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Abstract

Seventeenth- and eighteenth-century social camtalmsophy altered the
relationship between the individual and societythiis period, society shifted from the
previous model of the body politic, to a new coricgpereby a diverse group of
individuals unite to protect their private rightg forming a social contract. Hobbes,
Locke and Rousseau all struggle to develop a mafdsiciety which places the
individual first. Empiricist critics of this traddn such as Hume and Smith were also
influenced by the social contract's revolutionargividualism, but more skeptical of its
model of community. The social contract perspecéind its problems directly influenced
the French Revolution, and — by extension — BriRgimantic literature. But the social
contract has received little attention in a criticadition dominated by an interest in
German idealism, and by a firm belief in Romantitgsavoidance of socio-historical
context. This study of the social contract tradgisanfluence on canonical Romantic-era
texts seeks to refocus Romanticism's politicalaelareness. My dissertation adds to a
recent interest in empiricist contexts, expandixigtent discussion to focus on the social
contract in several exemplary Romantic-era works.

William Wordsworth'sPreludeis arguably the archetypal Romantic poem, and
also the target of recent new historicist criticigrtrace its dynamic dialogue with
Rousseau over its long editorial history. WordsWwamcounters similar difficulties to
Rousseau’'s alienated modern subjects, who expersemiety as hostile to individual
desires. | then examine William Godwin's ambivaldiatogue with social contract
philosophy, comparingnquiry Concerning Political Justia® Fleetwood which is

critical of individualistic social theorietn FrankensteinMary Shelley critiques the



social contract myth of originary independenceying directly on Rousseau and also
on Mary Wollstonecraft's references to him. ThesenBntic texts, written a generation
afterThe Social Contracind in the wake of the French Revolution, engagenew
concern with forming a society of isolated indivadist Two hundred years later, this
problem remains at the foreground of political ttyepartially explaining the
contemporary fascination with Romantic icons, sastWordsworthian nature, the

Romantic-Godwinian solitary and Frankenstein'storea



Résumé

La philosophie du contrat social des X3t XVIII° siecles a modifié la relation
entre I'individu et la société. Pendant cette pi#gjda société est passée du précédent
modéle du corps politique & un nouveau concept@emduquel un groupe d’individus
différents s’unissent pour protéger leurs droit@tblissant un contrat social. Hobbes,
Locke et Rousseau ont lutté pour développer un taatesociété qui met I'individu a la
premiére place. Des critiques empiristes de cedthbtion comme Hume et Smith furent
aussi influenceés par I'individualisme révolutiomeadlu contrat social, tout en étant plus
sceptiques quant a son modele de communauté. Epgmtive du contrat social a eu une
influence directe sur la Révolution francaise, pb+extension — sur la littérature
romantique anglaise.

Mais le contrat social n’a pas retenu l'attenticumeé tradition critique dominée
par son intérét pour I'idéalisme germanique, etyrar ferme croyance dans le fait que le
romantisme annulait tout contexte socio-historiqiette étude de I'influence de la
tradition du contrat social sur des textes can@sglu romantisme vise a recentrer la
conscience politique du romantisme. Mon travaitetherche s’ajoute a un récent intérét
pour les contextes empiriques, il élargit les delbait en les concentrant sur le contrat
social dans plusieurs ouvrages exemplaires du rasnag

Le Préludede William Wordsworth, sans doute I'archétype dampe
romantique, est aussi la cible de la récente nteieatique historiciste. Je retrace son
dialogue dynamique avec les théories de Rousseaa songue histoire éditoriale.

Wordsworth rencontre des difficultés similaireselecdes sujets modernes aliénés de



Rousseau, qui ressentent la société comme hoskldésirs individuels. J’'examine
ensuite le dialogue ambivalent de William Godwie@la philosophie du contrat social,
comparanEnquiry Concerning Political JusticgFleetwood qui met en question les
théories sociales individualistes. DdfrankensteinMary Shelley critique le mythe de
'indépendance originelle dans le contrat socialspirant directement de Rousseau ainsi
que des références qu’y fait Mary Wollstonecraéis @xtes romantiques, écrits une
génération aprédu contrat sociakt a la suite de la Révolution francaise, s’irdéeat a

la formation d’'une société composée d’individuddsoDeux cents ans plus tard, ce
probléme reste au premier plan de la théorie paktj expliquant en partie la fascination
contemporaine pour les icones romantiques, commatlae de Wordsworth, le solitaire

du romantique Godwin et la créature de Frankenstein

Vi



Introduction
Man as an Island: The Social Contract and Romanti€riticism

"l ... was reduced to a meer state of nature[.]" @2eRobinson Cruso84)

In Emile, Rousseau prescribes a strict literary diet fenjoiung student, which
initially consists of a single book. He explain]His is the first book Emile will read;
for a long time it will form his whole library .... Wat is this wonderful book? Is it
Aristotle? Pliny? Buffon? No; it iRobinson Crusdg(Emile 176). Rousseau introduces
Emile toRobinson Cruso@ order "[to] make a reality of the desert islamoich
formerly served as an illustration. The conditibopnfess, is not that of a social being,
nor is it in all probability Emile's own conditiobut he should use it as a standard of
comparison for all other conditions" (176-77). Remn Crusoe describes shipwreck as
being 'divided from mankind.. banish'd from human sociétgnd complains of being
"reduced to a meer state of nature” (Defoe 54,Bdf) he soon discovers that he is "more
happy in this solitary condition, than | should &deen in a liberty of society” (90).
After "eight and twenty years, two months, and 19 dags,jisoe finally leaves the island
with reformed concepts of individuality and socldpj to lead a prosperous and
successful life in England (219).

Seventeenth- and eighteenth-century social corplatisophy posits a founding
narrative whereby people once lived in an origomidition of indifference to one
another. It presents society as a diverse bodyiwdte individuals who unite in order to
protect their rights. Critics have generally foaisa the ways that eighteenth- and
nineteenth-century literature tried to embody theais of the social contract. Kevin Cope

points to the influence of social contract theomtloe emerging genre of the novel,



which attempts "[to absorb] variant individualsarhe fiction of the totality” (937).
According to Cope, eighteenth-century fiction andial contract theory are both
concerned with constructing and solidifying a newial identity through narrative
devices. Angela Esterhammer also notes the clagearodion of social contract theory,
empiricism and revolutionary discourse, which colggeRomantic writers "to think
about language in a pragmatic context ... [bringedgjut the conditions for an
intersection of politics, philosophy of languagel diterature” (67). Likewise, David
Spadafora classifies British Romantic literaturéhm a broader empiricist trend of
optimism (389-91). He argues that "the idea of peeg was the normal vision of history
in high eighteenth-century Britain, and it becam&reasingly dominant as the period
proceeded" (18). These critics all therefore ackedge a strong connection between
Romanticism, the social contract and Enlightennpiiiibsophy, but view this
relationship as straightforward and constructive.

In this dissertation, | argue that the influencéhaf social contract on Romantic
literature was in fact largely negative, and thatrantic writers were primarily
concerned with criticizing several major problentsckh emerge from social contract
theory. The social contract proffers an empowegattept of individualism, but proposes
a more troubled model of sociability. It denaturesi the notion of obligation to others,
and posits the individual as conceptually priotht® community. It suggests that people
do not form societies to realize a broader soé&bu, or because they care for one
another, but for more personal secondary gainsesttendeavoring to pool resources. At
worst, ironically, this inherently individualistibeory often postulates a return to

coercion, which is presented as the sole meansayfgteeing individual liberty. These



problems arise because social contract societeefoanded on the paradoxical rationale
of protecting individuals from the very presencetifers. Social contract writers were
generally aware of these theoretical difficultiesting individuals into a social body, and
of tensions between utopian individualism and dyisto sociability, but were also unable
to resolve them. Instead, they engaged with thessdns indirectly through literature
and rhetoric, rather than directly through theiabphilosophies.

This literary quality of social contract philosopégabled its easy assimilation
into eighteenth- and nineteenth-century literatt@lowing David Hume, Romantic
writers read "[thektate of nature.. as a mere fiction, not unlike that of thelden age
which poets have inventedTreatise493). William Godwin's view of the novel as
"endeavour[ing] by discussion and reasoning tocéfiegrand and comprehensive
improvement ... [on society's] members" can be trdodte close intersection of literary
and socio-political narratives in social contraeti@sophy Fleetwood49). But
responding to the subversive literary subtext afaaontract theory, as well as to its
individualistic ethos, Romantic-era writers werelimed to focus on the failures and
tensions of social contract theory in their literat They were no longer able to perceive
themselves as representatives of their societyad$een the norm in previous periods,
but rather as its critics. Repeatedly, they imagiogety as a conglomerate of individual
parts, and literature as a site for exploringigsures.

From a variety of perspectives, Romantic writesoahourn the loss of the
former body politic model. Since antiquity, the gihad symbolized the spiritual center
of the community, embodying "one and the same masdtis subjects (Virgilzeorgics

132). Christopher Hill notes the seventeenth cgrasra period of sharp transition,



whereby Charles I's assassination literally distedrthe body politic, thus
"undermin[ing] men's traditional belief in the ety of the old order in Church and
state” (Hill 259). He suggests that by the eightieeentury, the contract had taken its
place, dominating economics, theology and poldéigshe prototype for the tenuous bond
between god and humans, and — by extension — betveeéety and its members (239).
Intellectual historians mark the eighteenth cenagya turning-point away from the
former, more cohesive body politic model, and tahiadividualism. Benedict Anderson
dates the advent of the concept of individual imagion and concomitant narratives of
community to the late eighteenth century (4). Hpuas that the rise of nationalism
during the eighteenth century creates a shift whetthe members of even the smallest
nation will never know most of their fellow membersyet in the minds of each lives the
image of their communion" (6). Michel Foucault aidentifies the eighteenth century as
the historical nexus whereat the individual eme@gthe dominant means of social
organization (cfDiscipline191; Reader242). In this era of rapid demographic
expansion, economic change and industrializatespansibility for upholding the
greater whole moves away from a centralized lo¢ymower and toward the individual.
Mary Poovey comments on the shift of political podem the center to the margins,
which supported the more diffuse form of the emegdiberal government (7).

More than two hundred years later, Western cultemeains preoccupied with
reconciling the private individual to a broaderiabbody. Jean-Luc Nancy describes the
postmodern individual as the vestige of the deakbsdy politic tradition: "the
individual is merely the residue of the experientéhe dissolution of community. By its

nature — as its name indicates, it is the atomintheisible — the individual reveals that it



Is the abstract result of a decomposition” (3). Tdaefinition of community in lieu of
individualism, the limits of privacy rights, publgecurity, and the evolving role of virtual
social networks, are a sample of popular debatéshvihoward Rheingold traces to the
social contract rationale that people form commesito share "collective goods" for
personal gain (2, 13)I explore the origins of this influential modeldaits early forms of

critique in British Romanticism.

The Ciritical Tradition

In the "Preface tayrical Ballads" William Wordsworth connects Romantic
literature to a new and "far more philosophicablaage" than in the past ("Preface" 124).
Critics have often related this change of focuth#influx of German idealism into
Britain. But this approach separates British Ronegsrh from its immediate empiricist
context, and anachronistically affiliates it toctsol of thought that seeks to elevate art
into a transcendent realm. Neo-Kantianism is eewas to much of actual Romantic
literature, and belongs more to the critics. Assult, British Romanticism's canonical
texts have often been viewed as idealized andigallit evasive. In this section, | trace
the progress of British Romanticism's relationdbigerman idealism from its origins in
M. H. Abrams'dNatural Supernaturalispthrough the criticisms of deconstruction in the
works of Paul de Man, to its attack by new hisisrit | then consider a current critical
interest in the relationship between Romanticisih @mpiricism, from which my own

works emerges. In the following section, | discBasnuel Taylor Coleridge, the only

! See the popularity of theBC television seriekost(2004-10), which dramatizes characters named after
social contract philosophers, who form a new sgaeta desert island after their plane crashes.



canonical Romantic poet to have engaged signifigavith German idealism.l suggest
that concepts of a social contract and of individnaare also important to his works,
albeit often suppressed by Coleridge himself. mabriefly examineTheRime of the
Ancient Mariner(1817) to demonstrate its references to the sooiatract tradition.

British Romanticism is often read through tradiSamhich were obscure to the
writers themselves, but which have since come toidate our understandings of their
works. Critical history and Romantic texts are #fere closely related but discrete
entities. Since the Second World War, critics hstemdardly ascribed an idealist agenda
to Romantic texts. Initially, this provided a mearfseestablishing British Romanticism
in the literary pantheon after the attacks of Nawi€sm, which discredited
Romanticism as a disorganized and overly sentirhétesry movement.Cairns Craig
explains the logic of this re-contextualizationBsftish Romanticism through the German
tradition:

By reading Wordsworth and Coleridge as the Enggphivalents of Kant and

Hegel, critics who operate in a tradition whichs&ant and Hegel as the crucial

turning points of modern thought reflect back updordsworth and Coleridge

the philosophical significance accorded to theirrz@n contemporaries. ("Hume"

23)

According to Cairns, this idealist model of transdence incorporates a necessary

displacement "of all previous forms of aesthetioking, a HegeliarAufhebung' which

serves to marginalize the original empiricist catgeof British Romanticism ("Hume"

’ The less canonical Henry Crabb Robinson also fea@erman idealists. See Eugene Stelzig's recent
studyHenry Crabb Robinson in Germany: A Study in Ninette€Century Life Writingin which Stelzig
argues that Robinson's letters to khenthly Registemtroduced Kantian thought to England in the early
1800s (65).

* In this context, see especially T. S. Eliot's "Ttiad and the Individual Talent.” In discussing
Wordsworth, Eliot argues: "'emotion recollectedramquility’ is an inexact formula .... Poetry is r@ot
turning loose of emotion, but an escape from emofiids not the expression of personality, buteanape
from personality. But, of course, only those whedpersonality and emotions know what it means to
want to escape from these things" (96-97).



23)* Sarah Zimmerman observes that Abrams's post Sabond War account of
Romantic transcendence not only displaced othdogphical traditions, but also came
to displace the Romantic texts themselves. Abraatg€sunt was so persuasive that "[it]
gained an odd afterlife as the object of critigself" (Zimmerman 16). David Perkins
notes this tendency of critical agendas to subsRomantic texts, reflecting "a kind of
bad faith" on the part of the critic (428). A gestgon after Abrams's earnest attempt to
rehabilitate British Romanticism from the attackdNew Criticism by forging an
anachronistic parallelism with German idealisms ti@-contextualization rendered
Romanticism subject to attack. New historicism @ssito Romantic poetry the "common
frailty [of]: bad faith" which, as Perkins argu@gpertains to the critic (McGanByron
192).

