conceptuabkteen sovereignty and equality.
Rousseau’s theoretical accomplishment is in ma&gquglity a constitutive, organizing
principle of political sovereignty and in arguirtat the adequacy and completeness of
the concept of the political depends on it.

But equality is an exceedingly onerous theoreticeitlen on political realism.
Exactly because equality is a constitutive prireipl sovereignty, in Rousseau it cannot
simply be willed by the sovereign (nor defined tixéd” by the decree of the sovereign,
as one might assume with Hobbes). For Rousseasptiegeign is born into a
constitutional crisis thanks to its endless stradglrealize political equality. Because
any gap between the concept and literality of agualso measures the same distance
between the concept and reality of political sowgy, | have argued that Rousseau’s
theory of political economy or government is me@antompensate for and conceal, if not
completely close, the gap. In the end, the thendymactice of government can be
located entirelyvithin Rousseau’s concept of sovereignty and afforddtierithe
completeness and self-adequacy that ought to bertivenark of political sovereignty.
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emergence of an autonomous political sphere is¢lenteenth and eighteenth centuries.
The political sphere slowly became freed from tielig or cultural entanglement of the
Middle Ages and became an autonomous domain veitbwih distinct function and logic.
This development culminated in Rousseau’s concépati@n of the political, which
guards the subjects against existential threatalbatagainst the injustices and
inequalities of historically contingent social aatbnomic orders. See Bat&sates of
War: Enlightenment Origins of the Politic@lllew York: Columbia University Press,
2012).

® Julia H. FranklinJean Bodin and the Rise of Absolutist Thé@gmbridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2009), pp.1-22. Also, Kinch Haeks‘Early Modern Absolutism and
Constitutionalism”Cardozo Law Reviewol.34, issue 3, p.1080.

" Meinecke, p.225.

8 Meinecke respects their intellectual profunditg aablimity and does not fault them
for the lack of such concreteness in their politibhanking; rather, Meinecke’s criticism is
that logically the leviathan may well turn out te less absolute than it initially claims to
be because of the liberal individualism the Hobdestate accommodates; Meinecke,
pp.214-216. Meinecke did not consider Pufendothexsame chapter as Grotius and
Hobbes, though, because, in addition to his writiog international and natural law,
Pufendorf still spoke fondly of the doctrine ofengésts and still wrote about the state
interests of Germany in particular; Meinecke, pg-209.

® Meinecke, p.215.
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19 The Leviathanwas widely seen as an opportunistic attempt taggleCromwell. See
Kinch Hoekstra, “Thele factoTurn in Hobbes’s Political Philosophy,” lreviathan

After 350 Yearseds. Tom Sorell and Luc Foisneau (Oxford: Claoenéress), p.35.

1 Bates, p.51.

12 That the social contract is not as much a revafugigainst the state of nature as a
revolution against existing social and culturatistjces and, as such, that the Social
Contract in fact only picked up from where tBecond Discoursended is a thesis that
Jean Starobinski advancedTliransparency and Obstructioklolger Ross Lauritsen
recently makes a similar argument in “The Generdl Métween Conservation and
Revolution,” inRousseau and Revolutioeds., Lauritsen and Mikkel Thorup (New York:
Continuum, 2011).

13 According to Daniel Cullen, therefore, “Rousseattainly suggests that the disorder
of social relations isonnectedo inequality; but it is not reducible to that ptem. The
latter creates a dialectic of domination and suipaittbn that advances with the progress
of civilization. The antidote to this fatal progsas a form of political equality, which
will serve the restoration of freedonreedom in Rousseau’s Political Philosophy
(DeKalb: Northern lllinois University Press, 1998)20.

4 Arthur Melzer, The Natural Goodness of Man: On the System of Rauss Thought
(Chicago: University Of Chicago Press, 1980), pp.3-

15 Kevin Inston,Rousseau and Radical Democrdtpndon and New York: Continuum,
2010), p.175.

1 For example, M. Barnar&elf-Direction and Political Legitimacy: Rousseawa
Herder (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1988), pp.176-182; Madsrtrup,Political
Philosophy of Jean-Jacques Rousseau: The ImpassifilReasorfManchester:
Manchester University Press, 2003), p.50; Melzpr2@0-231; Andrew Levind he
Politics of Autonomy: A Kantian Reading of Rous&&acial Contrac{Amherst:
University of Massachusetts Press, 1976). pp.1@7-15

" Roger Masters thus highlights the scientific chtaof Rousseau’s theory of
government and attributes it to his influence bymtésquieu; Master§,he Political
Philosophy of RoussedRBrinceton: Princeton University Press, 1968)79.3But the
mathematical formula for the calculation of the ganment’s size bears even an even
stronger appearance of a scientific characterMamters argues that the decisive factor
in this was likely Rousseau’s quasi-Hobbesiandrglign political theory with modern
advances in natural sciences: “Rousseau’s usesgbainticular proportion is evidence of
a desire to construct a theory of politics consistdth modern mathematical and
physical science”; Masters, pp.340-341. He is edhmeseveral authors who also believe
that Rousseau’s geometric formula for governmerst araimitation of the advances in
natural and physical sciences; see Richard CdReysseau’s Newtonian Body Politic,”
Philosophy and Social Criticisn7 (1980), pp.143-167; Timothy O’HagdRousseau
(London and New York: Routledge, 1999), pp.137-Hiail Gildin, Rousseau's Social
Contract(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1985), p.92

18 N. J. H. Dent thus says the issue of governmemtiis “practicalities” that are
straightforwardRousseau: An Introduction to his Psychological,i@and Political
Theory(Oxford & New York: Basil Blackwell, 1988), p.12€hristopher Kelly also
notes that the chapters on government stand dheaohain thrust about political right in

124



theSocial Contract“the latter two parts of the legislator’s fungtiare concerned with
political practice and therefore stand outsidewkppolitical right. In fact, these parts are
not concerned so much with political practice ie tndinary sense as with establishing
conditions in which politics can take plac®ousseau as Author: Consecrating One’s
Life to the Truth(Chicago and London: The University of Chicago By@903), p.63.
Perkins also calls the role of government an emrgione: the government serves a good
that it “must discover empirically”, and “in thithain the government has a vision
which is superior to the sovereign people and epasses all parts of the nation in order
to know the whole”. Perkins here conflates the aflthe legislator and the (head of)
government and appears to phrase the distinctivwele® sovereignty and government as
one between the unlearned mass and the politital Blousseau’s prince, argues Perkins,
is only a scientist; as long as he is “enlighteng@lilightened, one assumes, both in
understanding the relationship between his perdatekest and the interest of the
republic and in the science of concrete situatartss country and practical
consequences of implementing his policies), therssgn can place complete trust in his
government; Perkingean-Jacques Rousseau on the Individual and Sopiet{26-127.
Like Perkins, Bloom believes Rousseau’s theoryaMegnment amounts to returning
politics to the hands of heroic legislators andnders whose wisdom, prudence allow
them to see farther than others, but unlike Peksgnpathetic reading Bloom
condemns this as incompatible with liberal consbtalism and calls the eminence of
the legislator an antiquated perspective unseae $itachiavelli; Bloom, “Rousseau’s
Critique of Liberal Constitutionalism,” in Cliffor@rwin and Nathan Tarcov, ed$he
Legacy of RoussedChicago & London: University of Chicago Press97p pp.160-161.
9 Rousseau, “The Social Contract”,The Social Contract and Other Later Political
Writings, ed. Victor Gourevitch (Cambridge: Cambridge Unsiy Press, 1997), p.122.
20 Kelly notes that “Rousseau calls the sort of comitytthat succeeds in cultivating this
sort of shared identity a fatherlamhgrie), which he distinguishes from a countpay9

or a nation. A country is merely a geographicadareder a single political rule, but
lacks the strong sense of unity characteristic fatlaerland. A nation possesses unity
from shared language, traditions, and customsné&ed not have any political identity.
Only members of a fatherland deserve the titlatofens in the full sense of the term”;
p.90.

“1 Blaise Bachofen, “Why Rousseau Mistrusts RevohsidRousseau’s Paradoxical
Conservatism”, irRousseau and Revolutign26. Several other essays in the anthology
also address this crucial issue of the relationshgolitics and existing culture or
customs of a country, e.g., Christiane Mossin, &flom, Destruction and Continuity of
Order”, p.142. Perkins also discusses Rousseattsrlte D’Alembert and the debate on
Genevan theater in relation to Rousseau’s intangsteserving the unique national
character of the Genevarlgan-Jacques Rousseau on the Individual and Society
pp.149-167. C. Fred Alfrod also argues that “[tkeral will] reflects the consensus of
the community, the ‘civil religion’ as he sometimels it — that is, the community’s
interpretation of its culture and tradition, whietay vary considerably from community
to community”; Alfrod, The Self in Social Theory: A Psychoanalytic Accaiitts
Construction in Plato, Hobbes, Locke, Rawls, and€ReauNew Haven and London:
Yale University Press, 1991), p.164. See also Odfagp.155-156. The central thesis in
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Zev Trachtenberg’Making Citizenss exactly that “for Rousseau a society’s culture
determines its prospects for political successéchtenbergMaking Citizens:
Rousseau's Political Theory of Cultufleondon and New York: Routledge, 1993), p.1.
22 Bachofen, p.25. Also, Jane Anna Gordon, “The Ganafill and National
Consciousness: Radical Requirements of Democratjitimacy in the Writings of
Rousseau and Fanon”, Rousseau and Revolutigop.37-40.

23 Masters says that “Climate and geography haveabetfect, for they determine not
only the characteristics of the soil and therelgyrtatural potentialities for feeding and
supporting the citizens, but also the charactéh@fpopulation itself. This double
importance is decisive for Rousseau, especiallplee he does not seem to believe that
technology can fundamentally reverse the politefédcts of the physical factors
conditioning social lifg p.375, italics mine.