In his classicThe Mirror and the LampAbrams celebrates a "change from
imitation to expression" in a transition from en@st to Romantic aesthetici{rror
57). He argues that Romantic writers separatedsbkms from an empiricist model
which views the mind as receptive, ascribing iaative role in the construction of
reality. InNatural SupernaturalisipnpAbrams attempts to distinguish his own approach
from the former new critical appraisal "that Romamtriters evaded the political and
social crises of their era by ignoring them, ordsgaping into a fantasy world\étural
357). Having rejected empiricism, Abrams seekeswa context for Romanticism, and
finds it in the notion that Romantic writers shar#dee social, intellectual, and emotional

climate" of the German idealists ("Constructing71Natural 256). Thus, as Craig

* Craig observes that the critical focus on the BhgGerman nexus has entirely marginalized other
contexts, such as Scottish Romanticism ("Hume" B2)suggests "that the 'Romantic ideology' is ... the
product of a specificallpational mapping of Romanticism” (20).



observes, Abrams dismisses empiricism as "the deaght from which Wordsworth and
Coleridge had to release themselves before thelg ¢ake flight on the wings of the
Kantian transcendental” ("Kant" 43). But ironigalAbrams's postulation of this new
context counterproductively perpetuated the verpal@icization of Romantic literature
which he set out to correct. Effectively, his arganhremoved Romanticism from its
immediate socio-historical setting, and yoked iatdistant, transcendental model.

Deconstructive criticism takes issue with Abrané&slist reading of the
Romantic text, whereby Abrams suggests that Rowiantiovercomes "alienation from
the world ... the cleavage between subject and dbjabrams,Mirror 65). Instead of
the German idealists, Paul de Man recontextuakRzeaanticism through Rousseau's
rhetoric. De Man thus resituates Romanticism firmithin the empiricist tradition, but
focuses on empiricism's rhetorical aspects andudeslits political contexts. Criticizing
Abrams's self-professed aspiration to "the trad@lavay of reading literature,” he calls
attention to the rhetorical complexity of the Romatext (Abrams, "Constructing” 159).
Instead of Abrams's values of universality andhtrde Man recognizes the ironic aspects
of Romantic rhetoric, and privileges a non-ideatistdel which entails self-contradiction
and questions its own premisdgl€égoriesix, 252-53). De Man contrasts Rousseau's
figural pattern of self-contradiction to Abramstssfulation of a "dialectic relationship
between subject and object” in the Romantic tBxieforic208). He criticizes Abrams's
"genuine and working monism," whereby dialecticerdgually produce a Hegelian
synthesis of subject and object (195). De Man e gt for Abrams, the Romantic text
is concerned merely with "the relation of the sabjeward itself ... something that

resembles a radical idealism™ (196). Instead ofafti®’s spatial imaginary with its drive



toward holism, de Man privileges allegory for redting "this dialectic ... entirely in the
temporal relationships” (208). According to de M@mporality allows for gapsporia
and linguistic ambiguities, which spatial relatibips and assumptions of unity do not
facilitate> De Man focuses on rhetorical gaps in Rousseatt’s. tde explains that ifihe
Social ContractRousseau promises political change, while alsordditing its
possibility Allegories275-76). He similarly observes that in bisscourse on the Origin
of Inequality Rousseau's concept of civil society underminseohin antecedent
metaphor of a state of nature (147). Likewise, daMrgues that Rousseau's model of
freedom relies on the contrary imposition of lintibas (139).

Thus, de Man's temporality is purely rhetorical anthpletely a-political. As
Thomas McFarland argues, it would take new hisgmdo reconcile deconstruction's
criticism of Abrams's simplistic model of rhetofiwith the political legacy of Marx,"
and to understand the genuine significance of teatpleistorical relationships in
Romantic rhetoric (6). Responding to deconstructiapolitical focus, McGann
foregrounds the importance of political, materiahtexts. He suggests, "[t]o return
poetry to a human form — to see that what we readdstudy are poetiworksproduced
by numbers of specific men and women — is perha@sniost important task now facing
the world of literary criticism"Ifleology160). McGann wants to move the study of
literature away from de Man's chimerical concerthwhetoric, and toward historical
context.

Yet it is here that the boundaries between thealitradition and the Romantic

text become profoundly confused. Despite new higgm's opposition to

> In his defense against de Man's criticism, Abranggests that deconstructive readings are as goal-
oriented and decisive as any other readings, butlynake ambiguities anaboria as their objects, rather
than the more traditional concepts of meaning auth {"Constructing” 156-57).



deconstruction, McGann remains influenced by de'8aiew that Romantic writers lack
control of their own language. In deconstructidis tack of awareness is not specific to
Romanticism, but reflects a general philosophyaofjuage. De Man therefore argues
that Rousseau is "bound to read his text" "[j]Jissaay other reader,” or as any other
writer for that matter, with little insight intostoperationsAllegories277). This is
because de Man believes that writers cannot mtstgrown rhetoric. Whereas de Man
reads the Romantic text as an archetype for brdamgristic patterns, new historicism
judges such lapses of rhetorical self-awarenesssaegcific ethical flaw of the Romantic
writer. Marjorie Levinson thus suggests that "nafshe poems we call Romantic resist
historical elucidation in particular and particljyegeffective ways," implying an
expectation for a more direct, confrontational aggh Period55). Jacques Khalip
analyzes the positivist assumptions at work in Mo@sand Levinson's criticisms of
Romanticism, which suggests Abrams's influencesTHMcGann's critique recycles the
same stock language of romanticism he wants tosgpa@ language that privileges
personality, autonomy, and self-sufficient conssimess” (Khalip 11). According to
Khalip, McGann posits a "repressive hypothesiafantic selfhood ... underwritten by
the belief that in order for history to be trangdrand recognizable, it has to be
perceived as a palpable and personal source oéssiohal power” (10). Khalip notes the
rhetorical simplicity of McGann's model, which olaks more subtle dynamics of irony
and evasion.

McGann thus addresses de Man's depleted view tiicabbgency and Abrams's
simplistic rhetorical model, but ascribes thestheoRomantic text rather than to the

Romantic critics. He recognizes that "the schoi@rand criticism of Romanticism and

10



its works are dominated by a Romantic Ideologyabyincritical absorption in
Romanticism's own self-representationigieplogyl). But McGann inverts the causality
of this confusion of Romantic and critical perspezt. Thus, he blames Romanticism for
distorting current critical praxis, whereas thesgoal practices actually alter the way we
understand Romantic texts. As Zimmerman suggest§avin's objections pertain more
to Abrams and de Man than to actual Romantic liteea However, McGann is also
unable to acknowledge the true object of his asitic(20).

While rejecting the post-Second World War rehadtiiin of Romanticism,
McGann retains its major argument that German isi@aihfluenced British
Romanticism. Anne Mack and Jay Rome identify McGaponcern with a non-
ideological neo-Kantian model of aesthetics (18@X instead of subverting this model,
McGann actually perpetuates it in his argument 'thifte poetry of Romanticism is
everywhere marked by extreme forms of displaceraedtpoetic conceptualization
whereby the actual human issues with which therpegtoncerned are resituated in a
variety of idealized localities'ldeologyl1). McGann borrows Abrams's transcendental
model. His main difference from Abrams is in higatve appraisal of this model. Thus,
McGann fails to separate his own position from tifaither critics, and also does not
distinguish between the later insights of criticiand the original material contexts of the
texts themselves. David Punter notes that thisusiom of perspectives performs
"injustice to the romantics, those writers who,\aball, were tremblingly aware of the
inseparability of discourse and the self, poliacsl the inward, poetry and all those

external forces" (113).

11



Recent studies have begun questioning assumptimng the much-criticized
concepts of Romantic evasiveness and transcendaottein relationship to
Romanticism and also to empiricist philosophy. €tepher Kelly observes that the
Rousseau ofhe Confessions "a particular individual who is at the samedimgeneral
or universal individual" (45-46). James Treadwaljgests that Rousseau's construction
of an antagonistic narrator who distances the rsadmpathy is part of his broader
enterprise of describing socialization in termalkénation (51). Following a similar
logic, Khalip posits Rousseau's Romantic evasiveass form of political involvement
(4). Kelly, Treadwell and Khalip all thereby rectabstracism as a political category. In
English Romanticism and the French TradititdMargery Sabin proposes that if Rousseau
is a particular individual at odds with societylihe ConfessiondVordsworth reacts by
modeling himself through the antithetical typelod universal epic hero ifhe Prelude
(54). In the context of this recent critical recolesation of Rousseau's "incurable
maladjustment” to his social environment, Sabinaysis of Rousseau is equally
applicable to Wordsworth. If new historicism cnzes Wordsworth for inadequately
representing social realities, a comparison to Beas emphasizes that aspects of
evasion in Wordsworth's work actually indicate sdaistorical awareness (75).

Introducing a 2007 collection of essays, Gavin Budggues that empiricism had
a pervasive impact on British Romanticism, evemyuako influencing German idealism.
Thus, he suggests that Kant incorporated elemér@saitish Common Sense philosophy
into his work ("Empiricism'12-13). By contrast, Budge notes that Abrams ahdrstcan
at best point to vague "striking analogies" amorgn@n idealism and canonical

Romantic works (23). He concludes that "exclusivdalist readings ... are at best

12



historically one-sided in that they neglect the ualiimbrications of ‘empiricist' and
'idealist’ positions" (24). Nancy Yousef also pgsitclose relationship between
Enlightenment and Romantic texts. She argues thekd's, Rousseau's, Mary Shelley's
and Wordsworth's works all "present remarkably wedreflections on their own
conceptualizations” (7§ Yousef seeks to "complicate the simpler formpigfaposition
between a past commitment to an illusory autononseifsand recent demystifications of
that self,” suggesting that both traditions werau@nof their own textual operations (12).
Budge and Yousef do not extend their respectivéiessuwof empiricism and
Romanticism to consider social contract theoryebd] Budge criticizes the emphasis
upon the "atypical French example" of Rousseausoudsions of empiricist thought in
Britain ("Science" 157). Yousef is concerned wtik empiricist myth of "autonomous
survival in a state outside of and prior to soci€é¥ousef 1). In this dissertation, |
demonstrate that the social contract provides aefrfod Romantic writers to explore the
relationship between individualism and a broaderadwision. Wordsworth, Godwin,
Mary Shelley and others both adopted and criticthedempiricist project of uniting
isolated individuals into a larger social body.eTWordsworthian/ Coleridgean solitary
is therefore a prototype for social experience auléure of individualism, and needs to

be read within this specifically social context.

Empiricism, German Idealism, and the Case of Coledge
Although | have argued that the bias toward Geridaalism in Romanticism

studies generally reflects critical procedures ntbam actual Romantic textual practices,

® For a further study of the relationship between igicism and Romanticism, see Andrew Cooper, who
argues that Romantic writers such as ColeridgekeBland Percy Shelley criticized Hume and Locke's
dualistic model of the mind as divided between skéegm and psychological affirmation (2, 12).
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Coleridge is exceptional in his status as a Roroamtiter who actively contributes to
producing these politics. McGann suggests thatte@mth- and twentieth-century
readings of Romantic-era works reflect critical ralsdvhich Coleridge establishes in his
texts ("Meaning" 60-61). It is therefore importantexamine Coleridge's hermeneutical
approach and the relations among the differenbpbphical traditions competing in his
works. Coleridge's relationship to empiricist andial contract philosophy is roughly
concurrent with his concern with German idealisra.\Whs clearly well-versed in the
works of Hume, Locke, Rousseau and others, whiale weadily available to 1790s
British readers’ The point at which he first became acquainted @i¢nman idealism is
more ambiguous. John Livingston Lowes cites Coggrisl plan to translate Lessing in
1796 as an indication "that England was discoveBegmany, and finding the discovery
exciting" (243). But Rosemary Ashton suggests @aleridge's interest in German
idealism was clandestine during his lifetime, due fprejudice against German culture in
Britain, and only began in 1801, becoming publiaipwn in the 1820s (66, 58, 29).
Coleridge clearly states his preference of ideahsah disdain for empiricism: "[t]he pith
of my system is to make the senses out of the minat the mind of the senses, as Locke
did" (Table2.179)? In this section, | demonstrate that despite Cotgris ambivalent and
sometimes clearly dismissive attitude to empiriplsitosophy, this tradition also formed

an important influence on his works.

’ George Whalley notes that Coleridge borrowed Raussdifteen-volume complete works from the
Bristol Library in December 1797, suggesting anye@miliarity with his entire oeuvre (125).

® Ashton explains that during his 1797 stay in Geryn&vleridge was preoccupied with mastering basic
German (32). He was therefore unable to read Gerdeatism, which was then unavailable in transhatio
® Coleridge's views often changed over time, asiigest in his shift from Pantisocratism to later
conservatism. His opinions on empiricist philosagh®eay also have changed. However, | have found
Coleridge's earlier and later comments on empiridis be similarly ambivalent.
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Coleridge rejects the empiricist notion that peaueald ever have bedabula
rasi, which acquire knowledge through their senses.afwarks that "[w]e learn all
things indeed byccasionof experience; but the very facts so learned foscewardgo
the antecedentsB{ographial.142). Instead of an empiricist focus on sensory
perception, he suggests that reason is an actiméahfaculty:

[consciousness belongs] to no one Human Beingp tBatiety or assemblage of

human beings, and least of all to the mixed mwgtwhich makes up the

PEOPLE: but entirely and exclusively to REASONIitsshich ... in perfect

purity is found in no man and in no body of mdtri€nd 193-94)

Critics typically interpret Coleridge's conceptreéson as a direct reference to the
Kantiannoumena®® But Alan Barnes notes that while rejecting theckean emphasis
on vision as paradigmatic of knowledge," Coleridgabraces other important elements
of empiricist thought (251). Barnes argues thae@idye's discussions of time, space,
and reason engage with the empiricist philosophenas Reid's concept of "the mind's
unanalysable intuitions of the world's reality" 225Reid thus posits an intersubjective
relationship between the individual and empirida¢ipomena.

Craig also analyzes an extremely complicated digpleent, whereby Coleridge
appropriates Hume's metaphor of billiard ballshi@Biographia Literarig but ascribes it
to Hartley ("Hume" 27). Through this maneuver, Ciolge trivializes Hume's skeptical
empiricist model by conflating it with the alreathen outmoded model of Hartleyan
associationism, thus clearing the way for the ateéerman idealism (28-29). Craig
suggests that this enables Coleridge to identif{t Wiume's position that we have ao

priori knowledge of the world, and only secondary infatiorawhich the mind must

process, but also to discredit Hume by "deflectirgycriticism onto the much easier

1% See Christoph Bode (590, 592), and Mark Kippern3dn35).
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target of Hartley's physiological psychology" (28)aig regards "this substitution of
Hartley for Hume as preparation for the proclanmabbthe superiority of German
idealism," a move "regularly represented by muchodtlern criticism" (29). Effectively,
Coleridge appropriates Hume's idea that the minst process empirical reality and
create its own meaning, while discrediting Humesgethby ascribing his ideas to
Hartley!

Nicola Trott reads Coleridge's relationship withpémeism as an ambivalent
"process of self-definition,” whereby Coleridgalentity is formed in relation to a
hyperbolically negative portrayal of empiricist lgsiophers (214). Thus, Coleridge
criticizes the absence of an antecedent sociastrincture in the concept of the state of
nature, maintaining that this is "not only a daogesrbut an absurd Theory; for what
could give moral force to the ContractBidggraphial.173) Coleridge observes that
“[h]istory can scarcely produce a single exampla efate dating its primary
establishment from a free and mutual covenant")1l#Stead, he maintains that any
such covenant must necessarily follow the estailestt of the state. But, as | argue in
the chapter on the social contract tradition, ihisrecisely the position of much of social
contract theory, which posits a sharp divide betwtbe state of nature and the state of
society. Coleridge is actually far closer to engigti thinking than he cares to admit.

Coleridge's affinity to empiricism becomes mosdewit in his ambivalent
identification with Rousseau. Coleridge dismisdeelisseau's philosophy" as "a mere
Nothingness," which cannot account for the innatailty of reasonBiographial.690).

But he also sympathizes with Rousseau's excessnsgitisity to "the strange influences

! Coleridge may also have been influenced by Godwisgsof Hume's metaphor of billiard balls in the
Enquiry Concerning Political Justic&ee discussion on p. 151. Paul Hamilton notesn@usl profound
influence on Coleridge's thought (41).

16



of his bodily temperament on his understandingd' with Rousseau's subsequent
"constitutional melancholy pampered into a morbidess by solitude'Hriend 134).
Julie Ellison notes Coleridge's perception of Reass tendency "[to display] ... the
hysterical aspects of Coleridge's own writings"3#2Edward Duffy recognizes tones of
identification and empathy in Coleridge's portrag@lthe crazy ROUSSEAU, the
Dreamer of lovesick Tales ... the Teacher of sRide in his principles, yet the victim
of morbidVanityin his feelings and conduct!" (Duffy 62; Coleridgeiend 132).
Coleridge thereby articulates a gap between persdieat and philosophical theory
which he derives from Rousseau, but also from tleeakcontract tradition in general,
both of which generate parallel but related catiegasf theory and sentiment. If
Coleridge acknowledges the influence of Roussémosbid ... feelings and conduct” on
the formation of his identity, then — by extenstohe also absorbs "[Rousseau’s]
principles," even if he does not directly acknovgedhem (Coleridgdsriend 132).
Thus, in a manner typical of Rousseau and of tk@bkoontract tradition, Coleridge
develops his identification with subversive elemnsaritRousseauvian individuality more
extensively in his literature than in his theory.

Coleridge'sRime of the Ancient Marin€l817) engages in the empiricist myth of
a presocial state, from which the individual desigenew understanding of sociabiftfy.
But Coleridge's rewriting of the archetypal Enligiment narrative of shipwreck and
reform emphasizes the problems, rather than tieedy of empiricism. If Robinson

Crusoe finds solace on the island and happiness rghorn home, the mariner

2 In this discussion, | refer to Coleridge's 181 7si@m, which includes his editorial gloss. By addihis
gloss, Coleridge seeks an alternative to the meostedc and individualistic 1798 version, and appéaa
broader community. The 1817 version therefore esigha the theme of conflict between individualism
and sociability studied in this dissertation.
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experiences an inverse trajectory of breakdownastihcism. | propose a focused
allegorical reading of empiricist elements in Calge'sRime of the Ancient Maringr
which departs from eighteenth-century optimismainT a critique of its social theories.
But before this discussion, a word of warning alallggorical readings dfhe Rime of
the Ancient Mariners in order. Perkins argues that "Coleridge'slént Mariner' has by
now achieved the classic status of omnisignificalike Hamlet" whereby changing
interpretive frameworks over critical history hgueduced competing accounts of what
this notoriously ambiguous, over-determined poetualy means (425). To a similar
effect, Wolfson also observes that
Coleridge is more prone to skepticism about figulhes to a poetics of blithe
equivalence. He is aware of how analogical readnagljtionally vested as
ontologically informed, may weave relations neithexdicated nor legislated by
rational, analogical order; they may even be dptiietive. (Formal 86)
Coleridge is inherently skeptical of any potentigpothesis formed about his extremely
ambiguous text, which — as McGann observes — sohldlegorical interpretations from
its readers, while also critiquing the premisemf auch readings ("Meaning" 58).
In hisTable Talk Coleridge responded to Anna Barbauld's commermape
poem's lack of a clear moral:
| told her that in my judgment the poem had too momoral, and that too openly
obtruded on the reader. It ought to have had nemmaral than the story of the
merchant’s sitting down to eat dates by the side wtll and throwing the shells
aside, and the Genii starting up and saying he kilighe merchant, because a
date shell has put out the eye of the Genii's Gable272-73)
Through this extended simile, Coleridge expresddaraean skepticism about
assumptions of a priori moral causality. He sugg#sdt causes are as arcane to the

human understanding as the merchant's ability ticipate harming the Genie's son. His

allusion to theArabian Nightg(cf. Table1.273 N. 7), assigns to causes the fantastic status
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of fictions that people create to account for plmeana which are really beyond their
comprehension. As the social contract construarative of social origins in lieu of
natural sociability, so Coleridge suggests thaseaware hypotheses of unknowable
origins. Coleridge's preposterous simile indicalés need for fiction to account for
"something unknown and mysterious, connecting Hrespbeside their relation” (Hume,
Treatise254). But like Hume, Coleridge suggests that wetmemember that these are
organizing cognitive categories, and not empirinahs.

Coleridge is also skeptical abothe Rime of the Ancient Maririgiorganizing,
empiricist register, suggesting that individualisna system of social fragmentation.
Initially, the ancient mariner belongs to a largexw, whose "ship was cheered,"
suggesting that the mariner departs as a repreéisenté his broader societyariner
1.21).* The poem follows his change of fortune from thisial role as social emissary
to his eventual predicament of social outcast. ehbe notes that the mariner loses his
position within the English social body. His voydteyond Britain's geographical
borders” makes "other borders [turn] suddenly fedd681). She identifies a growing

rift between the mariner and his environment [whiokreases during the journey

itself .... [T]he mariner is horrified most of all tilge living death of the crew and
the quarantined solitude the mariner himself exgpees after the crew dies ....

He is disconnected from his environment, from hiifresed from other people.

(Lee 692)

The mariner's compulsive repetition of his narmperpetuates his reality of solipsistic
isolation. He thereby bars the wedding guest "ftoebridegroom’s door," a site where

social duty is performed. Elsewhere, Coleridgertyeaguates the marital contract with

the social contract, emphasizing that "[m]arriages.a social contract'lffquiring 306).

 Citations from the text distinguish between thet pad line numbers of the poem, and the page nwsmber
of the gloss.
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Shoshana Felman notes thép8uset means both to marry and to promise, belonging to
J. L. Austin's "commissives/ espousals” which edaty (20).Yet Coleridge suggests

that the wedding guest's exclusion from the mdsitaial contracts, albeit isolating, can
also be character-building.

The mariner arrives at the insight that "He prayeht, who loveth best / All
things both great and smallMariner 7.613-14). As Lee observes, this constitutes "a
statement about how to relate to what is outsidgtloer than the self,” whereby the
mariner learns to value each individual entity teep(694). As Steven Cole argues in his
discussion offhe Friend Coleridge develops a concept of

personhood ... constituted by first, the capacityettbgnize others as agents ...

and second, the belief that others are similarhab& of recognizing my own

motivation .... Only a reciprocal definition of perdmod can explain why the
very definition of personhood involves an obligatto treat others as persons.

(Cole 101-02)

As a result of this approach, the mariner's interlor grows into "A sadder and a wiser
man" (Mariner 7.624).* Thus, on the one hand, Coleridge associates social
fragmentation with profound isolation and sufferikimlike Robinson Crusoe, the
mariner never returns home to enjoy his originalust, but "pass|es], like night, from
land to land" (7.587). His overwhelming messagthtowedding guest is one of

isolation. The mariner stresses that he is "[a]l@hene, all, all alone / Alone " (4.232-
33). But, on the other hand, the mariner and teéding guest eventually achieve insight

into the merit of individuals as discrete entitzsl of their priority over universalist

social narratives or contracts.

' Some critics read this as an overly simplistic patentially ironic ending to an extremely complex
poem. See for example Michael John Kooy (para. 3).
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Despite its concluding message of affirmatidbheRime of the Ancient Mariner
does not set forth a singular, individual moraharrative. Instead, McGann enumerates
"four clear layers of developmeng)(an original mariner's taleb) the ballad narrative of
the story; €) the editorial gloss added when the ballad wasamgdo suppose, first
printed; andq) Coleridge's own point of view on his invented enals" ("Meaning" 50).
McGann emphasizes the discontinuities among thaseus narrative layers, which
generate a subversive, relativistic tension amamgpeting ideologies (67). McGann's
insight on conflicts among "the 'traditional contggchemes, and values' of Christian
heritage” is also relevant to competing ideologiemdividualism and sociability that
emerge between the mariner's narrative and theradigloss (65). Coleridge introduces
the gloss to frame the mariner's radically indialitic tale within a more objective,
communal voice. The gloss provides essential backgt information which renders the
poem intelligible to a wider community of read€Fbus, when the narrator relates a
mysterious "FIRST VOICE" and "SECOND VOICE" whiclsduss the ship's rapid
journey, the gloss explainst]tie Mariner hath been cast into a trance; for thgelic
power causetlthe vessel to drive northward faster than humandduld enduré(p. 61).

It also forms moral judgments:tfhe ancient Mariner inhospitably killeth the piousd
of good omenh(Mariner p. 51). Huntington Brown compares the functionhe gloss to
the chorus of ancient Greek drama in its authdvigabmniscient presence (322)But
this voice remains in the margins. It draws attantd lacunae in the mariner's account,
and to an overall difficulty establishing coherendéimately, the gloss complicates

Coleridge's position. As Wendy Wall explains, "filead of clarification, the gloss

' H. J. Jackson argues that Coleridge develops eetisand authoritative persona in his glosses and
marginalia. She posits that Coleridge extends pailseflection beyond contemporary norms, expanding
the marginal gloss into a semi-genre (xix).
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obfuscates .... [T]he center is placed in the marging his is especially ironic since the
gloss's ostensible function was to pull the poetm &nwhole" (182). Formally as well as
thematically, theRime of the Ancient Maring.817) reflects empiricism's difficulty
achieving social unity. Formally, the gloss drawtertion to the absence of coherence.
Thematically, the mariner's tale serves to exclhedeguest from the wedding, subverting
the enactment of the social contract with an irdiialist narrative of social
fragmentation. The wedding still takes place, deldontract is formed, but Coleridge's
focus is on the individuals excluded from it.

In his dedication t®on Juan Lord Byron seeks an alternative to the Romantic
concern with politics and philosophy. He compalesltake Poets to "four and twenty
blackbirds in a pie," ™A dainty dish to set beftine king' / Or Regent," which sing for
the conservative Prince Regedtigdnl1.8, 2.11-12). Thus, according to Byron, Coleridge
"[explains] metaphysics to the nation,” and Worddivexpounds a "new system to
perplex the sages" (2.15, 4.28). This dissertagxpiores the rich Romantic conjunction
between politics and philosophy through the neXwswpiricist political theory. It begins
with an extensive survey of the social contract igmdajor empiricist critics. | thereby
open with a detailed discussion of Rousseau, windlseence upon the Romantic
movement was the most formative, and whose dileipebaeen the ideological
anteriority of individuality on the one hand, aihe theed to attain social cohesion on the
other, is exemplary of the social contract legaxyp avholeAlthough nearly two
thousand years of social theory since Aristotle ta&eén a largely optimistic view of

society as progressing toward melioration, Rousdesausses it in innovatively critical
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terms. He opens tHgocial Contractvith the highly controversial premise that "Manswa
born free, and everywhere he is in chair@3rftract131). As an interdisciplinary writer,
Rousseau also focused on the complex relationselegtywolitical and literary texts, an
important but understudied aspect of social conhtreory which had a major influence
on Romanticism.

Following this introductory discussion of Rousseaanalyze the same pattern of
interrelated political and rhetorical elementsha works of Hobbes and Locke. | then
consider Hume's, Smith's, Mandeville's and Ferggswoiticisms of social contract
philosophy and its approaches to rhetoric. Bectusgreject social contract theory's
tendency to coercion, these philosophers paradbxjpasit innate asociability as a
sufficient motive for socialization. They suggdstttithe private individual chooses
sociability because it best serves his interests.hdving eliminated the model of a
broader social body, these critics face the samlel@ms as Rousseau, Hobbes, and
Locke in reconciling a diverse body of individuai$o a collective whole. Like the social
contract philosophers, Hume, Smith, Mandeville Bacuson also express in their uses
of language concerns about excessive individuadisththe absence of social coherence.
Thus, despite their criticisms of the social coctiréhey engage in its major questions and
constitute an inherent part of its legacy.