24 Smith, “Nationalism, Virtue, and the Spirit of lékty in Rousseau’s ‘Government of
Poland’,” The Review of Politigwol. 65, no. 3 (Summer, 2003), pp. 410-411. H. D.
Forbes also contributed an interesting comparigdtoosseau and Charles Taylor and
contemporary discourse of multiculturalismTihe Legacy of Roussedtorbes
juxtaposes the liberal discourse of protecting uaiminority identities in a
contemporary European or North American multicatwociety and Rousseau’s call for
preserving national cultures in eighteenth cenkuyope. The discourse of
multiculturalism, of course, is not about shapingngorm national identity distinctly

from a cosmopolitan identity, but about accommauapéthnic minorities within the
border, which | believe could not be farther fromuBseau’s mind. Forbes is aware of
the ethnic and cultural homogeneity Rousseau wantedpose, and Rousseau’s interest
in unique national characters has nothing to db e modern sensitivity towards
accommodating ethnic or cultural differences aneidiity. See Forbes, “Rousseau,
Ethnicity, and Difference,” iThe Legacy of Roussegqu232. We must argue that the
national physiognomies of different nations neetld@reserved, not for their own sake,
but for the sake of creating a level of politicatwe and telluric attachment to the soil
and earth. When talking about national physiogndRgysseau hardly makes any
presumption of the inherent values of existingitrads, customs and cultures. For
Rousseau, only in relation to the paramount objeatf preserving the sovereignty of the
community and political freedom of its citizenryncae appreciate the political utility of
the diversity and differences in cultural life. Amdthis regard, | call Rousseau a political
realist who asserts the reality of the politicafane of the unreality — or secondary,
inferior reality — of culture.

%It is arguable that one of the central themesaiEB's book is to take up Rousseau’s
defense as well as that of other Enlightenmenbpbphers in face of accusations that
they were chiefly responsible for the conflatiortteé social and the political; see, for
example, Bates, pp.5-6.

28 Foucault adds: “you can then deduce from this arigt we can call the bounds of
governmental competence, but within the framewatednined by the armature
constituting sovereignty itself.” Foucaulthe Birth of Biopolitic p.39. On the
contradistinction between governmentality and seigerty, he explains that “whereas the
end of sovereignty is internal to itself and posessts own intrinsic instruments in the
shape of its laws, the finality of government residh the things it manages and in the
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pursuit of perfection and intensification of th@pesses it directs; and the instruments of
government, instead of being laws, now come to kange of multiform tactics.”
Foucault, “Governmentality”, iPower, ed. James D. Faubion (New York: The New
Press, 2000), p.211.

2" Foucault,The Birth of Biopoliticsp.40.

28 Foucault,The Birth of Biopoliticsp.13.

29 Even before his correspondence with the elder béiaa, Rousseau must have some
economic education. The First Discourse also costan oblique reference to the work
of William Petty, arguably one of the earliest pioll statisticians who had a passion for
collecting statistics, a passion shared with séyeeseminent administrators and police
theorists in France at the time, and whose politidthmetic, of course, was an
unmistaken gesture towards police; Rousseau, “Dirseoon the Sciences and Arts,” in
The Discourses and Other Early Political Writingsl. Victor Gourevitch (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1997), p.18. Pettyrgffamétique politique” thus speaks of
the likelihood that “the political world, just aselWas the physical world, can in many
respects be regulated by weight, number, and medddarian Hobson, “Jean-Jacques
Rousseau and Diderot in the Late 1740s: SatirenBship, and Freedom,” Rousseau
and Freedomeds. Christie McDonald and Stanley Hoffman (Cadda: Cambridge
University Press, 2010), p.63. Hobson's essay,edsas one by George R. Havens,
documents Rousseau’s use of Petty as well as tHeafithe French economist Jean-
Francois Melon; see Havens, “Rousseau, Melon, and/iBiam Petty,” Modern
Language Notes (1940), pp.499-503.

%0 Rousseau, “Of the Social Contract,” p.78.

31 Interestingly, John Dough has argued that Rousseawsing the term “social” in the
most innocuous way in his political theory: “onenamly reach the negative conclusion
that in making use of the term ‘contrat social'vires not attaching to it the specific
meaning of ‘a contract to establish a society’ igfirttt from the type of contract — one
between ruler and ruled — which he specificallgctgd. He appears simply to have made
use of the word ‘social’ at a time when it was gralty coming to fashion...a ‘mot
nouvellement introduit dans la langue’™; Dough, €lEncyclopedieand theContrat
Social, in Reappraisals of Rousseau: studies in honour of. Reyh,eds. Simon
Harvey, Marian Hobson, David Kelley and Samuel ST&ylor (Manchester:
Manchester University Press, 1980), p.73.

32 Gisela Bock, for example, argues that “Machiateeléquality’ is not social or
economic, but legal and political, meaning equdl#yore the law and equal access to
office”; “Civil Discord in Machiavelli’'sistorie Fiorentin€; in Machiavelli and
Republicanismeds. Bock, Quentin Skinner, and Maurizio Vir@iambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1993), p.189. Eric Nelson notes for the Florentine the problem of
wealth is that it tends to produce “supereminendlividuals like Cosimo d’Medici who
“has used his private wealth to acquire a partisdowing”, and insofar as Rousseau’s
own economic program aims at the prevention ofnoitdid wealth accumulation that
would similarly threaten the basic functioning aepublic, Nelson believes Rousseau’s
view is quite akin to Machiavelli’'s and the Romaridélson,Greek Tradition in
Republican ThoughiCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004){ pi&3, 193. On
Machiavelli’'s assessment of the Agrarian Law arsdvieéw on the corrosive effect of
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economic inequality on political liberty, see alkahn McCormick, “Keep the public
rich, but the citizens poor’: economic inequalityconstitutionalism, ancient and
modern”,Cardozo Law Review, vol.3g8p.879-892. Mccormick suggests a frightful
scenario that he believes Machiavelli really fadoaad that nonetheless matches the
reason Rousseau fears drastic economic inequaliheifirst place: what was needed to
reverse trends of increasing material inequalityasmoderate reforms that the Gracchi
brothers attempted but the rise of a violent, “pely usurper”.

33 Steven JohnstofEncountering Tragedy: Rousseau and the Projectesh@cratic

Order (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1999), p.76.

34 Johnston, p.75. Although this seems to read Rausseplicitly against his own
principles of the primacy of sovereignty, Johnsdogues the Nietzschean, “tragic”
perspective that he adopts in reading Rousseautgdrim to do just that.

* The “dependence of this ‘political reason’ on toaception of an ‘autonomous’ art or
rationality of government”, of course, is exactlyu€ault’s point. Barry Hindess,
“Politics and Liberation”, inThe Later Foucaujted. Jeremy Moss (London: Sage, 1998),
p.51

3 Johnston, p.93.

37 Johnston, p.104.

% In Security, Territory, PopulatigrFoucault discusses the “the insertion of freedom
within governmentality, not only as the right oflimiduals legitimately opposed to the
power, usurpations, and abuses of the sovereigreayovernment, but as an element that
has become indispensable to governmentality itsiti's, “failing to respect freedom is
not only an abuse of rights with regard to the l&wg above all ignorance of how to
govern properly”; p.353. In the 1978 lectures dretalism, he further notes that the
governmental practice must itself become “a conswh&eedom. It is a consumer of
freedom inasmuch as it can only function insofaa asimber of freedoms actually exist:
freedom of the market, freedom to buy and sell fithe exercise of property rights,
freedom of discussion, possible freedom of expoessind so on. The new governmental
reason needs freedom therefore, the new art ofrgment consumes freedom. It
consumes freedom, which means that it must proftaedom."The Birth of Biopolitics
p.63.

39 Johnston, p.98.

“00On de Man’s Rousseau, Inston’s book also incladesmpelling criticism: “De Man
interprets this lack of literalism as undermininfprmed political and ethical judgment
because it enables deceit and corruption...Howeeeigriores how it equally obliges us
to critique those institutions because, withoueachyity, their legitimacy remains forever
in question. Like Strauss, de Man avers the abseiiceefutable foundations in
Rousseau’s thinking, representing him as an antidationalist. For both theorists, that
absence undermines political responsibility. De Mamalysis thus fails to see how the
lack of definite foundations actually produces ficdi and ethics”; pp.27-28.

*1 Rousseau, “Of the Social Contract”, p.152.

2 Rousseau’s name receives exactly one refererideiimecke’s magisterial work on the
intellectual history of reason of state; and to sanodern scholars, Rousseau is still too
utopian and moralistic to be of greater appealratel/ance to international relations.
Pierre Hassner, for example, argues that Roussahlitthe to say on international
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politics and speculates that the summary and judgofeSt. Pierre’s work was no more
than “a chore performed to please Madame Dupin§sdar, “Rousseau and the Theory
and Practice of International Relations”,Tihe Legacy of Roussegu205.

3 Grace RoosevelReading Rousseau in the Nuclear ABkiladelphia, Temple
University Press, 1990).

*Roosevelt, p.6.

*>Roosevelt, p.16.

“® The peace proposal “that would enable soverempesto unite in a confederation for
international security undoubtedly helped to statellRousseau’s final exposition, three
years later, of an ideal political society that \ebenable individuals to unite for the sake
of personal security”; Roosevelt, p.177. While Roadt’'s rearrangement of the text on
war is new, much earlier on Charles Hendel and éedrkins both suggested that the
Social Contracmight have had its intellectual stimulation frommuRseau’s reflections
on interstate conflicts and a potential confederatf states to overcome them. See
Perkins,The Moral and Political Philosophy of the Abbé @&nEPierre (Geneva & Paris:
Librairie E. Droz & Librairie Minard, 1959), p.98.

*" There is a general will for members of the assimsiaa particular will for the large
society, “which very often proves to be uprighthe first aspect, and vicious in the
second”; Rousseau, “Discourse on Political EcongrmyThe Social Contract and other
Later Political Writings p.6.

8 “Sentiment of humanity dissipates and weakens sgréads to the whole earth...we
cannot be as touched by the calamities of Tartadapan as we are by those of a
European people. Interest and commiseration musinme way be constricted and
compressed in order to be activated”; Rousseawctiiirse on Political Economy”, p.15.
*9 Rousseau, “The State of War”, pp.169-170.

*0 Waltz, Man, the State and War: A Theoretical Analysisw York: Columbia
University Press, 1965), pp.165-186.

1 Tuck, p.141, p.198.

>2 Tuck, p.202.

>4t is very likely that ultimately men would haween obliged to live forever under the
government of one alone if they had not devisethd &f constitution that has all the
internal advantages of republican government aacxternal force of monarchy. | speak
of the federal republic”; Montesquietihe Spirit of the Lawgrans. Anne Cohler, Basia
Miller, Harold Stone (Cambridge: Cambridge Univer$tress, 1989), p.131.

>4 Among early modern political thinkers, Tuck iddies Gentili, Bacon, Hobbes, and
Montesquieu among those who would endorse preemgtiikes to diminish an
ascendant power, and Tuck argues that the morgblaifasophical root of their views on
preemption is in the humanist tradition that ddtesk to at least Cicero and the Romans.
See Tuck, p.17, p.19, p.21, p.126 and pp.138-IBExample.