In the next three chapters of the dissertatioeadlrBritish Romanticism in terms
of its reaction to the social contract traditiors ®any Romantic-era writers engaged in
aspects of empiricist philosophy, | have narrowsdfocus to texts which are highly

canonical, concerned with the relationship betwéerature and political theory, and
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directly preoccupied with the central tenets ofislomontract theory® Wordsworth is a
central figure to this dissertation, both in terofidis canonicity as arguably the
archetypal Romantic poet, and also due to his mobéous status as the chief target of
criticisms of Romantic evasivene¥d.focus onThe PreludeWordsworth'snagnum
opus tracing its dynamic dialogue with Rousseau thhmug its various versions and
long history of revision. Wordsworth begifike Preludéby repeating Rousseau's
pastoral pattern, whereby social retreat motivdtesdealization of natur&ut when
power actually reverts to nature in revolutionargriee, Wordsworth perceives society
degenerating into a pre-civilized, Hobbesian stdteature — the negative counterpart of
his previous ideal of natural sociele parts ways with the social contract, which he no
associates with violence and coerciveness, and toms private vocation as a poet.
This shift has been extensively criticized by nastdricist scholarship. McGann thereby
posits that "Wordsworth is precisely interesteg@ii@venting — in actively countering —
such a focus of concentration [on social and ecantenms]" (deology84). But |
demonstrate that Wordsworth derives this posittomfan encounter with Rousseau's
politically radical works. Thud/Nordsworth encounters similar difficulties to Roegss's
alienated modern subjects, who experience socgelystile to individual desires.

The subsequent chapter is devoted to Godwin, wthiesese political theory and
novels demonstrate a concern with social contraidbgophy in general, and with

Rousseau in particular. | argue against the cliticasensus that Godwin had a non-

*Percy Shelley's allegorical representation of ReassnThe Triumph of Lifés a major example not dealt
with in this dissertation. Likewise, Byron alludies'the self-torturing sophist, wild Rousseau'Ghilde
Harold's Pilgrimage(77.725, cf. cantos 77-81). Byron focuses on Reaiss sentimentality, his proto-
revolutionary politics, and his scandalous biogsafthe conservative anti-Jacobin novel also exg®ess
important criticisms of "modern philosophy," whiahe considered briefly in the chapter on Godwin.

" lan Reid regards Wordsworth as a metonym for thétirionalization of English literary studies. He
notes Wordsworth's profound canonicity, which hasdme synonymous with the academic discipline of
English as a whole (5).
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Rousseauvian political phase, and then a sentii@etary one. Instead, | suggest that
political and sentimental tendencies in Godwin'sksalo not represent discrete
chronological phases, but inherently conflictingitions of concern with the social body
on the one hand, and with individual needs on therpwhich Godwin inherits from
Rousseau. Godwin seeks to resolve this dilemmajegting the social contract and
adopting elements of a more traditional systemadfiral sociability. Yet this return to
innate sociability also allows Godwin to argue thaternment will become obsolete and
give way to anarchy. | compaEmquiry Concerning Political Justic&odwin's major
work of political theory, td~leetwood in which Rousseau features as an actual character
Fleetwoodis a philosophical psychomachia which Gary Han#vetassifies as "a novel
of ideas" (Handwerk 379). Through a narrative afusal abuse and reconciliation,
Godwin formulates a critique of gender politiccRousseau's individualistic philosophy,
which excludes women from becoming full individuaBodwin raises the possibility of
female independence, but remains confined by Rau&seonstricting notion of
individuality in general, and of female individuglin particular.

In the final chapter, | real@rankensteiras a development of Godwin's critique of
Rousseau, and as arguably the most powerful Romiadictment of the social contract
tradition. If Godwin is concerned with how indivialism contradicts the possibility of
sociability, Shelley critiques a society that exigs its individual members. Through the
monster's body, which has become an iconic objeabrtemporary fascination, Shelley
constructs an allegory of the ills of individualisamd of subsequent social breakdown.
She critiques the cultural myth that individuals ariginally unconnected to one another

by drawing both directly on Rousseau, and also anyMVollstonecraft's references to
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him. | therefore study Shelley's encyclopedia entryRousseau,” and her allusions to
her mother's writings. Wollstonecraft suggests thstead of empowering all individuals
as equal members of society, Rousseau privilegesathe expense of women. Viewing
writing not as an individual, but as a group entegy Shelley develops Wollstonecraft's
critique of Rousseau's effacement of women and ensitin Shelley's texts,
Wollstonecraft's analysis of Rousseau's local slibation of women evolves into a
global commentary on the ills of individualism iargeral. My dissertation thus closes
with Shelley's gesture toward the reassertion@ftdue of community.

More than two hundred years after Shelley's, Wanistraft's, Godwin's, and
Wordsworth's writings, questions of what unitevate individuals and whether
cultivating one's garden can benefit society caito preoccupy contemporary culture.
These Romantic texts, written a generation afteStbcial Contraceaind in the wake of
the French Revolution, one of the first attemptpléxe the private individual at the
foreground of society, anatomize the inceptiorhed modern dilemma. Romantic icons
such as Frankenstein's creature and Wordswortlatamenhave retained their cultural
currency partly because they provide a portalnsit;ns in contemporary concepts of
individualism. Romanticism provides a founding gant for modern political dilemmas,

the terms of which | unpack in this dissertation.
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Chapter 1

Individualism as Sociability: The Social Contract,lts Critics and Its Rhetoric,
1651-1792

What causes human misery is the contradiction ketveerr condition and
our desires, between our duties and our inclinatibetween nature and social
institutions, between the man and the citizen. Make united and you will make
him as happy as he can be. Give him entirely tstag or leave him entirely to
himself; but if you divide his heart you tear himgieces.

(Rousseauizeneva Manuscriptl)

Rousseau’s social vision rests on a delicate balbetween duty on the one hand
and desire on the other. Paradoxically, only blyfabnforming to society are Rousseau's
individuals able freely to exercise their wills. #ie end of his landmark novéllie,
Rousseau presents Julie as free to choose betwareiage and an asocial agenda,
represented by her affair with her lover St. Pré&ut. on her deathbed, she explains that
she did not have genuine freedom of choice:

[E]verything within the power of my will was for nuty. If the heart, which is
not in its power, was for you [St. Preux], that vea®rment for me and not a
crime. | have done what duty required; virtue remadd me without spot, and love
has remained to me without remorshilie 609)

Julie's death rescuing her child is clearly virtsidout also demonstrates that submitting
to societal expectations destroys the individuak suffering, whereby she is "[torn to]
pieces" by a "contradiction between ... [her] comdiitand ... [her] desires," is
symptomatic of a profound inner-division that pelea Rousseau's literary writings
(Genevadl). InThe Confessionise explains, “I have never been able to keep aanmea
my attachments and simply fulfill the duties of iebg. | have always been everything or

nothing” (Confessiong37). InEmile, he argues that the mastery of private desires
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demands rigorous self-sacrifidérile 489). Thus, although Rousseau posits the private
individual as prior to social institutions, he appeunable to envision an actual space for
individuals within these institutions.

This chapter analyzes both the social contractigoted formulation of the
relationship between the individual and society] anbsequent attempts in social theory
to critique and reform its more individualistic elents. The rift in Rousseau's writings
between the individual and society is the legacthefprevious century and a half of
political discourse. In the seventeenth century,fbw mundane assumption that
governments serve mankind represented a noveltdepdérom the hitherto prevalent
Aristotelian model of people as innately sociabiarals, subordinate to their
communities. Locke’s postulation that “[t|he endgolvernment is the good of mankind”
(Second378) illustrates a shift in values away from twe{thousand-year-old doctrine
that “the whole is necessary to the part” (AriggHolitics 11). Now the individual is
seen as prior to society. As Rousseau explaingjralanan ... is the unit, the whole,
dependent only on himselfEmile7). It is only with the advent of society that he
becomes "the numerator of a fraction, whose vagpedds on its denominator ... that is,
on the community” (7-8). In thus turning the traattal Aristotelian model on its head,
social contract philosophers face the new challeridimding a basis for sociability and
commonality within an essentially asocial concaptid human nature. Hobbes, Locke,
Rousseau and others formulate a social contrastdotiate the divergent needs of a
body of individuals who all threaten to destroyleather in pursuit of their own best
interests. To protect themselves and to best presgkeir private interests, individuals

form collective agreements and conventions. Theyséea social contract to reconcile a
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radically individualistic understanding of humartura with notions of duty and
commonality as vital institutions that protect widuals from each other. Already in the
nineteenth century, Otto Gierke identified a diffty in social contract theory's ability to
reconcile individuals to a community: “With the pose of the state thus confined to the
provision of external and internal security ... tbgereign commonwealth was reduced,
in the last analysis, to the level of an insurasmaety for securing the liberty and
property of individuals” (113). The foundationssafch a society are extremely frail,
depending on people’s transient interests in pajieg premiums to society, aptly
described through the metaphor of group insurasmte requiring no real commitment on
their behalf to the community.

| begin this chapter with an extended analysis @id®eau’'®iscourse on the
Origins of Inequality(Second Discourgeand hisSocial Contractas exemplary and
influential engagements with the fraught relatiopdfetween individuality and
sociability! Because individuals in Rousseau's political wgsitack any motive for
conforming to social duty beyond mere concern whgir own wellbeing, they must be
forced together by a sovereign. | then exploreotingin of this problem in the works of
his precursors, Hobbes and Locke. Hobbes wasrgtecfinonical thinker to question the
Aristotelian view of human nature as naturally ab& and to suggest that sociability
needs to be created artificially by instating aeseign® Locke modifies Hobbes's model
of external sovereignty, retaining elements ofviatlial freedom such as the right to

revolution after the establishment of governmeret frere too people lack an innate

! Rousseau is arguably the most directly influerstaadial contract writer for the Romantic canon. As
evident in the respective chapters on Wordswortidwdn and Mary Shelley, he was widely read by
Romantic writers and his ideas were directly adsiteil into the Romantic tradition.

2 Hobbes's theory of society was strongly influenisgdhe lesser-known work of Hugo Grotius, whom he
cites in theLeviathan
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inclination to sociability and must ultimately defe authority in order to join society.
Thus, although they prioritize the individual, Helsh Locke and Rousseau all maintain
social cohesion by subordinating the private walthie sovereign's authority. Hume
departs from this tradition by founding his conceptommunity on habit rather than
external coercion. He argues that natural selfiskiigan evolve into sociability.
Mandeville and Smith work within a similar framewpexploring self-interest as the
basis for a subsequent notion of community. | finebnsider Ferguson, who retains the
individual as the primary social unit, while al®viving a neo-Aristotelian model of the
community as an organic entity. Hence, Hume, Maitide\smith and Ferguson all
ground sociability in the individual's need foraager community. These later critics of
social contract theory overcome Hobbes's, LockelsRousseau's more oppressive
models of externally enforced authority. Howeveraaesult, they are also all left with
somewhat diffuse notions of society. Eighteenthtasnsocial theory seems to lack a
viable alternative to the model of sovereignty.

From Hobbes through to Ferguson, all of the writhssussed in this chapter
view rhetoric as a key means of establishing sdayhlf society is to be formed through
a social contract — a text stipulating civil dutyhen individuals are reconciled to the
community through language. Locke defines languesgé&he great instrument and
common tie of society’Hssay225). But all of these writers are also skeptadzadut
language’s capacity actually to bridge the gapsraiodividuals. All too often, social
contract philosophers criticize rhetoric for promgtan idiosyncratic, self-serving point
of view, which is presented as reflecting the comrgood. As if to highlight this very

tendency of language to foster self-interest inrthme of collective wellbeing, Hobbes,
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Locke and Hume all tacitly confuse individual ardlective perspectives in their
respective texts. The resulting conflations of peed and general viewpoints suggest that
despite overt aspirations to the contrary, thead@cntract only really gives voice to one
individual — the sovereign, or in this case, thithau Like his predecessors, Rousseau
associates language with an individualized persgediis literary texts explore conflicts
between the individual and society which are céiwaless overt in his political

writings. For Rousseau, language emphasizes tloenjpatibility of an individual
viewpoint with the greater needs of society. MariltesvSmith and Ferguson all present a
more positive notion of rhetoric as upholding tlencunity. Yet their models of
community are fragmented by the multiplicity of mdual wills at work in any given
society. By its very nature as expressing the vofaesingular writer, language
represents an individual viewpoint and seems urtablepresent a more communal
perspectivé. This problem becomes central to the Romantic veitéscussed later in this
thesis. From varying perspectives, William WordsthpMary Shelley and William

Godwin all dramatize the impossibility of articutag a general will.

From Natural Freedom to Social Coercion: Rousseaural Society

“What! must we destroy Societies, annihilate thamel mine, and go back to live in
forests with Bears?” (Roussedunequality 79 N.26)

Rousseau opens ts®cial Contractwith the highly controversial premise that

"Man was born free, and everywhere he is in chaiReusseauContract131).* He

% In earlier periods, epics and ballads were sonestithe product of many authors. But in the eigtiteen
century, the focus was on the individual writer.

* Throughout this chapter, | have retained the pestaise of the male pronoun in accordance with the
seventeenth- and eighteenth-century conventionlwhimws the political subject as exclusively male.
Nonetheless, more than any of the other philosaptliscussed in this chapter, Rousseau is self-mmrsc
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seeks to ameliorate duty and to redefine obligad®a virtue, a sublimation of man’s
individual freedom into a more sophisticated forfisacial freedom. Yet Rousseau never
really attains this goal; duty remains fundamegtatompatible with freedom, as social
relations are inevitably structured around domoraaind coercion. This negative view of
society leads Rousseau to imagine its antithesis iidealized presocial statRousseau
criticizes philosophers who "[carry] over to thatstof Nature ideas they had acquired in
society; they spoke about savage man and theyidedcCivil man" (nequality19). Yet
Christie McDonald convincingly suggests that Roas&estate of nature compensates for
his disturbing experience of modernity: "ideal matis the antithesis of corrupt society.
In fact, it responds point by point to each evisotiety; chaos is replaced by order,
discord by harmony, and agitation by tranquilithat is to sayideal nature is the
negative counterpart of evil sociét§p7). This common source gives nature and soaiety
shared set of images and themes. The sexual freadaifable to natural man is derived
from modern sexual excess; the uniformity of induals in the state of nature reflects a

contemporary tendency to conformity.

about the term “man” and explores the relationfigifwveen gender, sexual preferences and political
identity in his writings. InJulie, he places a female subject at the center ofdh#lict between autonomy
and duty, supporting his view that “[i]f there @se reform to be attempted in public morals, it tiegin
with domestic morals”Julie 17). Through the character of Julie, he emphasimadifference is not only
socially constructed, but also biological, as egpedl in Julie’s appeal to St. Preux to “[c]onsitier
situation of my Sex and yours” in terms of pregnafiZ3). Nonetheless, in the chapterfsankenstein
argue that Mary Wollstonecraft criticizes Roussiawiewing women as lesser individuals than men.