> Rousseau, “Considerations on the Government afrfélodnd on its Projected
Reformation”, inThe Social Contract and other Later Political Winijis p.256.

°¢ On this Tuck and Waltz are apparently agreed,sand Meinecke, who adopts the
benign view of war as “a safety-valve to preventlavar’; Meinecke, p.56. This is also
where Michael Williams takes issue with Waltz’'sdizay of Rousseau from a realist
angle. Williams argues that “both Kenneth Waltoiuential use of the parable of the
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stag-hunt as a model for an international ‘logi@aonérchy’, and the tradition of thought
that portrays Rousseau’s social contract as soliagprroblem of domestic order only at
the cost of creating an insuperable internatiota€of war, significantly distorts his
thinking and its significance”; Williamg,he Realist Tradition and the Limits of
International RelationgCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 20055 p.6

7 And this is precisely Hoffman’s reading: “the caniling principle for international
politics is the law of nature, and he [Rousseaayjoles something of a glimpse at this
law of nature when he states that both tyrannizdés and well-governed republics can
wage unjust war”; Hoffman and Fidler, p.xvi.

8 «“Think of the exhaustion in which any state isnged by the most successful war;
compare these ravages with the profit which resaftd we shall find that we commonly
lose where we suppose ourselves to gain; thatahgueror, always enfeebled by the war,
can only console himself with the thought that¢baquered is still more enfeebled than
himself”; Esref AksuEarly Notions of Global Governance: Selected Eeghth-Century
Proposals for “Perpetual Peace(Cardiff: University of Wales Press, 2008), p.113.

%9 Aksu, p.124; similarly harsh words against thegkinf Europe can be found
throughout thadudgment

%0 Rousseau, “Social Contract”, p.77.

®l Rousseau, “Second Discourse”, p.185.

%2 Rousseau, “Discourse on Political Economy”, p.23.

®3 Rousseau, “Discourse on Political Economy”, p.23.

% Rousseau, “The Government of Poland and on Itsd®ex Reformation”, Ch.XII.

®> Rousseau, “Discourse on Political Economy”, p.29.

® Rousseau, “Discourse on Political Economy”, pM@ch of the idea on tax and
depopulation likely comes from his admired Féneildro makes these points in
Telemachus‘remember that the countries where the powehefsovereign is most
absolute are those where the sovereigns are leastrful. They take, they destroy
whatever they please, and the whole state is pineperty. But the state on that account
languishes, and the lands are neglected and atieestted; the cities decline every day,
and trade decays. The king, who cannot be suahisg hlone and without subjects,
gradually diminishes his own power by the contindiadinution of his people, from
whom his wealth and influence flow. His state is@xsted both of men and money: but
the former is the great and most irreparable |dssahcois de Féneloglemachustrans.
Patrick Riley (Cambridge: Cambridge University Rre094), p.170.

®" The early commentaries on Rousseau’s abstractiSh ®ierre’s peace plan were
largely that Rousseau was too pessimistic aboytrihees’ ability to see their true and
real interests in St. Pierre’s original proposaidAhis view occasionally persists among
modern scholars. In Jonathan HaslaMésVirtue Like Necessity: Reality Thought in
International relations since Machiave(lNew Haven & London: Yale University Press,
2002), he argues that Rousseau’s voluntarism geactien of rationalism in state
behaviors accounts for Rousseau’s differences eatitemporary thinkers; see Haslam,
p.80, p.83, and p.213.

°8 Roosevelt conjectures that “it is likely that Reesu hoped that his readers would
speculate that if the sovereigns were the peopl@selves, rather than ‘princes,’ there
would be much less resistance to the Abbé’s plRogsevelt, p.111.
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%9 One needs to only highlight a few lines to seerti@ire of the peace proposal: the plan
is said “to divest the house of Austria of the emp@ind of all the possessions in Germany,
Italy, and the Low Countries; in a word, to reditde the sole kingdom of Spain,
bounded by the ocean, the Mediterranean, and tten®gn mountains.” And then there
are very naked threats of war: “what would a rasis¢ have signified? The promise
made to all the princes of Europe of enriching teelwves by the territories of which this
house was to be divested, would deprive it of afids of assistance from any of them”
and “Henry and the confederate princes would declar in form against their enemies
and deprived the Spaniards of all communicatioAst the resultant peace is essentially
an imposed peace: “Spain, being abandoned by a#it,ithough unwillingly, have
submitted to the will of its conquerors.” See SuBully’s Grand Design of Henry IV

from the Memoirs of Maximilien de Bethune duc dé/Stians. David Ogg (London:
Sweet and Maxwell, 1921), pp.35, 37 and 55.

0 Speaking of these potential allies, Rousseau vesehat in Henry’s plan “each of
them was working for his own private interest whidénry had been clever enough to
display to all of them in the most attractive lighbut the wise prince was well aware that
in keeping nothing for himself by this treaty, herged more than all the rest. Without
adding a yard to his own patrimony, it was enoughdrtition that of the only man who
excelled him in power, and he became the most gaiv@mself’. Aksu, p.129.

1 Aksu, p.131.

"2 Roosevelt, p.104. Hoffman, by contrast, arguesRoaisseau’s closing argument in
the Judgment should be read literally and as fiejecif St. Pierre and Henry’s schemes.
Rousseau cannot support Sully/Henry IV’s projecase “the idea of federation by
force...would have to be achieved by propagatingsérg violence the whole project
aims to eliminate.” Hoffman and Fidler, p.xxvii.

3 Henry/Sully bitterly complains that of the ware thrench had to fight with the English,
Spaniards, Italians, Burgundians, “all of them barattributed to no other causes than
the civil dissensions by which they were precedatileere the weakest side, stifling the
voice of honor, and the interest of the nation,stantly called in foreigners to assist
them in the support of their tottering libertiefieBe were shameful and fatal remedies:
but from that time they were constantly employealyd even to our times, by the House
of Lorraine, in a league, for which religion wagmag more than the pretense.” Sully,
p.21.

4 Aksu, p.61.

> St. PierreSelections from the second edition of Abrege dijePde Paix Perpetuelle,

C. I. Castel de Saint-Pierre, Abbot of Tirdrans. H. Hale Bellot (London: Sweet &
Maxwell, 1927), p.35.

’® Sylvester John HemlebeRlans for World Peace through Six Centuri€hicago: The
University of Chicago Press, 1943), p.69.

" carl Joachim FriedricHnevitable Peac¢Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1948),
p.167.

8 Merle Perkins notes that as a Hobbist, the Abbi&ar favor of monarchic form of
government over republican government is unsurgigPerkinsThe Moral and

Political Philosophy of the Abbé de Saint Pief@eneva & Paris: Librairie E. Droz &
Librairie Minard, 1959), p.138. His monarchism kiscaobvious to Carter: “even if
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tyranny were to continue, better tyranny with petham a wise government in times of
war. The Abbé leaves his readers in no doubt, thienis primary concern, to eliminate
war, and of his belief that an end to war nmipsb factobenefit subjects, whatever the
type of rule.” Carter, p.140. And when this prefere of monarchism is so intertwined
with his vision of perpetual peace, St. Pierreanpk in effect turned into an intellectual
harbinger of Metternich’s conservative, legitinttiily Alliance. When Burke wrote at
the end of the century after European equilibriuas woppled by the revolutionary
France and before the alliance of all other stiedly defeated French power, he
summarized well the eighteenth century beliefs ltiaak supported the equilibrium before
the Revolution: the Revolution was a civil war aadical aspirations towards French
hegemony while it was the Bourdon monarchy thatreadesented unity and at the same
time exhibited admirable self-restraint in its diegiwith its European neighbors. See
Select works of Edmund Burke, vol.3: Letters oregi¢ide Peaceed. E. J. Payne
(Indianapolis: Liberty Fund, 1999).

9 Rousseau, “Social Contract”, p.45.

80 RoussealEmile p.481. The deletion of these lines would appedetjust prudence
on Rousseau’s part, much like his rhetorically utateed mockery of Henry VI's peace
proposal.

81 perkins, p.101.

82 Friedrich says “like the United Nations Chartée Abbé Saint-Pierre’s union has a
distinctly conservative flavor in the sense thatritnarily aims to preserve the status
quo”; Friedrich, pp.168-169.

83 Rousseau, “Abstract of Monsieur the Abbé de Saiatre’s Plan for Perpetual Peace”,
in Collected Works, vol,2rans. Christopher Kelly and Judith Bush (HanpiXaw
Hampshire: Dartmouth College Press, 2005), p.49.
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imitate them, it will never resist them.” “The Gaouwenent of Poland”, p.233.

8 Rousseau, “The Government of Poland”, pp.233-234.

87 Rousseau, “The Government of Poland”, p.224.
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8 Rousseau, “The Government of Poland”, p.183.

% Rousseau, “The Government of Poland”, p.237.

%1 Rousseau, “Constitutional Project for Corsica”,296-298. His view of Swiss also
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provided'?...most of the great kingdoms of the @drave sprung out of the hardness and
scarceness of means, as the strongest herbs thét loarrenest soyle”, and Rousseau
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would certainly concur because the barrennesseofitid fosters — and even entails -
democracy and builds national character. See Haglal9.

%2 Rousseau, “Fragments on War” Gollected Works, vol,2.75.

% He suggests that “Corsicans must pay a duty iaraaobtain the favor of being
unarmed”; see Rousseau, “Separate Fragments: @orSmnstitution”, inCollected
Works, vol.2p.160.

% Rousseau, “Constitutional Project for Corsica28f). Carter and Roosevelt also stress
this point made by Rousseau; see Carter, p.20%Randevelt, pp.132-133.

% “Balance-of-power language and doctrine was ofiged and sometimes discussed in
explicit terms. By and large, statesmen in the éagdateenth-century understood the rules,
presuppositions, and practices of internationaitipslquite well. These governed
conduct in the sense that statesmen accepted théme aay politics had to work; those
who operated according to them were playing theegand those who did not were not.”
Paul W. Schroedemhe Transformation of European Politics, 1763-18@&ford at the
Clarendon Press, 1994), p.6.

% See, for example, Michael Sheeh#@ihe Balance of Power: History and Theory
(London and New York: Routledge, 1996), p.63.
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% Quoted in Edward V. GuliclEurope’s Classical Balance of Powgthaca and

London: Norton, 1955), p.145.
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19 schroeder, p.77.
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192 Montesquieu, p.131.