By contrast to Rousseau, many critics note Hobhawsitical and at times inconsistent
assumption of the dominant gender hierarchy (oftdfia Kahn and Mary Severance). Apparently unaware
of any self-contradiction, Hobbes argues that swagpreferable to daughters, because they areqalflysi
stronger, while also arguing that Amazon women date men by virtue of their superior physical force
(Citizen113, 108). He presents all commonwealths as peltiizs, where women — classified with children
as incompetent leaders — are subjected to memeiestitution of marriage (110, 125).
® In The Reveries of the Solitary WalkBousseau clearly presents nature as a refugetfrefnustrations
of society: "I clamber up rocks and mountains, dgep into vales and woods in order to slip away, a
much as possible, from the memory of men and tiaeks of the wicked" (65).

32



Rousseau develops a narrative whereby savagdrg emtonym of decadent
civilization. Natural man is a totally self-suffesit being, wanting only readily available
resources to meet very basic needs: “doing onlytimgs he knows and knowing only
those things the possession of which is in his paweasily acquired, nothing should be
so tranquil as his soullrfequality86 N. 9). As a self-contained entity Rousseau's
“savage lives within himself” (66). Simple wantdamatural abundance render him
blissfully autonomous: “I see him satisfying hisiger under an oak, quenching his thirst
at the first stream, finding his bed at the foothef same tree that furnished his meal; and
therewith his needs are satisfied” (20). Man dagsweed others in “the solitary way of
life prescribed to us by Nature” (23). Through st@te of nature, Rousseau thus
describes people as independent entities, hapgl@st. Human nature has no innate
social principle or faculty. Rousseau disqualities family or a need for external
authority as possible motivations for socializatiarguing against Locke and Aristotle
respectively Contract132-34)° As will emerge in the forthcoming discussion of
Rousseau’s negative view of socialization, depecel@nh all forms, upon others or upon
resources not immediately available, alienates leedpiving them from autonomy to
coercion.

Following his portrayal of the state of nature, Reeau traces a hypothetical
sequence of events which led to dependence. Heatangs: “The first person who,
having fenced off a plot of ground, took it intsead to sathis is mineand found

people simple enough to believe him, was the touwader of civil society” Ihequality

® Rousseau is clearly in agreement with “the wisekie in his view of property as foundational to istg
(Inequality48). However, he argues against Locke's opiniah¢hnjugal loyalty exists in the state of
nature (86-90 n.10).

Rousseau indignantly challenges Aristotle’s opiriittiat men are not naturally equal, but that
some are born for slavery and others for dominaij@ontract133).
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43). This first person whose needs exceeded histrate environment, leading him to
claim property, brought an end to autonomy. Theimdation of nature suggested by the
“fenced off plot of ground” implies the creation atificial needs, which are no longer
spontaneously satiable. People must now both eclcraa others and try to manipulate
their environments to secure greater supplies. Hvese who abstain from these
measures are forced to protect themselves in todarrvive. As people now function co-
dependently, they cease to be autonomous:

[Alnyone who wanted to consider himself as an igalandividual, self-sufficing
and independent of others, could only be utterlgtalred. He could not even
continue to exist, for finding the whole earth agprated by others while he had
only himself, how could he get the means of suest? When we leave the state
of nature, we compel others to do the sarfmile 187)

If independence is no longer an option, the chgkdmecomes managing this new reality
of dependence as best as possible. Rousseau'tapostof the state of nature as a
condition which probably "never existed" leads homisdain "destroy[ing] Societies,
annihilat[ing] thine and mine, and go[ing] bacKite in forests with Bears'ljequality

13, 79 N.26). Instead of resorting to fantasy, Reas explains that once people have left
the state of nature, they must work in groups ttqut their wellbeing and promote their
property Emile 186-87). He asserts: “the basis of the social @unis property, and its
first condition that each person continue in thageéul enjoyment of what belongs to
him” (Economyl63). Property even overrides freedom, becatsenibre easily seized
and more fundamental to survival (157). But thighti“peaceful[ly to] enjoy” property is
threatened by distorted needs and unequal prospietseting them. Rousseau laments
the compromises incurred by leaving the state tfrea“Having formerly been free and

independent, behold man, due to a multitude of ne@ds, subjected so to speak to all of
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Nature and especially to his fellows, whose slavddcomes”’Ifequality51). In society,
people are controlled by a source outside of themsgbe it others, the new scarcity of
resources, or the excess of new needs.

These needs are responsible for the malaise thetdeau perceives around him.
In departing from self-sufficiency and independermmople form addictions to comfort,
luxury and vice. They become sensitive to inconeeoés that would not have irked
natural man. Subsequently, Rousseau suggestqahat greatest ills come from the
efforts made to remedy the smallest onésagments40). In exchanging basic needs for
decadent appetites, social man becomes a depeamtttiius an incomplete entity.
Rousseau describes socialization as the “mutilatip man’s constitution” in order to
“transform each individual, who by himself is afeet and solitary whole, into part of a
larger whole” Geneval01). This mutilation is effected by the arts,ibgustry and
commerce and by the sciences, which all merelygtegte the destructive cycle of
appetites and sufferinRousseau’s special antipathy for cities is basethe view that
societies become corrupt in correlation to thaielef sophistication. In Paris, the
otherwise virtuous St. Preux is led astray by ftloes just for show which one must
possess in Paris,” namely, prostitutes and bad aagn@ulie 227). Julie ascribes his fall
to this decadent environment: “Your first errotashave taken the wrong path in entering
the world; the further you go, the further you gtray, and | tremble to observe that you

are lost if you do not retrace your steps” (244).

" In 1749, Rousseau wrote his first political treafiaDiscourse on the Sciences and Aittisresponse to
the Academy of Dijon’s proposed topic: “Has thetoestion of the sciences and arts tended to purify
morals?” Contractix). His negative response won the first prize Enohched a lifelong critique of
Enlightenment notions of progress.
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Rousseau deems returning to the state of naturessite. He concedes that
"men like me ... can no longer nourish themselvegrass and nuts, nor do without
Laws and Chiefs"Iflequality 79). Instead he seeks to reframe this loss adwevHe
explains: “men become wicked and unhappy in becgreatiable ... let us attempt to
draw from the ill the remedy that should cure Bepneva20). Rousseau posits a binary
opposition between nature and society: “[a] vastagice ... separates the two states”
(Inequality65). He explains, “Good social institutions drede best fitted to make a
man unnatural, to exchange his independence fartigmce, to merge the unit in the
group” Emile8). Social problems can only be resolved by furtiweialization, by the
establishment of ever-more-sophisticated instihgithat address society's shortcomings.
Hence, Rousseau proposes to heal society throegiooh cause of all social ills: man’s
dependence on others. If people now need each, tilegrmust cultivate a basis of
mutuality that overrides mere self-gratificatiomady Strong observes, “what worries
Rousseau about society as it is experienced inagheemporary world (his world and to a
great degree still that of the West) is that theady of the common, the actuality of my
existenceasyour existence (and yours as mine), needs todiaimeed” (34). This
common ground is absent because of what Arthur detfers to as Rousseau’s
“rigorous and sweeping reinterpretation of the ozl world from the standpoint of the
belief in man’s asociality” (198). Rousseau is thegth the challenge of developing a
society which realizes the best, rather than thestyvm the new situation of dependence
given people's basic lack of a notion of commopaReople must overcome their

selfishness and their servitude to the addictidmsagress.
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The first step toward establishing a common sagialind is liberation from the
unnatural desires that society has formed, whichage human beings to themselves and
each other in the redundant and abusive purstitififment. Melzer emphasizes the
imperative to overcome self-gratification now tpabple have become co-dependent:

[1]f men cannot be completely separated they mastdmpletely united. They
must never live with others while caring only fbemselves. Hence the mission
of the political solution is quite simply this: fimd a form of association that
completely eliminates man’s natural selfishnesslger 94)

Once people have lost their self-sufficiency, thayst cede its accompanying selfishness
if they are to benefit from each other's compamgp&hdence must become a virtue rather
than a liability. Accordingly, Rousseau developacept of freedom which emphasizes
autonomy rather than the debasing need for resetyegond the self. He defines

freedom as the overcoming of appetite: “the impolsappetite alone is slavery, and
obedience to the law one has prescribed for onestfedom” Contract142). Freedom

is the surmounting of appetite in order to avoidsabe relations within society, enabling
people to become more autonomous.

In this context, one of the first bonuses of leguine state of nature emerges. In
having developed exorbitant needs, people havegais®d the opportunity to overcome
them and become free. Natural man, having nevetate® obey laws or abstain from
appetites, never really had the opportunity torbe.fRousseau asserts:

[1]t is not so much understanding which constitutesdistinction of man among
the animals, as his being a free agent. Nature @mdmevery animal, and the
Beast obeys. Man feels the same impetus, but lizeg#hat he is free to
acquiesce or resist; and it is above all in thescmusness of this freedom that the
spirituality of his soul is shownlrequality26)
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Rather than the standard Enlightenment argumenstualization promotes reason,
Rousseau argues that it frees people from natwre@jgpetite. This is the flipside of the
challenge posed by insatiable desires. The grédatareed, the greater the opportunity to
rise above if. The very act of leaving the state of nature cpoess to Rousseau’s
definition of freedom; man resists the beast indgHj trading a primitive obedience to
nature for a possible standpoint of greater sedteitbbut also potentially of greater self-
mastery.

Thus, people transcend their new situation of ddpeoce by asserting their
autonomy over appetite. This overcoming of appgtieents various kinds of abuse
among members of society who now no longer assauh other’s property or persons in
pursuit of fulfillment; but it still does not guareee a positive base for mutual coexistence
and dependence, which have yet to be reinterpestetttues. Moreover, in a draft dhe
Social ContractRousseau suggests the etiology of a new varfetyféering caused by
inner division among conflicting urges of autonoamd sociability:

What causes human misery is the contradiction betweeir condition and our
desires, between our duties and our inclinatioasyéen nature and social
institutions, between the man and the citizen. Maka united and you will make
him as happy as he can be. Give him entirely tstat or leave him entirely to
himself; but if you divide his heart you tear himpieces. Genevall)

As man can no longer be entirely to himself, hetrbesransformed into a consistently
sociable creature, devoted entirely to the stdtés fequires a radical overhauling of

human nature. Rousseau explains:

8 In Emile, Rousseau presents a somewhat less magnanimatisrsoRather than pointing to the
overcoming of desires, he proposes their abstertivhat is the cause of man's weakness? It is to be
found in the disproportion between his strength laisdlesires. It is our passions that make us weak,
our natural strength is not enough for their satigbn. To limit our desires comes to the samegthin
therefore, as to increase our strength" (158).
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One who thinks he is capable of forming a Peopteikhfeel that he can, so to
speak, change human nature. He must transformie@iefidual, who by himself
Is a perfect and solitary whole, into a part chmér whole from which this
individual receives, in a sense, his life and l@mg .... He must, in short, take
away all man’s own, innate forces in order to dira forces that are foreign to
him and that he cannot make use of without the betghers. Geneval01l)

By substituting asocial human nature with foreigeds that require the help of others,
man will be forced to recognize that needing otlpeesludes autonomy. Rousseau
thereby addresses the double standard noted byeMelereby people “live with others
while caring only for themselves” (94).

Rousseau argues that dependence on others cahlineased into reliance on
political institutions, which are far less corruggcause they are more impersonal and less
concerned with power relations. He explains thap&hdence on men, being out of
order, gives rise to every kind of vice, and thiotigjs master and slave become mutually
depraved. If there is any cure for this social,avik to be found in the substitution of
law for the individual" Emile58). Self-interest is channeled into a broader eoméor
society through the mediating faculty of the gehettl. This general will is the foreign
element that forces man to recognize himself axmlsentity Geneval01l); it replaces
the vices of dependence with the virtues of sodityile 58). Rousseau describes the
general will as the mean of all private wills: “0as it has been said that beauty is only
the combination of the most common traits, it carsaid that virtue is only the collection
of the most general wills'Hragments22). In joining society, people unite around sHare
values of freedomandequality (Contract162). They trade their natural liberty for a
more sophisticated form of civil freedonEd&ch of us puts all his power in common

under the supreme direction of the general willgam a body we receive each member

39



as an indivisible part of the whdl€139). Man trades “his natural freedom and an
unlimited right to everything that tempts him ahdtthe can get” for “civil” and “moral
freedom, which alone makes man truly master of aifh§l41). This exchange exacts no
great loss, as Rousseau equates license withigdid appetitePpland19-20). The
general will thereby addresses people’s desiradtwnomy by reinforcing civil freedom.
People transcend their selfish appetites and comaontmmaterial addictions. Instead of
looking inward, they look outwards towards the gahwill.