193«Offensive force is regulated by the right of wais”; Montesquieu, p.138.
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small-scale wars initiated by small statés be a better solution. The problem is, of
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states because they are asked to develop offecegpabilities that can never match the
great powers'. It is reasonable to argue that Maqigsu’s international system was
warped in the humanist tradition of the state’$irigp self-defense and right to
preemptive war to stem the ascendancy of a neighbor
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15 Rousseau, “The Social Contract,” 83.

18 Rousseau, “The Social Contract,” 83.

117 Rousseau first used the term “physiognomy” to mibarfact that in modern history
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although worse — cultivated, there is no longemabe same physical difference from
land to land and from country to country”; Roussdauile, 453.

134 Rousseau, “Government of Poland”, 185.

135 Rousseau, “Government of Poland”, 184.
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a very modern perspective who forcefully advocatékeory of administration that is
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prevent the sudden onslaught of the strong on trekw.leave your country wide open
as did Sparta; but, like Sparta, build good citadlelthe citizens’ hearts, and just as
Themistocles carried away Athens aboard its flegaty away your cities on your horses
if need on. The spirit of imitation produces fewogahings and never anything great.”
185 Rousseau, “The Government of Poland”, 237.
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and PeaceBook |, 285; Book Il, 563, 670; and Book I, 1251320-1, 1327, and 1498.
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Christopher Kelley and Judith Bush (Hanover, 2003),

185 Rousseau, “The Social Contract”, 83.

186 Rousseau, “The Social Contract”, 79.

187 Rousseau, “The Social Contract”, 82.

188 Rousseau says that “he must take from man hisforas in order to give him forces
which are foreign to him and of which he cannot enake without the help of others.
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regard for justice and the laws. In the precisesesari the term, a tyrant is an individual
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Rousseau, “Considerations on the Government ofndaad on its Projected
Reformation”, inThe Social Contract and Other Later Political Whijis ed. Victor
Gourevitch (Cambridge, 1997), 225.

2234 should like always to have more taxes bornertgn’s arms than by their purse; to
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“Considerations on the Government of Poland”, 224.
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Project for Corsica,” 308-9.
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trans. Christopher Kelly and Judith Bush (Hano2€05), 18.

233 Joseph A. Schumpetétjstory of Economic Analysi®lew York, 1954), 221.
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(London, 1766), xiii.

23> Eriden, 74.

236 pccording to Cantillon, “if...the prince, or thegperty owner, made [peasants] use the
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necessarily decrease in number”; Cantillan,Essay on Economic Theptsans. Chantal
Saucier (Auburn, 2010), 88. Elsewhere, Cantillayuas that a good circulation of money
(good enough, that is, to sustain economic actinityre countryside) requires that some
amount of money always stay in the countrysidetaaticonsumption of luxury by
townspeople puts this objective in danger. We gairnesee that Rousseau duplicates this
argument as well. See Friden, 85, for a compardgdtousseau’s and Cantillon’s
analyses on luxury and its effect on the flow ofrrey.

237«The best tax...the most natural and the one wtidh ho way subject to fraud,”
Rousseau says, “is a proportional tax on land,canall land without exception...for
after all what produces is what ought to pay.” Beeisseau, “Considerations on the
Government of Poland”, 232. On luxury tax, see @igse on Political Economy”, 30,
32-4, 36.

238 On Montesquieu’s differentiation of the two typedrade and its significance, see
Paul CheneyRevolutionary Commerce: Globalization and the FreMonarchy
(Cambridge, 2010), 67-9.

239 Rousseau, “Constitutional Project for Corsica,9:32

240 For Quesnay’s argument against indirect or headsee Quesnafespotism in

China trans. Lewis A. Maverick (San Antonio, 1946), 222A physiocrat always “pours
out contempt and outrage against the argumentrisgry excites the poor to labor. On
the contrary, the state of well-being provokes WpoEtizabeth Fox-Genoves&he

Origins of Physiocracy: Economic Revolution andi&oOrder in Eighteenth-Century
France(Ithaca and London, 1976), p.133. See also Chdrly, Yves CharbiflThe
Classical Foundations of Population Thought fromatBlto QuesnayDordrecht, 2010),
79, 127, 130 for the debate between Hume and tysqairats on the demographic
impact of taxes.

Turgot probably lays out Quesnay’s argument forred@rm in clearer terms than either
Mirabeau or Rousseau: “There were two consequeafcasitching the burden of tax
onto things other than theroduit netof land. First, during a time of high and risirgt
levels, the shifting of tax liability onto priceacindividuals caused a rise in prices and
inflation was bound to follow the attempts of thats to increase taxes and that of
individuals to increase wages...Second, there weney parts of France farthest from the
fertile lands and centers of population where agjucal land was too poor to yield a
produit net The land was so marginal as to furnish only & li@mg. In such places,
therefore, the new tax could fall only on earnireysgl as this caused them to fall below
the minimum levels acceptable, production wouldseesand unemployment and poverty
would result.” See Malcolm HillStatesman of the Enlightenment: The Life of Anne-
Robert Turgo{London, 1999), p.56; see also W. Walker StephBing,Life and Writings
of Turgot(London, 1895), 62-3.

241 Rousseau underscores the enormous economic arydghic cost of maintaining a
standing army: “In order to raise these armielertilhad to be taken off the land, the
shortage of them lowered the quality of the prodacel their upkeep introduced taxes
which raised its price”, and this goes on like @atis cycle. Rousseau, “Discourse on
Political Economy”, 29.
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242 | jonel RothkrugOpposition to Louis XIV: The Political and Socialigns of the
French Enlightenmer(Princeton, 1965), 254. The anonymous authorahrfeakes many
of the same arguments Rousseau would repeatsinefrihe capital city, all the
courtesans, officeholders, “along with judicial dmghncial officers residing in this
enormous city drew revenue from estates situatedl parts of the realm”. So the burden
of tax on farmers is rendered doubly onerous becemglty and officialdom never
spend the money in the country. If officers of si@te were to spend the money, it is
likely that they would spend most of it in the cityeating an economic imperative for
rurals to migrate to the city as well because tliesetheir employment prospect.

2434In a monarchy that has worked long for conquis,provinces of its first domain
will ordinarily be badly trampled. They have to feufboth the new abuses and old ones,
and often a vast capital that engulfs everything decreased their population...what the
conquered provinces would send in tribute to thetabwould no longer return to
them...Such is the necessary state of a conquerimgurdoy: frightful luxury in the
capital, poverty in the provinces at some distdnm® it, abundance at the farthest
points.” See Montesquielihe Spirit of the Lawsds. Anne M. Cohler, Basia C. Miller
and Harold S. Stone (Cambridge, 1989), 145.

244 Of course, placing wealth before population iiade theoretical significance to
physiocracy. Still, the political orthodoxy of pdptionism must be so formidable at the
time that one does get the impression that rhetlyiphysiocrats hedged their bets and
had to reassure their audience that ultimately @tier class of peasants or “cultivators”
should still mean greater population in the couatrg greater strength to the state. So
Rousseau’s populationism (and his rebuttal of theréVlirabeau) may not indicate a
lack of knowledge of physiocrats’ principles so mas the latter’s success in disguising
their anti-populationism.

Yet, Rousseau’s populationism also appears tovegyadoctrinaire moral conviction. It
is easy to answer, he asserts, “what is the ssiggsthat they are preserving themselves
and prospering? It is their number and their paparda. . All other things equal, the
Government under which the Citizens, without resmexternal means, without
naturalizations, without colonies, populate andtiply, is without fail the best: that
under which a people dwindles and wastes awayeisvtirst”; “the Social Contract”, 105.
Moreover, he speaks very approvingly of St. Pisrpractice of fathering many children
with many women; “Portrait of the Abbé de St. RearrThe Age of Louis XIVin
Collected Worksvol.2, 111-2. In this regard, his disagreemerth\whysiocracy may be

a genuinely ethical one.

Lastly, it deserves to be noted that Carol Bluradneg Rousseau from the angle of
family and sexuality, portrays Rousseau rathemaandi-populationist who blames the
earliest population explosions in the history ofrtaun race for mankind’s forced exit
from the primitive state of isolation, self-suffécicy and contentment. See Blum,
Strength in Numbers: Population, Reproduction, Bogver in Eighteenth-Century
France(Baltimore & London, 2002), 113-52.

243 For an interesting recent study of historical gapbic (and, by extension,
ethnographic) studies, see David N. Livingstone @hdrles W. J. Withers, eds.
Geography and Enlightenmef@hicago and London, 1999).
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248 physiocracy does not dismiss the state’s fiscafisecertainly not a state of France’s
stature and prestige. It is just that mercantilsgw of fiscality was too narrow and self-
defeating in the long run because “taxes wereiretf'except in relation to the needs of
finance, and not to the advantage of commercecagrre, the arts and the interests of
finance properly understood.” Their bullionist biand the ambitious colonial expansion
that myopically catered to fiscal needs of theeseatentually “accelerated the growth of
despotism at home.” Spain, for example, experieacgicipitous decline as a European
power that was befallen by its addiction of fissali Cheney, 124-7.

24" QuesnayThe Economic Tab)&6, 91, 134.

248 Foucault,The Birth of Biopolitics5, 14. See also Rothkrug, 7-8. Foucault arguas th
“economic reason does not replaaeson d’état but it gives it a new content and so
gives new forms to state rationality...we shoul@¢aiirse keep in mind that we are still in
the realm ofaison d’état That is to say, in this new governmentality skettby the
economisteghe objective will still be to increase the statfgrces within an external
equilibrium in the European space.” Fouca8#gcurity, Territory, Populatigrp.348.

249 Metternich embodies this logic of exteriorizatimdomestic police. Foucault
explains that at the congress of Vienna, “the Aastobjective was to reconstitute a
European equilibrium in the old form of the seventé and eighteenth centuries,
ensuring that no country can prevail over the @leiEurope. Austria was absolutely
tied to this kind of project inasmuch as it onlylen administrative government, being
made up of a number of different states and orgpizing these in the form of the old
police state. This plurality of police states a Heart of Europe meant that Europe itself
was basically modeled on this old schema of a lsaldmultiplicity of police states.
Europe had to be in the image of Austria for Aasta remain as it was.” There is no way
to tell where Metternich’s diplomacy ended andrbictionary domestic policies began.
Foucault,The Birth of Biopolitics60. See also Foucausecurity, Territory, Population:
Lectures at the College de France, 1977-1%B,Michel Senellart (New York, 2004),
348, 354.

50 Steven Laurence KaplaBread, Politics and Political Economy in the ReigfrLouis
XV (The Hague, 1976), p.12.

2! Henry C. ClarkCompass of Society: Commerce and Absolutism irR@lgime
France(Lanham, 2007), x, 175. Clark adds that “stratdbicthere was the question of
what place commerce might have in France’s ovetatiding within Europe and
beyond.” While physiocrats neither desired war canstrued trade war as a substitute
for military conquest, the era of fraternity of Bpean states based on commerce and
peace must nevertheless accept France’s hegem@2nl,6B. Fox-Genovese tracks
France’s agricultural policies from the end of thkgious wars to the revolution and
finds that there were several policy reversalsgncalture — Sully had supported it;
Richelieu and Colbert turned to industrializatiod ananufactures; the physiocrats again
favored agriculturalism. But their “strong statisas” survived all the temperamental
policy changes, and all these figures wanted theeggoals for the state: money and
soldiers. Fox-Genovese, 101, 107. Gianni Vaggi atgoes that there was a political
imperative for Quesnay to “convince the ruling skesthat certain apparently dangerous
measures ultimately increase the revenue of thilldests and of the country”; Vagdihe
Economics of Francis Quesnéyurham, 1987), 27.
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2521t can be argued that it is Fénelon and not $tr&j Fichte and not Kant, who have
most in common with Rousseau, for Fénelon and Eittid would argue for a new
economic program that would at once revolutionieeEuropean system of states as well.
Rousseau himself speaks often of his debt to Fan€lohte’s debt to Rousseau’s
political economy and international thought is asd obvious, as Isaac Nahimovsky has
argued; see Nahimovskyhe Closed Commercial State: Perpetual Peace and
Commercial Society from Rousseau to FigRenceton, 2011). The crucial lesson Fichte
learned from Rousseau was that a nation statefglvaitval from international politics
must take place simultaneously as its withdrawahfthe global market. Hont also
argues that physiocracy is about as much the natgh& to private property as French
supremacy in Europe; Hont, 368-0.

253 Foucault,Security, Territory, Populatiqrii4-15.

254 Cantillon, 89.

255 Hont, 61.

256 Foucault,The Birth of Biopolitics61-62.

57 Foucault,The Birth of Biopolitics285.

258 Foucault,Security, Territory, PopulatiqrB50. Turgot, for example, insisted that good
government “required accurate and detailed soefalination”. Turgot’s desire to see
the unification of weights and measures of the #org is certainly part of a political
scheme of centralization, but the unification ofgis and measures could serve the
purpose of centralization only because it first anthediately makes possible the
political statistics the sovereign wants compil®de Keith Michael Bakeondorcet:
From Natural Philosophy to Social Mathemat{€hicago, 1975), 65, 203. Even the
conservative ministry of Terray, which rolled baunkch of the liberal reform in the
previous decade, understood the importance okstati knowledge to economic
administration: “the key element in [Terray’s] s&égy was control through collection,
centralization, and analysis of information...te&ain of letter after letter emanating
from his bureaus was that good data was the bésegdConversely, the fear of rising
tax and tax collection from the center was theoedscals and local officials were
resistant to even the most basic information- aatd-gathering inquiries from the
controller general or the parlement. KaplBread, Politics and Political Economy in the
Reign of Louis XV156, 549. This is indeed what Foucault has calecentific

rationality”. See also, Rothkrug, 132.

259 Hobbes| eviathan(Oxford, 1996), 221.

260 Grotius, The Rights of War and Peadgook I, ed. Richard Tuck (Indianapolis, 2005),
253-255

261 Montesquieu, 135. France and Spain are perfesizénfor national defense in his
opinion.

262 Rousseau, “Constitutional Project for Corsica™229

263 Take Turgot for example: “Turgot was primarilyengésted not in the mere transfer of
power from one body to another but in the moreqarodl transformation of power
through enlightenment. His assemblies were natlhjtintended to give voice to the
political will of the nation; they were institutedn the contrary, to provide accurate
social information and public enlightenment throtilgé exercise of the common reason.”
Baker, 211. Habermas also observes that “the Ptngggowish to install the monarch as
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in praxis the guardian of the ‘Natural Order’ otmy which they have analyzed
theoretically; the monarch, however, does not gaight into the laws of therdre
natureldirectly — he must allow this insight to be meddafor him by theublic

éclairé” Jurgen Habermagheory and Practicetrans. John Viertel (Boston, 1973), 77.
264 Fox-Genovese, 28.

265 Foucault,The Birth of Biopolitics39.

266 Regarding his thinking of civic virtue and weallrelson argues that Rousseau
“eventually embraces a vision of the state whidbves for real dialogue with
Montesquieu and Malby”, two figures that he is ablenore tightly tie to the Greco-
Roman tradition of republicanism. Therefore, evdadking direct evidence of the
influence of the Agrarian Law on Rousseau’s potegommendations to the Corsicans,
Nelson argues that Rousseau’s economic programestia same political objectives
with the classical theorists. NelsdBreek Tradition in Republican Thougl@ambridge,
2004), 185, 190-1.

257 Aristotle, Politics, trans. Ernest Barker (Oxford, 1995), 1270al1.

2% Aristotle, 1326b39.

?69«There is no doubt that Montesquieu wrote thet faioks with [Aristotle’sPolitics]
beside him. There are allusions to or commentfhieRalitics on almost every page”. It
is also fair to emphasize Montesquieu’s indepenel@mthinking because although he is
indebted to Aristotle’s classification of governmeiat the same time, Montesquieu
would be a sociologist trying to discover how radig climate, the nature of the soil, and
the size of the population influence the varioyseass of collective life.” AroniMain
Currents in Sociological Thought, Vol.1: Montesaui€omte, Marx, de Tocqueville,
Sociologists and the Revolution of 184w Brunswick and London, 1965), 18-19.
2’ Rousseau, “The Social Contracthe Social Contract and Other Later Political
Writings, 57.

2’1 Rousseau, “The Social Contract”, 79.

272 pristotle, 1302a22.

2™3 Aristotle, 1301b26.

* Aristotle, 1304b20-1305a7.

2’> Rousseau, “Discourse on the Origin of Inequaliiyl’7.

27® Rousseau, “Discourse on the Origin of Inequaliiyds.

2’" RoussealEmile: or on Educationtrans. Allan Bloom (New York: Basic Books,
1979),195.

2’8 Rousseau, “Letter to Mirabeau”, Tine Social Contract and Other Later Political
Writings, p.2609.

219 Clark, x.

280 Clark, 4.

281 Clark, 34-5.

282 gchumpeter, 239.

283 Fox-Genovese, 177.

284 Baker, 212.

285 Rousseau, “The Social Contract”, 91. Likewisespeaks of “moral and legitimate
equality” as distinction from natural (in)equaldy physical strength; “The Social
Contract”, 56.
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286 Rousseau, “The Social Contract”, 78.

287 Rousseau, “The Social Contract”, 78.

288 Aron, 22.

289 Aristotle, 1297al4.

29 Aristotle, 1297al4. “Extreme democracies genefalye large populations and it is
difficult to get the citizens to attend the assgmbithout a system of payment...the
necessary funds have to be procured by a tax gepso by confiscation, and by means
of corrupt lawcourts; and these are all methodskwhave led in the past to the
overthrow of many democracies. So, unless thersudfigient revenues already in hand,
the meetings of the assembly should be infrequémte the lawcourts, although they
have a large membership, should meet on only a simalber of days. This has two
advantages: in the first place, the wealthier elassill cease to fear the expenditure
involved — the more if it is only the poor, and atgo the well-to-do, who are allowed to
receive pay; and secondly, the cases before th#soeill be much better decided, as the
rich (who do not care to be absent from their bessrfor days together, but do not mind
a short absence) will now be willing to attend”jgotle, 1320a17-1320a29.

291 1n a very Aristotelian fashion, Rousseau tells@uesicans that their citizens ought to
be made to pay a fine for refusal to play a patheir civic life: “Corsicans must pay a
duty in order to obtain the favor of being unarmébusseau, “Separate Fragments:
Corsican Constitution”, in Collected Works, volf2160.

292 Aristotle, 1392b21. Indeed, Aristotle often dwedls the topic of using a system of
financial payments as well as time and travel agsts to find balance and equality
between the rich and poor, the many and the fegy;fee example, Aristotle, 1292b33,
1317b31, 1320a17-1320a29.

2934If there is one person...so pre-eminently supdriggoodness that there can be no
comparison between the goodness and political dgpakich he shows (or several show,
when there is more than one) and what is showhdyest, such a person, or such people,
can no longer be treated as part of a city. Ansinpe will be done to them if they are
treated as worthy only of an equal share, when #neyso greatly superior to others in
goodness and political capacity...Reasons of tiisre will serve to explain why
democratic cities institute the rule of ostraci§uch cities are held to aim at equality
above anything else; and with that aim in view thesyarded as having too much
influence owing to their wealth or the number aditrconnections or any other form of
political strength.” Aristotle, 1284a3-17.

294 «Revolving round the market-place and the cityteerimechanics, shopkeepers, and
daylaborers] generally find it easy to attend thesgons of the popular assembly — unlike
the farmers who, because they are scattered thitbegtountryside, neither see so much
of each other nor feel the need for meetings af$brt. When there is also the further
advantage of a countryside which lies at a conalilerdistance from the city, it is easy
to construct a good democracy or ‘constitutionalegoment’.” Aristotle, 1319a19; also
1318b6. That the fiscal system that rewards orst@aditical participation of different
economic classes was ultimately a geographic agidtio system that regulates each
class’ access to the political center prompts JeedRanciére to call the coincidence of
the economic, territorial, and political centete Politics a “utopia”, or more precisely
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a centrist or “realist” utopia; Rancié@n the Shores of Politictrans. Liz Heron
(London: Verso, 1995), pp.12-20.

2% “\Where a territory is suitable for the use of dayahere conditions are favorable for
the construction of a strong oligarchy: the inhati$¢ of such a territory need a cavalry
force for security, and it is only those with lamgpeans who can afford to breed and keep
horses. Where a territory is suitable for the Udeeavy infantry, the next variety of
oligarchy is natural; service in the heavy infansa matter for the well-to-do rather than
for the poor. Light-armed troops and the navy ahelly on the side of democracy”.
Aristotle, 1321a5-31. This idea is also reflectedPaul Virilio’s “dromological” politics.
See Virilio,Speed and Politics: An Essay on Dromol@ggw York, 1977).

29 Aron, for examples, declares Aristotle’s typolagfygovernment obsolete because the
Greek philosopher “had created a theory of formgasernment to which he apparently
assigned a general validity, but he was presupgdbm Greek city-state as its social
basis.” Aron, 21.