Through the general will, Rousseau thereby strigggsconcile the dependence of
a social existence with individual freedom. In fnmhtoward society, people turn away
from the needs and appetites which would othersiggugate them. Melzer observes
that this notion of dependence on others doesdifiect “egalitarian moralism or
obedience to some preexisting metaphysical or @timgperative” (158). Rather, it
represents a “horizontal” understanding of virtaenat residing in higher ends, but in the
sphere of interpersonal relations (103). Insteagsbrting to an external source, people
must discover the voice of collectivity from withamd fashion themselves toward a
communal existence. Hence, Rousseau views sodialativity as a construct rather than
a natural or preordained entity, drawing on the/vey needs of differing groups of
individuals who live together out of necessity gtthan choice. The general will is a
practical device that secures the greatest gootthéogreatest number of people under the
far from perfect conditions of a mutual existerite® main function is to contain
individual appetites and replace them with a marter@omous and thereby more sociable

disposition, turning dependence from a vice intarae.
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Even after the foundation of the general will, nduals remain at odds with their
social situation, which is counter to their natlyrakelf-centered disposition. Rousseau
suggests that there is never a complete agreeragméén individual and general wills
(Contract145). Indeed, he ascribes the field of politica tmonstant gap between the two
and the consequent need perpetually to rediregbefdifferent interests” toward “the
common interest” (147 N.). He also emphasizesithgining society, people are only
obliged to cede those aspects of their wills peitgi to society and can express other
aspectsGenevadb). Elsewhere, however, Rousseau erases anydtiisti between the
private and social selves, arguing that citizenstrsae themselves and the state as one
(Economyl55). Yet Rousseau is skeptical about achievirggdbhesion. Always
practical in his approach, he emphasizes thatehergl will cannot represent all aspects
of society. It is not the sum total of private wilh a community, as the majority is
ignorant of its best interest€¢ntract147). Individuals are also usually unable to grasp
“[o]verly general views and overly remote objecisrecluding the ability for
strategizing, abstraction and broad social anatystessary for determining the common
good (156). Rousseau suggests that even despattgnh purports to subordinate a
multitude to one individual, merely represses gap between the individual and society
rather than overcoming it (137). Because individyaeémains fundamentally asocial,
socialization must rely on conformity — on the @en of individual volition in the name

of a greater good.
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Enforcing Cohesion: The Social Contradiction

“Whoever refuses to obey the general will shaltbestrained to do so by the entire
body; which means only that he will be forced tdiee.” (Contract141)

As the general will is constantly besieged by dyeert individual wills, Rousseau
proposes that the common interest be secured thr@sggcial contract. The social
contract is “a form of association that defends jradects the person and goods of each
associate with all the common force, and by me&mghach each one, uniting with all,
nevertheless obeys only himself and remains asaBdeefore” Contract138). Instead of
collapsing individual wills into a common body, tbecial contract — an agreement
among individuals to adhere to the general willipprts to maintain the freedom of its
constituents. Yet Rousseau’s definition of freedsthe surmounting of private appetite
in the interests of “common utility” renders thi¢eas liberating proposition than it might
otherwise appeaGenevad4). In overcoming personal volition, but stiltaming their
freedom, individuals are actually required to call@estiges of autonomy: “Properly
understood, all of these clauses come down toglesone, namely the total alienation of
each associate, with all his rights, to the whaolemunity” (Contract138). The social
contract thereby demands the unreserved relinaqugstfiindividual volition. Its freedom
is really tantamount to conformism, as each merobsociety is called upon to
“[alienate] ... all his rights, to the whole commuyii{138). Institutions are formed to
protect the private individual. Instead of bringingividuals together, it protects them
from each other.

Hence, in struggling to transform naturally asbgian into a functioning member

of society, Rousseau reverses his former prioritieadividuality was anterior to
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sociability, now the individual becomes entirelypetdinate to society. In joining the
social contract, people undergo an immediate aaohdtic transformation:

Instantly, in place of the private person of eaghtacting party, this act of
association produces a moral and collective booyposed of as many members
as there are voices in the assembly, which recé&igasthis same act its unity, its
commonself its life, and its will. Contract139)

The various members of society converge into &ctlle embodiment of the general

will. This transformation is supposed to go largehnoticed, because Rousseau presents
the general will and the social contract as enlmanpersonal freedom and
independenc@Nonetheless, two interrelated problems emergesrstiblimation of
individual wills into the general will. Firstly, oare conflicts between the individual

and general will to be resolved when personal @seclashes with the greater good? This
type of problem is frequent and recurrent, becafisiee perpetual gap between naturally
asocial human nature and the socially constructeemgl will. Secondly, what is the
nature of the collective body established by th@ad@ontract and how is it different

from either its individual constituents or its iadiual ruler?

In response to these questions, Steven Affeldtestgghat Rousseau is less
concerned with conflict between the individual aygeheral wills than with preventing the
total collapse of the private will into the genendll (“Freedom” 310). The general will
must remain active in terms of its constituentsriater to retain its status as a will. It

relies entirely on individual volition and partiaton for its existence, “receiv[ing] from

° Neil Saccamano explains that the socially congtédisocial contract must be presented as natataerr
than man-made. He suggests that Rousseau seesofile ps too unreasonable to be swayed by
argumentative discourse; violent imposition is diguaeffective in obtaining genuine consensus.
Consequently, “the legislator must wrest consemghike troping its violence as an immanent, self-ingv
force” (746). People must be led to believe thatdbcial contract reflects their own natural prctibns
and a broader natural order, which are both indactally constructed by its legislator.
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this same act its unity, its commesalf, its life, and its will” (Rousseaontract139).
Therefore, according to Affeldt, “the possibility society ... depends upon the work of
individuation,” on the active involvement of indiials in the general will (“Society”
556). Affeldt suggests that Rousseau's conceptdiiduation involves overcoming
one's conflict with the general will. Society regas “a continuous effort of self-
transformative work ... [with] individuation as itewmtral principle” (588). If people flag
in this task by locating the responsibility for ithexistence beyond themselves, they must
be shown the correct path through philosophy amdagtbn, which will lead them back
to a more active participation in the general {/Hreedom” 317-18). Affeldt's argument
helps elucidate Rousseau's view of the relationséipeen the individual and general
wills as one of fruitful conflict. IEEmile, Rousseau asserts,

[Ntis ... hard to see how we can be certain thaindividual will shall always be
in agreement with the general will. We should ratiesume that it will always be
opposed to it; for individual interest always temaprivileges, while the common
interest always tends to equalitEnile 511)

This friction between common and personal interssengthens the will. Rousseau
suggests that "[v]irtue is the heritage of a creatweak by nature, but strong by will; that
is the whole merit of the righteous maiehtile 489). As Affeldt observes, individuation
is formed via disagreement with the general will.

Yet it is here that Affeldt’s defense of Rousseatef a serious challenge. He
must account for the notorious solution that Roasggves for realigning misdirected
individual wills to the general will. Rousseau geghat “whoever refuses to obey the
general will shall be constrained to do so by thire body; which means only that he
will be forced to be free"Gontract141). Affeldt concedes that the unfelicitous clecat
the verb “force” is stronger than necessary to oommere guidance (“Freedom” 235).
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He ascribes this to emphatic purpose, drawing @dteto the urgent vigilance with
which society must guard the freedom of its memberget the main use of rhetoric in
this passage is neither emphatic nor hyperboligrbfagict oxymoronic. The collocation of
forced freedom undermines Rousseau’s most cherisilads in terms of the nature of
freedom and the illegitimacy of force.

In the opening of th&ocial ContractRousseau asserts freedom as an inalienable
human essence: “To renounce one’s freedom is twurere one’s status as a man”
(Contract135). He also questions the authority of forceartfe is a physical power. | do
not see what morality can result from its effe¥tiglding to force is an act of necessity,
not of will” (133). How can Rousseau premise theegal will — the cornerstone of his
social theory — on an immoral action contradictaris conviction that “force is ... not
of the will"? Rousseau dismisses this problemis‘iasked how a man can be free and
forced to conform to wills that are not his own0@®. He deems “the question ... badly
put. The Citizen consents to all the laws, evetihése passed in spite of him.” Holding
an opinion contrary to the general will is a threabne’s freedom — to one’s conformity
to society — and must be met accordingly with fd&®l). Because Rousseau has
redefined freedom as the fulfillment of social dutyforce someone to conform to social

expectations would indeed mean being forced tadee But the fact that individuals lack

91n addition to Affeldt, many other critics haveeérpreted this passage in defense of Rousseausajen
will. John Plamenatz argues that “forced to befreéers to “obedience to self-imposed rules,” ppased
to externally imposed laws requiring enforceme@{3 Therefore, despite the language of exterrrakfo
Plamenatz reads this passage as advocating subjseti-discipline rather than objective coercidohn
Chapman suggests that Rousseau wants to prevéritirals from acquiring a level of power inimical t
democracy and therefore to their freedom (39).Pfatnenatz and Chapman’s readings of this passage
overlook Rousseau’s somewhat unusual interpretafidieedom as conformity to social duty. According
to Rousseau, subjective self-discipline and freedoeractually inseparable from external coerciah an
obligation. The phrase “forced to be free” therefanavoidably invokes the loss of autonomy and the
enforcement of external authority.
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a true inclination toward the general will and néathe forced into compliance, and that
force must be interpreted as freedom to render $&auss theory coherent, indicates a
weakness in his notion of the general will. Theib&sr cohesion among individuals is
deficient if Rousseau must rely on a form of pottat he deems both immoral and
ineffectual. As he observes toward the beginnintheSocial Contractslaves come to
“love their servitude” and the chains that coetean (133). Yet instead of justifying
slavery, this merely attests to the power of faccpervert the individual will.

Because socialization relies on the capitulatiothefindividual will to the
general will, individuals retain very few prerogess in society. Although Rousseauvian
society is premised on individual volition — onividuals forming a social contract —
people have surprisingly little say in how socistyun after its establishment. In order to
prevent dissent, Rousseau endows the sovereignahdate to coerce and unify his
subjects — as far as possible — into a singleyentd justify this model of exclusive
sovereignty, he staunchly absolves sovereigns &noynpossible abuses of power: “the
Sovereign, formed solely by the private individuadgnposing it, does not have any
interest contrary to theirs. Consequently, the Ssiga power has no need of a guarantee
toward the subjects, because it is impossiblelferiody to harm all its members”
(Contract140). The possibility of self-destructive bodilsaptices notwithstanding, this
immunity is also problematized by the perpetual g Rousseau notes between the
individual and general wills. Immediately priorhi assertion of the sovereign’s
unqualified authority, Rousseau reminds his re#iusr“[ijndeed, each individual can, as
a man, have a private will contrary to or differimgm the general will he has as a

citizen. His private interest can speak to himeydifferently from the common interest”
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(140-41). The sovereign and the people can thexafever truly form one body (140).
The people retain private interests and leadersgtgns an individualistic structure. The
only difference between Rousseau's social modetlasgotic government is in the
citizen's expectation of representation and subm#cglisappointment.

Although Rousseau clearly exonerates sovereigns iindividual interests and
desires, he does concede that “the vices that s@tial institutions necessary are the
same ones that make their abuse inevitalbteggquality62). The extent to which the
sovereign embodies society as a whole, or his arsgmal agenda, remains a source of
concern. To resolve this potential difficulty, Reaau suggests separating sovereign and
legislative power: "if one who commands men shawdtdcommand laws, one who
commands laws should also not command men. Othetvisgdaws, ministers of his
passions, would often only perpetuate his injusti¢€ontract155). He proposes the
institution of a great legislator, who will act mpkendently of both the sovereign and the
people under the interests of all. Rousseau'sistidormulation of the great legislator's
role implies that this separation of interests frgorvernment is no simple task: "[s]ince
the Legislator is therefore unable to use eithmrd@r reasoning, he must necessarily
have recourse to another order of authority, wisexh win over without violence and
persuade without convincing" (156). His positiorm@npromised by a lack of political
power: "one finds combined in the work of legisbatitwo things that seem incompatible:
an undertaking beyond human force and, to exetae authority that amounts to
nothing" (156). The great legislator appears taméeffective means of uniting

individual and collective interests.
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Because the basis of socialization in human nasusecondary and artificial,
society remains no more than the sum of its pBa#h sovereign and people retain an
individualistic disposition which precludes the pibdity of genuine commonality and
predisposes them to manipulate society to thesqrel advantage. The people are too
idiosyncratic and wayward to be granted true autondhe sovereign is too anxious
about social disintegration and the loss of poweepresent them effectively Caught
in the middle, the legislator is not adequatelyipped to resolve this conflict either.
Albeit aware of the danger — as suggested by mswents on the inevitability of power
being abused — Rousseau grants the sovereign sbaabhority. Rousseauvian society
can thus only be secured through repressive pesctitforceful leadership which
Rousseau strongly rejects in all other contextsstees to combat social disintegration
by suggesting that individuals must relegate tiieedom and be forced into compliance.
Yet the members of this society are internallydidd to the point of ineffectuality: "Ever
at war with himself, hesitating between his wished his duties, he will be neither a man
nor a citizen. He will be of no use to himself mowothers. He will be a man of our day, a
Frenchman, an Englishman, one of the great middist Emile8). This limbo between
self and society has a paralyzing effect: "Drawa Way by nature and that way by man,
compelled to yield to both forces, we make a commse and reach neither goal. We go

through life struggling and hesitating and die befae have found peace"” (9). Human

1 Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri observe that lidteer eighteenth-century political theorists, Reass
regards democracy as “a radical, absolute propaositiat requires the rule of everyone by everydB887).
Communitarianism is threatening to Rousseau’s lpging of individuality, however. He therefore ofs
“elective aristocracy” as the “best and most natpeditical order” (242). Hardt and Negri critique
Rousseau for betraying this radical potential afttbaing to a model of unitary leadership. Insteady
propose “an internally different, multiple sociabgect whose constitution and action is based not o
identity or unity (or, much less, indifference) ttmm what it has in common” (100).
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nature's asocial origins and constitution lead poodound disjuncture between self and

society, as exemplified idulie's tragic ending.

Literature and the Individual Voice
"Great cities must have theatres; and corrupt gsopNovels." Julie 3)

The perspective of the private individual is sulbwate in Rousseau's social
theory, but is openly voiced in his literary workousseau's shift from the genre of
political theory to literature corresponds withreange of emphasis in his work from the
endorsement of social institutions to their crérai Thus, th&ocial Contracbvertly
affirms coercion, but Rousseau's popular ndwéik questions its costs. Rousseau
thereby ascribes literature a secondary role, vtde suggesting that its subversive
qualities offer far more freedom than politicalatisrse. He suggests thiatlie "with its
gothic aura is better suited to women than [arekamf philosophy(Julie 3). Rousseau
frames his novel by ironically contrasting Arisedl model of cathartic performance with
the solitary act of reading: "[g]reat cities muavhk theatres; and corrupt peoples, Novels.
| have seen the morals of my times and | have phédl these letters. Would | have lived
in an age when | should have thrown them into itted'f(3). Gary Kelly identifies a
tendency to separate Rousseau's sentimentalryiteraks from his philosophical texts
from the late eighteenth century until the preggiRomance” 93). Studies of British
Romanticism and Rousseau have thereby mainly foomiséiis sentimentalism.