297 Rousseau, “The Social Contract,” 75-6.

% Rousseau, “The Social Contract,” 87-9.

299 Rousseau, “The Social Contract,” 95.

399 pousseau, “Of the Social Contract”, 96.

301 Rousseau, “Of the Social Contract”, 91.

392 Rousseau, “Of the Social Contract”, 100-1.

303 Rousseau, “Discourse on Political Economy”, 19.

304 Rousseau, “Constitutional Project for Corsica’428

30> Rousseau, “Second Discourse”, 185.

306 Rousseau, “Letter to Mirabeau”, 269.

%07 Rousseau, “Discourse on Political Economy”, 26.

308 See the discussion on Rousseau and Locke in StéplemburgRousseau’s Political
Philosophy: An Interpretation from With{fithaca and London: Cornell University Press,
1976); on Rousseau’s Hobbism, TutkeRights of War and Pearen Rousseau versus
Hobbes, Hilail GildinRousseau’s Social Contract: The Design of the Agpnim

(Chicago and London: The University of Chicago Byd983); also in Culler;reedom

in Rousseau’s Political Philosophielena RosenblatRousseau and Geneva: From the
First Discoursdo The Social Contragcti749-1764Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1997); very extensively in classical stubdieRoger Masterg he Political
Philosophy of RoussedBrinceton: Princeton University Press, 1968) ¥adghan,The
Political Writings of Jean Jacques Roussead Studies in the History of Political
Philosophy before and after Roussgand so on.

309 For example, Aristotle is the first authority Je&wmdin cites in a chapter on slavery.
See BodinThe Six Bookes of A Commonweald. Kenneth Douglas McRae (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1962), p.32.

310 After all, that we submit to the compulsion ofderis a precept that is “good but
superfluous...it will never be violated”; RousseaBptial Contract”, p.44.

311 Rousseau, “Social Contract”, p.43.

312 Bodin, p.84.

313 Franklin, pp.109-110.
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314 Grotius, The Rights of War and Pead@gok I, ed. Richard Tuck (Indianapolis:
Liberty Fund, 2005), pp.281-283.

315 Hobbes) eviathan p.127.

318 Hobbes) eviathan p.128.

317 Hobbes)_eviathan p.130; my italics.

318 parkin,Taming the Leviathan: The Reception of the Politcal Religious Ideas of
Thomas Hobbes in England 1640-1{@&mbridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010),
p.88 and p.373. It is important to note, howeveait Bmong Hobbes’s contemporaries,
not all de facto theorists assume tlegjurelegitimacy of the rule; in fact, many of them
assume the exact opposite; Hoekstra, “dééactoTurn in Hobbes’s Political
Philosophy”, inLeviathan After 350 Yearseds. Tom Sorell and Luc Foisneau (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 2004), p.50. Hoekstra opposesddtbhle factotheory of authority”
(by which Hobbes derives de jure authority fronfatdo power) to Ascham’sde facto
theory of obligation”.

319 Malcolm, Aspects of Hobbg©xford: Clarendon Press, 2002), pp.226-227.

320 Malcolm, p.227.

321 Grotius, The Rights of War and Pead@gok I, p.280.

322 Grotius, The Rights of War and Peadgok |, p.285. On the difference between civil
and personal liberties and what can be strippexlitiir a defeat in war, see p.332. “As
other things may be obtained in a just war, saitjte of the sovereign over a people,
and the right which the people themselves haveegard to the sovereignty, may be
acquired”; see Grotiughe Rights of War and Pead&ok Ill, p.1498.

323 samuel Pufendorf)n the Duty of Man and Citizen According to Naturatv, trans.
Michael Silverthorne (Cambridge: Cambridge Univigrgiress, 1991), p.147. See also
p.149. It is significant that only the king withettfullest sovereign power holds that
power in perpetuity; that is to say, he has thegraw pick his successors. In other words,
only conquest yields permanent power: “Kings whtilhibeir kingdom as a patrimony
can make arrangements about succession at thasypke Their arrangements will be
respected like the testaments of private perssspecially when a king has founded and
acquired his own kingdorhWe see the same argument with Grotius and Hobbes

324 See Tuck, pp.120-121. Conquest implies non-apjpicaf home land laws and
harsher exercise of war-time royal prerogativedofiial empires were fruit of
“conquest”; and yet conquest has the unpleasanication that the colonists now live
with law of war and conquest andréaterroyal authority” instead of the rule of the
home country, and it was precisely the coloniste wiere now most ardently resisting
the applicability of conquest rights in the landytthelped to seize from the aborigines.
325 Hoekstra, “A Lion in the House: Hobbes and Demogtain Rethinking the
Foundations of Modern Political Thouglgds. Annabel Brett and James Tully
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006), p§-2.

926 Hoekstra, “A Lion in the House”, pp.209-210.

327 pyfendorf,On the Duty of Man and Citizen according to Natural, ed. James
Tully (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991)48. See also p.129.

328 See, for example, GrotiuShe Rights of War and Peace, Bookfll1.379, and
HobbesDe Cive pp.206-207. The crucial difference between theghhowever, resides
in what they say of the legally permissible treatinaf the war prisoner turned slave.
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According to Pufendorf, “as soon as a mutual agesgraf association in the household
has been made between victor and vanquisdlegast enmity is deemed to be remitted.
After that it is a wrong on the part of the mastgen in the case of a slave so acquired
either to fail to provide him with the necessitidife or to be harsh to him without
reason, much less to put him to déaeeOn the Duty of Man and Citizep,130. For
Grotius, the conqueror has the right to kill theevsls (“the effects of this right are infinite,
so that there is nothing that the lord may notalbis slave...so that all manner of cruelty
may be exercised by the lords over their slaves3Téie Rights of War and Peace, Book
lll, p.1362), but Pufendorf’s dissenting view is thas theans the conqueror never
becomes a true master and the war prisoners neeentes a true servant. Only with the
continuation of the state of the nature could thequeror so easily evoke again the right
to kill the conquered. Hobbes’s position seemseta intermediary between the two
polar views held by Grotius and Pufendorf: the seig power acquired through
conquest would indeed include the power to killljsct in the future, but the subject
can also recover his natural liberty to self-degeimsthat case. But Pufendorf here is
insisting on something that Hobbes and Grotius sedmave denied: that violence must
truly cease between the victor and the vanquisiiednquest rights must be the sole
reliable bridge between the fleeting world of vimte and the world of moral permanence,
Pufendorf seems to want to end the state of natithegreater finality and bigger success
than Hobbes and Grotius. Hobbes'’s and Grotius'sraemt that the sovereign always
retains the right to punish and to kill at a futpent (and to make matters worse in the
case of Hobbes, the subject also retains the tigtesist) is certain to keep the state at
the edge of renewed violence and chaos thereafter.

329 HobbesThe Elements of Laypp.130-131. It is safe to assume Hobbes wroge thi
when abortion was not consideredteicefor parents. Pregnancy and giving birth is an
unconditional gift, which is precisely why the mettderives no right from giving and
preserving life. Giving or preserving life does generate any rights. This makes it still
clearer that when Hobbes says the title of domipi@mteeds from preservation, he really
means the title of dominion proceeds exclusivebyrfithe power to Kill.

339 Hobbes The Elements of Layp.131.

3! HobbesMan and Citizen: De Homine and De Gjeel. Bernard Gert (Indianapolis:
Hackett, 1994), p.213.

332 Grotius, The Rights of War and Peadgook 111, pp.1362-1364.

333 pyfendorf,On the Duty of Man and Citizep,131.

334 pyfendorf,On the Duty of Man and Citizep,129.

33 n theFirst Treatise after dismissing Filmer’s various arguments aliiiet of

dominion by fatherhood, Locke gets tantalizinglygsd to challenging the Hobbesian
argument that the parents’ sovereign right overr ttteldren actually stems from their
power to expose them. But Locke takes an entiridélgrént direction than Rousseau in
answering the question: instead of engaging tlgaraent in terms of state of nature,
Locke resorts to a very Thomistic line of reasonemggerting that it is not nature’s
intention for parents to snuff their young and hlagrperversity for exceptions. It is thus
the limitation of Locke’s natural law writing toifdo even envision a true state of nature
where no universal principles of ethics are yedldgthed. See Locke, “First Treatise”, in
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Two Treatises of Governmgi@ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), $.18
See also p.207.

3¢ Rousseau gives an articulate account of the désgaf temporality. But more than a
simple epistemology, Rousseau’s account of hundiatoovery and imagination of
temporality is one about man who is bound by hisingeto transgress any boundaries of
his anthropological “nature”. See Paul de Maltegories of Reading: Figural Language
in Rousseau, Nietzsche, Rilke, and Pr@histw Haven and London: Yale University
Press, 1979), p.140.

37«The right of conquest, as it maketh one man mmaster another, so also maketh it a
man to be master of the irrational creatures”. Hshbhe Elements of Law,129.

338 Hoekstra, “Thale factoTurn in Hobbes’s Political Philosophy”, pp.64-65.

339 HobbesThe Elements of Layp,129.

340 HobbesPe Cive p.126.

31 HobbesPe Cive pp.128-129.

342 HobbesPe Cive p.130.

33 Hobbes The Elements of Laww,125-126. Here Hobbes insists on the identicéitsig
of servants and captives: “when a servant takehdrwars, is kept bound in natural
bonds, as chains, and the like, or in prison; theté passed no covenant from the
servant to his masteigr those natural bonds have no need of strengtiteby the verbal
bonds of covenanand they shew the servent is not trusted.” WHiddbes allows that at
least for the chained captive “there remaineth. ghtrof delivering himself, if he can, by
what means soever.” Stilla“master...is to be supposed to have no less rignttbose,
whose bodies he leaveth at liberty, than over tiaskeepeth in bonds and imprisonment;
and hath absolute dominion over botBee HobbesThe Elements of Lawp.127; my
emphasis. That Hobbes would carefully distinguishrights and duties of captives who
have not yet surrendered and slaves who have ateedvitude irLeviathanis

evidence of Hobbes’s change of heart on the mogjadicial import of consent.

344 HobbesDe Cive pp.206-207.

34% Hobbes_eviathan p.148.

34% Hobbes)_eviathan p.145 and p.469.

347 Alan Ryan, “Hobbes and Individualism”, Rerspectives on Thomas Hobpeds. G.

A. J. Rogers and Alan Ryan (Oxford: Clarendon Pr&388), pp.90-91. See also p.92.
Ryan notes that Hobbes is drawn to the story of ftwbn the story there is no
consequentialism or reciprocity, just the awesoragmé God’'s power: “the right of
nature whereby God reigns over men and punisheae tihat break his laws is not
derived from the fact of his creating them...what Bebis concerned to deny is any
thought that ‘he required obedience, as of Graditied his benefits™. See p.96. The
relevant question for the leviathan, the earthlg,ge whether it should and could ask the
same of its subjects.

348 Hobbes)_eviathan p.92.

349 Hobbes The Elements of Law,129.

%9 The savage is “always near danger, Savage manlikeisd sleep and be light
sleeper”, and his reason is of such a kind thatdbles not make a movement, not a step,
without having beforehand envisaged the conseqgsenReusseau, “Second Discourse”,
pp.139-140 ané&mile p.118.
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%1 Ryan, pp.98-99.

%2 Malcolm, p.36.

%3 David Gauthier, “Hobbes’s Social Contract,"Rerspectives on Thomas Hobpes
p.125 and p.151. See also Jean Hamptoibes and the Social Contract Tradition
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988).

%4 Jean-Jacques Rousseau, “The State of Walh@Social Contract and Other Later
Political Writings trans. Victor Gourevitch (Cambridge: Cambridgavérsity Press,
1997), p.173

%% Thomas Hobbeg he Elements of Law: Human Nature and De Corpotéiém, ed. J.
C. A. Gaskin (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1994.41.

%% Documenting Rousseau’s own usage of the term “thoray be in order here. In
“Discourse on Political Economy”, he writes “Thedyqolitic is...a moral being that has
a will; and this general will...tends to the pres¢imaand well-being of the whole and of
each part” (p.6), attributing free will to the mbbeing. But in the “Geneva Manuscript”
Rousseau’s emphasis on what defines the moral Iskiftg from the question of will to
the divergence of the will of the whole and thel wilthe constituent parts: a moral being
has “qualities of its own and distinct from thog$eh® particular Beings constituting it,
more or less as chemical compounds have propertieh they owe to none of the
components that make them up” (p.155); here Rousseans to stress mainly that the
moral quality of a being is not seen as a resulhefmechanical accumulation of its parts
and that ethics is defined by its contradistinctiath physics. Neither definition of
morals originates with Rousseau, and neither maghlsonto the purpose and results of
his investigation of the origins of our civility dmorality. Leo Strauss details
Rousseau’s difficulty with using either free will thhe dualistic metaphysics of man and
machine as the foundation of his argument in the8e Discourse and argues that he
replaces “freedom” by “perfectibility” in the tekd avoid dispute on the definition of
man (for “no one can deny the fact that man isrdisished from the brutes by
perfectibility”; StraussNatural Right and HistoryChicago and London: University of
Chicago Press, 1953), p.265). The substitutiomefterm for another tightly bounds
man’s morality to his perfectibility and entailsaattwhat Rousseau means by the term
“moral” accommodates his account of humankind’dean from savages to members
of civil society. For this reason this chapter tkthe issue of free will and focuses
instead on how Rousseau’s story of our linguistid epistemological evolution gives
moral character and legitimacy to our actions.

%7«\W]ar does not consist of one or a few unprematdi conflicts, or even of homicide
or murder as long as they are committed in a lfitief anger. Instead, war consists in
constant, reflected, and manifest will to destrag’e enemy...one needs coolness and
reason—both of which produce a lasting resolve.. gutdic effects of this will reduced
into acts are calleldostilities” Rousseau, “Manuscript on ‘The State of War”,
reconstructed in Roosevelt, p.195; my italics.

%8 Jean Starobinskiean-Jacques Rousseau: Transparency and Obstry¢taors.

Arthur Goldhammer (Chicago and London: Universit¥Chicago Press, 1971), pp.309-
10.

39 Starobinski, p.305.

360 Rousseau, “Second Discourse”, p.132.
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31 Rousseau, “Second Discourse”, p.132; my emphasis.

362 Rousseau, “Second Discourse”, p.145.

363 Rousseau, “The State of War”, p.155.

364 Starobinski, p.25; my italics.

3% He indicates that the big mistake Hobbes commitss description of men in the
state of nature is to imagine a race of human Iseivtyp are “naturally intrepid, and [seek]
only to attack, and to fight”; Rousseau, “Secorstdurse”, p.135.

365 Examples of Rousseau’s description of savage#ni® against each other can be
found in “The State of War” (p.155) and “Essay ba Origin of Languages in which
Something is Said about Melody and Musical Imitaition The Discourses and Other
Early Political Writings pp.268-69). The latter is especially relevarth® discussion of
the Second Discourseince it was composed at around the same tirttee@econd
Discourse suggesting that when Rousseau’s descriptionwafges changed from
timidity to ferocity, it was not a considered charg mind. It is plausible that Rousseau
simply accepts this equivocation in his speculaiohwhat savages were truly like and
does not deem the ambivalence damaging to his lbtleeais at all.

367 Between sexual partners, “males and females uniteithout speech being an
especially necessary interpreter of what they badlt one another”; a mother nurtures
her newborn less because of the latter’s vocalarizelp but more “because of her own
need”; and the merchants of the Orient can “trarahtheir business in public and yet
secretly without having exchanged a single wordusgseau, “Second Discourse”, p.145,
“Essay on the Origin of Languages”, p.251.

368 Rousseau, “Second Discourse”, p.143.

369 Rousseau, “Second Discourse”, p.148.

370 Rousseau, “Second Discourse”, p.143.

371 ynda Lange, “Rousseau and modern feminismEéminist Interpretations of Jean-
Jacques Rousseaed. Lynda Lange (University Park, Penn: Pennsyl/&tate
University Press, 2002), p.30

372 Masters The Political Philosophy of Rousseau131 and p.169.

373 Rousseau, “Second Discourse”, p.145.

37 Rousseau, “Essay on the Origin of Languages”, .26

37> Rousseau, “Second Discourse”, pp.139-140.

376 Are tyranny, war and crimes not the very evidefiee also burden) of humankind’s
acquired historicity? Rousseau would ask eloquefifi{hat would become of History, if
there were neither Tyrants, nor Wars, nor Congmis&’ Rousseau, “Discourse on the
Sciences and Artsr First Discourse”, imhe Discourses and Other Early Political
Writings, p.16.

37T Hobbes)_eviathan p.84; my italics.

378 Hobbes)_eviathan p.85; my italics.

379 Tuck, The Rights of War and Peace: Political Thought #relinternational Order
from Grotius to Kan{Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999).

30 penny Weiss and Anne Harper, pp.46-47.

381 \Weiss and Harper, p.50.

32\\eiss and Harper, p.57.

383 Rousseau, “Second Discourse”, p.1565.
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384 Rousseau, “Second Discourse”, p.1565.

385 |n Emile, Rousseau would in fact condemn infidelity anchimstity in the strongest
terms. Se&mile pp.324, 429. See also Ingrid Makus, “Femininen€alment’ and
‘Masculine Openness”, ikeminist Interpretations of Jean-Jacques Rousspdl®0 and
Mark Hulliung, The Autocritique of Enlightenment: Rousseau andPthitosophes
(Cambridge and London: Harvard University Pres94)9p.189 and p.195.

%6 Rousseau, “The State of war”, p.166.

387 Rousseau, “Of the Social Contract or PrincipleBdaltical Right”, inThe Social
Contract and Other Later Political Writingpp.46-47.

388 Rousseau, “State of war”, p.175.

3894 Tlhe state of war cannot arise from simple peadaelations but only from property
relations”. Rousseau, “Social Contract”, p.46.

399 RoussealEmile: or on Educationtrans. Allan Bloom (New York: Basic Books,
1979), p.39.

391 That romantic relationship is ultimately a ratibredationship is beyond doubt.
Emile’s education helps him use reason to tameecsedual passion and replace it with
fine taste and true attraction: “choice, prefersnpersonal attachments”, they seem “to
be the opposite of reason” but ultimately “[com@s from it”. Once we choose,
“except for the beloved object, one sex ceases @nlgthing for the other”, thereby
reversing the natural promiscuity of the human r&s= Roussealimile, pp.214, 397,
429.

392 Rousseau, “The State of War,” p.165.

393 Aristotle, The Politics(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988), qu@ted in
Tuck, p.66.

394 Rousseau, “Essay on the Origin of Languages”,@9p271. Of course, Rousseau
makes this suggestion without the slightest trdceoay.

39° Rousseau, “The State of War”. See also VaugBardies in the History of Political
Philosophy before and after Rousseau, V/@d48-53.

396 Rousseau, “Social Contract”, p.43.

397 Rousseau, “From the Early Versions of the Soci@itéct Known as the Geneva
Manuscript”, inThe Social Contract and Other Later Political Whijis See also Masters,
The Political Philosophy of Roussegp.281-283.

398 Rousseau, “Second Discourse”, p.172.

399 Rousseau, “Second Discourse”, p.172.

00 Rousseau, “The Social Contract”, p.48.

0L Cullen, p.77.

02 Rousseau, “Geneva Manuscript”, p.156. It is us¢hdrefore, to remember that even
where Hobbes comes the closest to a denunciatitredfoole” who recognizes no
public justice or interest (e.g., Leviathan, Chafte), his real target has been tbed

fool, not the silent fool, the latter’s rationaliyd cynicism still beyond reproach in
Hobbes’s political philosophy. See Hoekstra, “Habbad the ‘FoolePolitical Theory
Vol. 25, No.5 (Oct., 1997), pp.620-654. In otherds) whereas Rousseau’s contract
aims at overcoming that cynicism and sophism,dfscism, albeit carefully disguised,
is deeply embedded in the rationality in the Holdoeagent living in civil society.

03 Rousseau, “Geneva Manuscript”, p.154.
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04 Rousseau, “Second Discourse”, p.185, and “Essali@®rigin of Languages”, p.299.
%3 Viroli, p.46.

406 Rousseau, “Social Contract”, p.61.

07 Rousseau, “Social Contract”, p.64.

“08 Rousseau, “Second Discourse”, p.163.

09 Rousseau, “Second Discourse”, p.163.

19 Rousseau, “Second Discourse”, p.163.

“11 Rousseau, “Social Contract”, p.53.

12 Rousseau, “The Social Contract”, p.53.

“13 Rousseau, “The Social Contract”, p.50.

1% Rousseau, “The Social Contract”, p.50.