Despite de Man's own exclusively literary focusalsknowledges that "[t]his
specialization has often prevented the correct tataieding of the relations between the

literary and the political aspects of Rousseawsght" Allegories135). To a similar

12 See for example Thomas McFarland (50-51), and dktdrshall (152).
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effect, Eugene Stelzig observes that only recdrise critics started exploring the many
connections between Rousseau's earlier theoratigaigs and his later, more literary
texts Romanticd1-42). Thus, as Jacques Derrida argues, Rousgeditisal rhetoric
relies on literary language and "always hide[s¢m@ssry figure" fargins 210). David
Gauthier and Arash Abizadeh both observe the iafmddence of political institutions
on more private areas, such as romantic love ahd]'§endered social arena of family"
(Gauthier,Sentimenfi88; Abizadeh 570-72). From a different perspegtMcDonald
suggests the relationship between the state ofenand that of political government, so
that private natural man and the citizen are clossghted entities (105-08). Rousseau's
literary texts address an intermediate zone betwezprivate and the public, courting
the reader's active engagement to form judgmegtsdeng ambiguous statements and
morally ambivalent situations.

In The Confessionfkousseau discusses social obligation as a fosereftude.
He prefers “the idleness of solitude” that “is fiea®d of the will” to “the torment of
constraint” experienced in “[t]he idleness of sbciecles” (Confession$36). Rousseau
demonstrates the oppressive quality of socialinatiche obligation to partake in social
discourse: “This unbearable constraint alone wbialte disgusted me with society. | find
no bother more terrible than the obligation of itadkon the spot and always. | do not
know if this depends on my mortal aversion forsalbjugation” (96-97). The same
sensation arises in Rousseau’s account of belisgtstedvith the mixed life | had just
been leading, half for myself and half for sociatles for which | was not at all made”
(430, emphasis added). Rousseau regards sociaroutyf and obligation — adapting

himself to “circles for which | was not at all mddeas an affront to his integrity, making
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him live disingenuously for others rather thantiomself™ It is this betrayal of his will,
this living by a double standard, that arousesutisgHe explains, “I have never been
able to keep a mean in my attachments and simfli} fae duties of society. | have
always been everything or nothing” (437).

Rousseau’s view of conformity as a threat to hiegrity suggests a tendency to
favor the needs of the individual. But Rousseaa pssits his resolution fairly early on
“to prefer my duty to my pleasureCpnfession217). Not surprisingly, these two
opposed tendencies generate intense conflict, véritdrges in Rousseau’s decision to
abandon his five children to a foundling hospi28d9-300). Initially, Rousseau regards
this as consistent with his role as a parent. leegnts an orphanage upbringing as best
for his children, as it will protect them from Tléée Lavasseur's poor background and
delinquent brother (349). Eventually, one of himaérs attempts to locate and adopt
these children, but with no success (467). A latemirer, Mary Shelley, critiques the
bleak reality omitted from Rousseau’s perfunctargaant of their abandonment: “Five
of his children were thus sent to a receptacle e/f@w survive; and those who do go
through life are brutified by their situation, cegtessed by the burden ever weighing at
the heart, that they have not inherited the commsitomght of humanity, a parent’s care”
(Lives334). At the end of he Confession®Rousseau comes close to Shelley’s view of
this act of abandonment, considering the possititiat “I had neglected my duties from
which nothing could dispense meZgnfessiong97). This still does not prevent him
from deeming himself “the best of men” (433). Ndr&ess, he qualifies this claim by

stating that everyone, himself included, is impame beset by vice.

13 |n the “Preface to a Second Letter to Bordes, stse of disgust is once again associated witalsoc
discourse. Rousseau asserts: “since it is timalkoopenly, | am going to conquer my disgust at sl for
once write for the People” (185).
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In Julie, Rousseau moves beyond this impasse to examinetdggation of
individual volition into the general will. On margvels,Julie constitutes an allegory of
the social contract. The protagonist overcomesrtthi@idual will, represented by her
relationship with St. Preux, and accepts the gémeliaembodied by her husband,
Wolmar. As Christie McDonald observes, Julie andmé&’s household in Clarens
proffers “[a] miniature treatise on political econy ... the domestic counterpart of the
ideal society projected in ti@ontrat socidl (136). Julie creates this “ideal society” in an
attempt to redeem her failed affair with St. Pranx turn it from a vice into a virtue,
much as Rousseau strives to domesticate indepeadehds political writings. Within
“that very bower where all the misfortunes of nfg began,” where Julie and St. Preux’s
conducted their affair, she now attempts to esthbiiespectability in her marriage to
Wolmar and in her reformed, Platonic friendshiphst. Preux (402). Yet despite
Affeldt's notion that the general will relies ordimidual volition, “its commorself its
life, and its will” also depends on absorbing thdividual Contract139). Julie's
marriage to Wolmar represents this submission, teredlg leading to the surrender not
only of desire, but also of the self, through magic death. Julie and St. Preux’s major
transgression is ostensibly their difference okrafet this alone does not account for
their incompatibility and for Julie's wholeheartegection of Edward Bomston’s offer to
help her escape to England, where she could marBré&ux without stigma. Rousseau
raises this alternative narrative ending in ordeismiss it. Rousseau constructs
Bomston as the one grotesque charactdulie, relegating his romantic misadventures to
an appendix because they are “too novelistic todmebined with Julie’s” (613). Instead

of elopeming, Julie must remain in her childhoodhkcand painfully subdue her
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individual desires to broader social duty. She sstggto St. Preux that the exclusive and
individualistic nature of their relationship was real obstacle to acceptability:

One does not marry in order to think solely ab@aheother, but in order to fulfill
conjointly the duties of civil life, govern the heghold prudently, raise one’s
children well. Lovers never see anyone but thenesglare endlessly occupied
with each other alone, and the only thing theyaais love each other. That is
not enough for Spouses who have so many othersdatiattend to.Julie 306)

In choosing an arranged marriage to Wolmar, héef& friend, Julie clearly opts for the
duties of civil life instead of individual volitiarShe has overcome her private will — her
desire for St. Preux — and embraced the generbinthe form of her husband.

Because Rousseau's general will relies on indalidalition, Wolmar integrates
St. Preux into his household instead of excludiing kaving secretly possessed Julie
and St. Preux’s letters prior to his marriage, Wanliknows that he is founding his estate
on the site of his wife’s affair (408). Far fromig a threat, he considers this an asset;
Julie and St. Preux’s passion complements Wolnmavis self-purportedly “naturally ...
tranquil soul and ... cold heart,” which is starkvaid of appetites and desires: “If |
have any ruling passion it is that of observationl .do not like playing a role, but only
seeing others perform. | enjoy observing society taking part in it. If | could change
the nature of my being and become a living eyepuldl gladly make that exchange”
(402, 403). This self-professed penchant for voigeupredisposes Wolmar to marry
Julie precisely because of her former affair, andi¢lcome her lover into his home in an
attempt to put the individual will to common utjlitAs Affeldt observes, the general will
has no volition of its own and must rely on indivad wills to maintain its status as a will
(“Society” 556). Having conformed to duty, Julis@hopes to integrate St. Preux, and

render their subversive relationship consonant itdader social interests. She
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anticipates that “the tenderest sentiments hawitagnad legitimacy will be dangerous no
longer” Julie 551). Yet Julie’s death suggests the failure of thiegration. Repeatedly,
Rousseau portrays Julie as a sovereign, valiatitiggling to unite the disparate realms
of passion and reason, desire and duty, husbantbesed She jokes with Wolmar and St.
Preux that she lacks a sovereign’s authority. @t¥disagrees: “Envy nothing, her
husband said in a tone of voice that he should kedt/eo me [St. Preux]; we have all
long been your subjects” (457). Ultimately Julisighjection of passion to social duty
fails; obligation literally consumes her as shewdrs saving her child. On her deathbed
Julie admits to “[having] long deluded myself” bgrdying her love to St. Preux, which
now “sustains me when my strength fails me; itwvesime as | lie dying” (608). Yet here
too — as elsewhere in Rousseau’s oeuvre — dutyepriatal to individual volition which
cannot be sustained by the general will. In Roussdaghly self-critical literary works
and political writings, individual volition and siat duty play a mutually exclusive role,
undermining the coherence of utopian communitiesairthe private will respectively.
Hence, Rousseau demonstrates that suppressedmpsigsierts Julie’s allegorized ideal
society in Clarens; likewise, her conformity to yldestroys her will and eventually costs

Julie her life.

Sovereign Individuality: Hobbes’sLeviathan and On the Citizen

“For in a way beset with those that contend, ongide for too great Liberty, and on the
other side for too much Authority, 'tis hard to padetween the points of both
unwounded.” L eviathan3)

Perhaps more than any other writer of the sociatrect tradition, Rousseau

stages a conflict between society and its constitunelividuals, who lack an inherent
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inclination toward sociability. Yet this acute cbeifis not unique to Rousseau and was a
central element of social contract theory sincéniteption with Hobbes’keviathanin
1651. Rousseau self-consciously derives the probfeime natural asociability of
individuals from Hobbes, but suggests that Hoblreplies matters by “claim[ing] that
man is naturally intrepid and seeks only to ati@c#t fight” (nequality21). According to
Rousseau, Hobbes denigrates the individualisticacler of human nature, thus
rendering the individual will a hostile entity thaquires socialization. A close reading of
theLeviathanandOn the Citizerdoes not support this popular misconception of the
presocial Hobbesian individual as necessarily gpetént. Much like Rousseauvian
presocial man, Hobbes’s presocial person is mareddically individualistic entity, who
must be artificially directed toward socializatidrne following discussion focuses on
Hobbes’s key influence on subsequent social thougitt on Rousseau, in terms of this
attempt to reconcile an asocial notion of individyavith sociability. Albeit often
simplified by later writers, Hobbes's conflict s#te stage for subsequent difficulties
integrating general and collective needs.

Hobbes’s memorable account of the state of natifa ame of Warre, where
every man is Enemy to every man .... And the lifenain, solitary, poore, nasty, brutish,
and short” is read predominantly out of contexRmusseau and other eighteenth-century
critics (Leviathan102). Echoing Rousseau, Adam Smith deems this gfdwman
nature “selfish and confinedLéctures57-58). Ridiculing the Hobbesian state of nature,
Shaftesbury asserts that “[tlhe Bug which breedBthitterfly is more properlg Fly, tho
without Wings, than this imaginary CreaturaiMan’ (Moralists204). While critiquing

“the fashionable Language of our modern philosoghy'tendering “[m]en as much
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Wolvesas was possible to one another ... by far more mmuseind corrupt, than with
the worst Intentions, it was ever possible forwlmest of 'em to become,” Shaftesbury
accurately ascribes Hobbes’s individualistic vistdiuman nature to a reaction against
Aristotle’s model of man's natural sociabili@dmmuni$6, 42). He suggests that “Tom
Hobbes, whom | must confess a genius” has “so paamectre as the ghost of Aristotle to
fight with” (“Letter” 414). Hobbes counteracts Atiagle’s hierarchical view of society,
positing that people were originally equal and-geiverning: “hardly anyone is so
naturally stupid that he does not think it betterule himself than to let others rule him”
(HobbesCitizen49).

Therefore, Hobbes's picture of human origins isimo¢rently bleak, but more
concerned with correcting Aristotle. Hobbes rejeutstotle’s claim that “Man is an
animal born fit for Society” — and therefore fopeedetermined social position — by
describing the state of nature in the defiantlycadderms of vegetable lifeCftizen21-
22). To subvert the notion of man as a social ahikhabbes proposes “[t]o return once
again to the natural state and to look at men #eeif had just emerged from the earth
like mushrooms and grown up without any obligatioeach other” (102). In this
vegetable condition, people are not negativelyalisd to each other, but simply
indifferent. Yet Hobbes qualifies the implied sugen that individuals are utterly
oblivious to one another by conceding thafdnts need the help of others to live, and
adults to live well. | am not therefore denyingtthe seek each other’'s company at the
prompting of naturé(24). Yet this prompting toward sociability doest translate itself
into a natural model for society, which must béfiarally constructed: fan is made fit

for Society not by nature, but by trainin@5). Whereas ants and bees need merely
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follow their instincts to form communities, “that men, is by Covenant only, which is
Artificiall” ( Leviathan136)*

This artificial covenant prevents the abuses nn@c under Aristotle’s system
of government, whereby “some are by nature fre@tisers are by nature slaves”
(Politics 17). As Richard Tuck observes, Hobbes suggestsrtbadlity is not a natural
but a political entity which needs to be tailorgdimally to serve individuals (67). To
emphasize society’s constructedness, Hobbes compaoe‘an Artificial Animal,” a
mechanism engineered “[to imitate] that Rationatl anost excellent work of Nature,
Man” (Leviathan9). Elsewhere Hobbes describes society as “ameiio Clock or other
fairly complex device, one cannot get to know timection of each part and wheel unless
one takes it apart, and examines separately therimashape and motion of the parts”
(Citizen10). The emphasis on individual parts and on tmstucted nature of this
mechanism departs from traditional Aristotelian isgdwhich proffer organic cohesion.
Hobbes categorically rejects Aristotle’s contentibat “the city is prior in the order of
nature to ... the individual. The reason for thighist the whole is necessarily prior to the

part” (Politics 11). Here the parts unquestionably precede theayldiich is merely

1 This view of Hobbes's state of nature as unamhiglyopositing the individual as anterior to socieas
been challenged by critics who argue that indiviidgaannot be considered outside of a social cdnte
Robert Bernasconi proposes that “[i]f there is ntydno future, and especially no language in thesof
nature, there is also no individuality. The Hobbassocial contract is better understood as the sigpan
which the individual is produced and given identdyher than as the product of individuals” (83).
Althusser notes a similar difficulty with Roussesabcial contract, which cannot qualify as a cantra
without there having been a preexisting societyréate it (129).

David Gauthier convincingly resolves this probleynshiggesting that in Hobbes’s account of the
state of nature “temporal priority is a metaphardonceptual priority” ("Ideology” 138). Hobbes doeot
maintain that individuals necessarily lived befsoeiety, simply that they are more important teaciety.
The theory of the social contract is not historitait axiological, providing a rationale for socialues and
relations (135). Gautheir therefore understandsrttieidual as having greater value and prioritgrththe
contracted community. He considers man “apart fsociety. The fundamental characteristics of men are
not products of their social existence” (138). Hupneffers a similar solution, proposing that thatstof
nature be read metaphorically rather than literaby/“a philosophical fiction, which never had, areder
cou’d have any reality Treatise493).
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designed to reconcile them. As Sheldon Wolin argHebbes articulates “the great
challenge which preoccupied the political thoudhthe seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries: if a community was not the product dfirg could it be constructed through
human art?”Vision216).