15 Rousseau, “The Second Discourse”, p.141.

1 Rousseau, “The Second Discourse”, pp.168-170.

“" Rousseau, “The Second Discourse”, p.171. Of coimtheSecond Treatise of
GovernmentLocke said the same about the explosive impattteosubstitution of metal
coins for perishable goods during the nascencwpital accumulation.

18 Rousseau, “Essay on the Origin of Languages”, 5%254.

419 Especially the “name of tyranny”, which means ireghmore and nothing less than
“the name of sovereignty” in Hobbes’s opinion, mistnevertheless considered
seditious as political rhetoric; skeviathan p.470 and many other instances elsewhere in
Leviathanas well as irBBehemonttandDe Cive

420 Even when men do not intend to deceive othersghutrthere are reasons for them to
use insignificant speeches or unstable significati®Wwhen we conceive the same things
differently, we can hardly avoid different naminigtieem. For though the nature of that
we conceive, be the same; yet the diversity ofreaeption of it, in respect of different
constitutions of body, and prejudices of opinioiveg every thing a tincture of our
different passions. And therefore in reasoningaa must take heed of words; which
besides the signification of what we imagine ofithature, have a signification also of
the nature, disposition, and interest of the speakeh as are the namesvotues and
vices for one man calletivisdom what another callefiéar, and onecruelty, what
anothejjustice oneprodigality, what anothemagnanimity and onegravity, what
anotherstupidity, &c. and therefore such names can never be tauwengs of any
ratiocination.” Hobbed,eviathan p.27. The last line in the passage, if read wiehfinal
paragraphs in the “Review” at the end_eviathan almost seems to assert that a rigorous
political science that can tell true and false ol reasoning apart is a more serious
business than politics itself — and the sciencailshcertainly precede the politics.

2! Rousseau, “Essay on the Origin of Languages”,3.25

422 Rousseau, “Essay on the Origin of Languages”,4.25

23 Rousseau, “Essay on the Origin of Languages”,3.25

24 Rousseau, “Essay on the Origin of Languages”,4.25

2% de Man, p.152.

2% de Man, p.152.

2T As such, the concept is just a metaphor that pamand masks the fact that, given the
infinite diversity of denominations, a languagepnder to function, needs something to
“[literalize] its referential indetermination int specific unit of meaning”; de Man, p.153.
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28 de Man, p.151. According to de Man, “the similgiit size and in the observable
attributes of strength should, at first sight, @assuringly and make the reaction less
anxious than if the man had encountered a beation.ayet Rousseau stresses fright,
and Derrida is certainly right in stating that tet of denomination that follows — calling
the other man a giant, a process that Rousseatiltbssas a figural use of language —
displaces the referential meaning from an outwasible property to an ‘inward’ feeling.
The coinage of the word ‘giant’ simply means ‘I afraid.’...fear is the result of a
possible discrepancy between the outer and the properties of entities. It can be
shown that, for Rousseau, all passions —whethgriibdove, pity, anger, or even a
borderline case between passion and need suchras &ee characterized by such a
discrepancy; they are based not on the knowledgestith a difference exists, but on the
hypothesis that it might exist, a possibility tkah never be proven or disproven by
empirical or by analytical means. A statement sfrdist is neither true nor false: it is
rather in the nature of a permanent hypothesid5@.

29 de Man, p.154.

3% de Man, p.156.

3! de Man, p.159.

432 Kahn,Wayward Contracts: The Crisis of Political Obligatiin England, 1640-1674
(Princeton and Oxford: Princeton University Pre&¥)4), p.150.

33 Rousseau, “The Social Contract”, p.122.

3% Rousseau, “The Social Contract”, p.59.

35 Rousseau, “The Social Contract”, p.60.

3% |n the republican tradition, the eulogies offetedhe good and virtuous citizen who is
entirely devoted to the public good are countl@ssesthe day of the Romans. But | will
offer one example from theontractualisttradition of the “good” political subject:
Pufendorf argues that at least some citizens dgtdalbecome good citizens who
promptly obey all orders and not just out of feBponishment. So at least some
Pufendorfian subjects, if not most or even manghef, can be elevated above the
cynical rationality that the awesome and overwhetnpower of the Leviathan is the
only thing that deters rebellion. Again, only a dmanority can transcend that kind of
cynicism: “Most people are barely restrained by fifgounishmentMany remain bad
citizens throughout their lives and not politicadiaals” Pufendorf,On the Duty of Man
and Citizen p.133. We will not find a Pufendorfian “good”izién in the Leviathan, but
Hobbes firmly rebukes “the fool” as well; in additi, Hobbes desperately wants to
preserve the distinction between people who evio&ie hatural right of self-preservation
to resist the state and people who violate nataved to rebel against the state. It is
interesting to read Rousseau as a republican amdtthread his remarks that says all
citizens err and the difference between the gotizeci and the bad citizen is in the
degree and direction of civic deviancy — which néweless does not make Rousseau a
cynic, just as the idea of the “good” citizen does make Pufendorf less of a cynic.

*3" Rousseau, “The Social Contract”, p.60.

38 Rousseau, “Second Discourse”, p.161.

4391t would be beside the point to say that the tysataste for sociability and social life
sounds utterly depraved, a point that the Greeldentang ago: in the very least he
craved the social ties, much like what Hannah Arevalld later say about the different
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perceptions a proletarian would hold of the indaktrapitalists who mercilessly
exploited him and those (Jewish) financial captalwho did not even have that level of
economic and social relationship with the worker.

440 Rousseau, “Second Discourse”, p.185.

41 At least the tyrant appearing at the end of3keond Discourse

442 Kahn, p.135, Hoekstra says something similar abwitvord “tyranny” and its
abusive use during the civil war; see Hoekstraydinus Rex vs. LeviathanPacific
Philosophical Quarterly92 (2001), pp.420-446.

443 Kahn, p.27.

444 Aristotle, Politics, 1280a7.

5 Aristotle, Politics, 1301b26.

4% De Man, p.158.

47 Rousseau, “The Social Contract”, pp.90-92. Ecowaltyi and administratively,
Rousseau stresses the poverty of democraciespbettp does not necessitate constant
vigilance (“Let’s add that there is no Governmensabject to civil wars and intestine
turmoil as Democratic or popular Government”). Tésue here is whether we must call
for vigilance formodernreasons (i.e., in Rousseau’s time democracy wasdfonly in
poorer, more barren, and less populous nation®y aeasons classical philosophers
offered: that democracy easily slides into a paléidy fractious form of politics,

certainly more fractious than in monarchies anstacracies.

48 |n the chapter on democracy, | believe Roussealiditly compares the drawbacks of
the monarchic and the democratic forms of goverrnnténs not good that he who
makes the laws execute them, nor that the bodyeopéople turn its attention away from
general considerations, to devote it to particalgects. Nothing is more dangerous than
the influence of private interests on public aBaandabuse of the laws by the
Government is a lesser evil than the corruptiothefLawgivey which is the inevitable
consequences of particular considerations.” Rous$&ae Social Contract”, p.91. We
shall recall that for Rousseau the strongest anst aaiive government is monarchic,
whereas democracy is the weakest form of governmkith also enrolls most members
of the republic in its magistracy. By virtue of ggength and activity, therefore,
monarchy is most easily abusive; by contrast, mal@acy where the executive function
of the state is so weak and the legislative poweacsive, the sovereign itself threatens to
bring its weight to bear on economic inequalitied ¢hus threatens to escalate any social
disparities between classes into a political cpsisse Montesquieu’s analysis of
democracy does not involve the conceptual difféeagionh of government and sovereignty,
but he too notes that in a democracy where viduadking the state tends to be gripped
by endless civil turmoil; see Montesquidine Spirit of Lawp.22.

*“De Man, p.158.

450 Rousseau, “The Social Contract”, p.49.

! Bates, p.186.

52 Rousseau, “The Social Contract”, p.50.

453 Bates, p.xiv.

5% Hoekstra, “Early Modern Absolutism and Constitaiism”, Cardozo Law Review
vol.34, p.1080. Similarly, Bates argues that theghtenment concept of the political is
“not at all limited by the specific historical forof the state in place during this period of
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absolutism and expansionist colonialism... Thetgrehievement of the Enlightenment
was the discovery that formal characteristic obhtical community were absolutely
independent of the contingent formation of concheteman communities”; Bates, pp.28-
29.

5% Bodin, p.84.

456 Bodin, p.84.

57 Bodin, pp.85-87.

58 Grotius, The Rights of War and Pead®gok |, pp.281-283.

459 Rousseau, “The Social Contract”, p.44.

%0 Hobbes) eviathan p.124.

6 Hobbes) eviathan p.125.

%2 Hobbes | eviathan pp.125-126.

63 Rousseau, “The Social Contract”, p.90.

64 Rousseau, “The Social Contract”, pp.70-71.

6% Meinecke, p.57.

466«0n the threshold to modernity, two parallel discses have been set in motion. On
the one hand, there is a defense of the centtal asaan independent power — sovereign
in its territory — that brings order and justiceatparticular society...On the other, there is
an acute interest in discovering the best kindegfme to fulfill that task. For this reason,
the autonomy of the state at this moment was alwaggrstood as the autonomy of a
particularkind of authority. It was not an abstract logic of gwditical”; Bates, p.40.

47 Bates, p.51.

68 By his own argument, “[statecraft] is still inflneed in many ways by the old
absolutist methods which include it to seek forlikst, the ideal and normal State,
instead of the concrete and individual one”; Mekee@.18.

%9 |ndeed, in Rousseau’s theory of government artititisn, we see that “the ability to
coerce and unify the members of political sociepuld not be imagined as a higher-
level sovereign force that would make this art#lddeast move and act”; Bates, p.193.
470 «Conventional” justice, that is, artificial and\iag only contractual or conventional
basis, the kind that, in Strauss’s opinion, setleeggenealogical link between antiquity
and the Hobbesian/Rousseauean modernity and is lggefinition sophistic. See Strauss,
The Political Philosophy of Hobbes: Its Basis atslGenesigChicago & London:
University of Chicago Press, 1952). Tuck expresseseservation on Strauss’s contrast
between ancient and modern natural laWwhe Rights of War and Pegsee Tuck, p.4.
*’! Rousseau, “Essay on the Origin of Languages”,4.38e also de Man, p.152.

472 de Man, p.152.

73 de Man, p.154.

474 Rousseau, “The Social Contract”, p.79.

"> He asks rhetorically, “If abuse is inevitable, slitsfollow that it ought not at least be
regulated?” Rousseau, “The Social Contract”, py.98-

*’® Hobbes) eviathan p.21. Other examples are too many.

*"" Hobbes)_eviathan p.186.
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