The main problem with Hobbes’s artificial appro&sttommunity is the same as
with Rousseau’s general will. Hobbes does not expiaw inherently asocial individuals
can form a basis for commonality. He resolves pihidolem by doing away with
commonality and reducing society to one unitaryvigial. Where Rousseau’s model of
sovereignty purports to maintain the individuabfyits constituents after the foundation
of society, Hobbes simplifies matters immenselydworing an unambiguously
autocratic solution. The sovereign is one man stanfdr the whole of society: “A
commonwealth, then, (to define it)ose persoh(Citizen73). Hobbes achieves unity via
the mandate of this one person, rather than bggting to wrest consensus from a
diverse group of people: “For it is thmity of the Representer, not thimity of the
Represented, that maketh the Perf®oe ... Unity, cannot otherwise be understood in
Multitude” (Leviathan131). Where Rousseau will become embroiled in self
contradiction, striving to construct a general \thiht can somehow preserve individual
wills without losing its authority and by devisiaggreat legislator to prevent sovereignty
from becoming tyranny, Hobbes unambiguously rulgstie possibility of multiplicity
in the civil state.

As in the case of Rousseau, Hobbes formulateatiaale in practical terms that
appeal to common sense. Because one ruler igkedstb contradict himself than a

multitude of rulers are to contradict each otherploposes absolutism as simply the
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most effective means of minimizing conflittgviathan214). An individual ruler has the
strongest incentive for maintaining social stapiby governing judiciously; the greater
the monopoly, the more there is to lose. Hobbesewes, he who has enough strength
to protect everybody, has enough to oppress evdyylddere is no hardship here,
beyond the fact that human affairs can never bbauit some inconveniericgCitizen
84). Hobbes merely views absolutism as the ledigileameans of uniting individuals
into a single social body. As Tuck observes, Holsbastocracy has no ideological
agenda other than guaranteeing the security oititzens (85). Quentin Skinner similarly
notes that Hobbes describes sovereignty in thartbaldanguage of “personing” and
“bearing,” suggesting that the sovereign is anramtobehalf of his peoplé/(sions81).
Tuck therefore views Hobbes's sovereign as a ddeigarotecting individual liberty,
classifying the sovereign as an emblem of morailtirgém (130).

But if the sovereign represents his people and lagheorelativist type of
government, what happens to individual wills in ¢tate of society? Here Hobbes'’s
approach becomes less straightforward: “men donadie a clear enough distinction
between geopleand acrowd A peopleis asingleentity, witha single will you can
attributean actto it. None of this can be said of a crow@it{zen137). Hobbes enacts a
series of displacements in this statement. Hisreagie assumes the wills of the people,
subsuming them into “singleentity” — namely, himself. If the sovereign becantiee
people, then Hobbes subsequently relegates thidgmpto the status of an ineffectual
crowd, deprived of their wills and therefore of ancial agency. Hobbes emphasizes that
crowds cannot make agreements or take action B&&ause a crowd consists of too

many competing wills, a sovereign must preside aveend assume these prerogatives.
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Hobbes sustains sovereignty by the individual vafiis subjects in accordance with
Rousseau's model of a general will. Unlike the Reasavian general will, this sovereign
does not purport to represent these wills, buteradenies their validity.

Ferguson pinpoints a major difficulty in Hobbedistight. In Hobbes’s
individualistic account of human origins and natdhere is no actual basis for compact
or community: “men must have already been togethsociety, in order to form any
compact and must have been in practice to move in a boelpre they have concerted
together for any purpose whatevePriiciples2.244). If their original state was devoid
of any commonality, there is no way that they ccudste converged and formed a
community of their own accord. Ferguson resolvésphoblem by rejecting Hobbes’s
notion of presocial individuality and arguing tipeople always lived in communities.
But Hobbes settles matters differently, by doinggwith commonality. As David
Gauthier observes, Hobbesian society is an attemmeserve presocial individuality in
the state of society ("Ideology" 139). The fundataémotivation for sociability is hence
not social whatsoever. The social contract sodgetyerely a fragile network of
arrangements among individuals, seeking to pr@edtenhance their individuality,
rather than establish a genuine community togdits).

Hobbes is profoundly suspicious of language. Hekates thd eviathanwith a
warning against its manipulative potential: “if tade not powerfull Eloquence, which
procureth attention and consent, the effect of Beasll be little. But these are contrary
Faculties; the former being grounded upon prinsigieTruth; the other upon Opinions
already received, true or false; and upon the Bassind Interests of men’dviathan

557). Hobbes regards rhetoric as fundamentally eggeo reason. Wary of its pitfalls, he
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constructs a plain speaking narratorial persorebtbad influence of which Skinner
notes in the subsequent British philosophical trali Hobbes affects the tone of “the
sane and modesavant beset on all sides by fanaticism and stupidi8Rigner,Reason
436-37). In the voice of thissavant” he asserts “[t]here is nothing | distrust mdrart
my Elocution; which neverthelesse | am confidertépting the Mischances of the
Presse) is not obscurd’dviathan565). In a discussion of Biblical exegesis, Hobbes
notes obscure elocution as a means of tacitly ptiogpself-interest and subverting the
truth (478-79). Hobbes asserts: “The end of ongiglas truth, and of the other [rhetoric]
exhortation .... For one is never separated frasdom the other almost always is”
(Citizen139). As Wolin observes, the prospect that “theceon of philosophy was with
linguistic rather than empirical truths” is troufi to Hobbes\(ision 225)*° He therefore
presents his own writing as extremely methodicdl devoid of rhetorical or literary
flourish.

Hobbes associates rhetoric and literariness wétptbmotion of a self-interested
perspective. Explicitly, he rejects this perspegtseeking to assert the common good.
Implicitly, he promotes a very individual pointaew. His critique of rhetoric for failing
to reflect objective facts is therefore accomparig@ familiar enlistment of rhetorical
strategies to support this argument. Hobbes thettebgribes the composition ©h the
Citizenas starkly lacking in inspiration: “writing slowbnd painfully (for | was thinking
through not composing a rhetorical exercis@itigen13). Yet this self-portrait of
studied austerity does not accord with Hobbes'saatse of extravagant rhetorical

devices, extended metaphors, literary allusiondisplays of sprezzatura. Therefore, a

15 Along similar lines, Skinner argues that Hobbes&or objective as a rhetorician is to provide an
alternative to the rhetorical practice of paradibstwhereby vice is represented as a form of @irtu
(Method99).

61



sophisticated, indirect style of precisely the kihdt Hobbes overtly rejects emerges
from his texts. Terence Ball points to Hobbes'sateal double-standard: “As if to
underscore his contention that humans are aptetéanguage to mislead their unwary
fellows, Hobbes often says one thing while doingnstiing else entirely” (742). As
Wolin remarks, “[tlhe discrepancy between preachraed practice is so glaring as to be
comical” Epic 38).

Hobbes masquerades self-interest as collectiveesttenuch as the singular
sovereign presents his own will as that of the pe¢gf. Citizen137). As Raia
Prokhovnik observes, Hobbes'’s self-consciousnesstahetoric renders it highly
unlikely for him to be using figurative languagewittingly (112). All metaphors must
therefore be assumed as intentional. Yet Hobbdts dris metaphors so that the reader
assimilates them unawares, internalizing only timeprint (Leviathan266). Thus, the
state of war purports to represent the naturat sthaffairs under unregulated conditions.
Yet on closer analysis, the military register agtimage bears no relation to the natural
world.* Indeed, its indelible imprint is so powerful ash@ve occluded other less
dramatic registers, such as Hobbes'’s less senabbahalso more pertinent simile of the
state of nature as a vegetable condition, whicletib Aristotle’s model of man as a
social animal.

In an essay on literary theory, Hobbes praisesféfimh’d but withal apt,
instructive, and comly similitudes” (“Answer” 69lis writings abound with organic
metaphors which reveal a collective social undeditey contrary to his focus on

individual political and rhetorical manipulationdnlike Rousseau who regards literature

8 Wolin points to its roots in the epic traditidBpic 5). Terence Ball describes the state of natufams
extended metaphor, in which men are beasts, lifeais war is hell, and so on” (756).
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as a site of individual subversion, Hobbes idesdifiterary language with a broader
community. This is apparent in his use of medicataphor. Hobbes describes political
unrest via maladies of the social body, implyingttbociety is a natural, living being. He
discusses society as a complex whole that conséiosger elements, but that is also
vulnerable to all the inherent infirmities of aninfige. He thus compares the untimely
abdication of sovereigns to the “biles and scalbs! loeredity disease which parents
convey to their offspringleviathan253-54). In both cases, the betrayal of an authorit
figure causes suffering. Political works of treasanctioning regicide are like the
“Hydrophobid bought on by “the biting of a mad Dogge” (258-5%8his illness

produces the irrational fear of its very antidot@ater as symbolic of monarchy. Hobbes
also invokes epileptic seizures to illustrate theantrollable outcomes of bribery;
threadworms explain the problem of parasitical states (260-63). Hobbes’s
innovatively constructivist, individualistic appi@ato society hence contains elements of
a more traditional notion of society as an orgavhole. He appears uncannily influenced
by Aristotle’s view — which he reacts against olyerthat “the happiness of the city is
the same as that of the individualPdlitics 254). He suggests that the body politic and
the individual body are really one. Much like Reems's Julie, Hobbes appears torn
between a system that favors individual volition &8 nemesis — social conformity. As
he concedes in his dedicatory epistle tolteeiathan “tis hard to passe between the
points of both unwounded” (3). These mutually idegrendent systems remain
unreconciled; their conflict structures Hobbes’skvand the subsequent tradition of

political theory.
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Self-Governing Individuals
“The end of government is the good of mankind.”k®, Second78)

Locke adopts Hobbes’s overt concerns: his sugpigiohetoric, his rejection of
the state of nature, and first and foremost hisltgionary individualism. His major
departure from Hobbes is to posit individuals amtely rational and therefore as capable
of self-government. Locke dispenses with the notibcentralized authority, thus
sidestepping the contradiction faced by HobbesRmasseau between individual
freedom on the one hand and authoritarianism ootier. Yet Locke’s view of human
nature as inherently rational merely magnifiesghablem faced by all social contract
philosophers. If individuals are free, radicallgliffierent to one another and now deemed
rational and self-governing to boot, they lack asgson to form societies and to maintain
them after their establishment. More than any asleeral contract philosopher, Locke
emphasizes the virtues rather than the inconveagatindividualism. Consequently,
more than any of his peers he must overcome tHaeof solipsism and convincingly
unite individuals into a community. Locke’s ambiemal attempt to dispose of sovereignty
reveals the underlying weakness of the social achtrotion of community, which relies
on a model of centralized authority.

Locke's concept of existence is founded upoprantipium individuationis...
which determines a being of any sort of a partictime and place, incommunicable to
two beings of the same kindE¢sayl76). If no two beings are the same, all are
inherently free to interpret reality distinctly; tloe posits that “we are born free as we are
born rational,” able to act and think on individteims §econd291). Human nature

possesses no innate structures; contingent seespeyience is the only source of
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knowledge Essayl9, 45). Locke’s state of nature emphasizes tadical individuality.
Granted, Locke concedes that because people are Basbessions, “[t]he state of
nature has a law of nature to govern it, whichgddieveryone. And reason, which is that
law, teaches all mankind ... that being all equal iacleépendent, no one ought to harm
another” Second263-64). But the emphasis here is clearly on petping all equal and
independent” instead of on community. In his disews of the state of nature, Locke
strongly qualifies notions of commonality: “Thoutite earth and all inferior creatures be
common to all men, yet every man has a propertysrown person. This nobody has any
right to but himself. The labour of his body, ahé work of his hands, we might say, are

properly his” (274). Labor is an act of individuatiwhich creates value: “tis labour that
puts the difference of value on everything” (2781p

If the state of nature enables individuals to eehifull self-realization, then they
lack a motive for sociability. Locke explains tla@dithough the state of nature is far from
being a Hobbesian state of war, it is still unablprevent wars§econd271). Societies
are formed to institutionalize and protect the puiynvalue of the state of nature — the
individual's right to own property. This radicalsastion of value as inherently
individualistic has generated disagreement aboethedr Locke’s individualism is of an
atomistic or communitarian character. C. B. Macpberundermines a liberal democratic
notion which he traces to Locke, critiquing “itsnception of the individual as essentially
the proprietor of his own person or capacities,mgmothing to society for them. The
individual was seen neither as a moral whole, squaat of a larger social whole, but as

an owner of himself’ (3). Richard Ashcraft deferhdske against these charges by

arguing that Locke’s individuals belong to a nate@mmunity and can still remain in a
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sociable state of nature after dissolving unjustegoments (100, 218). This is because
"Lockean natural rights are always the active llatent of duties owed to God," who
unites all in one religion (135). Locke’s descmptiof the formation of societies supports
Ashcraft's comments on the priority of community:

The only way whereby anyone divests himself ofrtaitural liberty and puts on
the bonds of civil society is by agreeing with atheen to join and unite into a
community for their comfortable, safe, and peaceéiing one amongst another
in a secure enjoyment of their properties .... Whanraumber of men have so
consented to make one community or government,dheyhereby presently
incorporated, and make one body politic, wherearttajority have the right to
act and conclude the rest.

For when any number of men have, by the condesnery individual,
made a community, they have thereby made that contynone body.

(Second09-10)

In this complex passage, Locke’s argument followggralar path to that of Hobbes and
Rousseau in their parallel discussions of sociahédion. Locke begins by asserting that
society merely augments individuality to facilitggeople’s “comfortable, safe, and
peaceable living one amongst another in a secyograent of their properties.” By the
end, however, this individuality has been amalgach&ito a now familiar “one body,”
wherein individual rights are subordinate to thenowunity. Once power has changed
hands and become communal property, there is ndaely to the individualistic state of
nature: “the power that every individual gave theisty, when he entered into it, can
never revert to the individual again, as long asesy lasts, but will always remain in the
community” (387).

Locke does not address the question of governmigéheanaintenance of social
cohesion, beyond suggesting that “the majority itheeright to act and conclude the

rest” (Second310). Wolin points to a central problem in Lock#isught, whereby
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Locke’s model of leadership undermines his valumaividualism {ision270). If
Hobbes and Rousseau maintain cohesion by resaotiagthoritarian coercion, Locke
follows a similar path, albeit less directly. Wotharges Locke with “the imposition of
economic categories onto political thought with tasult that the role and status of
political theory came to be usurped by economiotilee” (271). He sees this
displacement of politics with economics as a paléidy insidious means of subjugating
individuals: “we can say that Locke succeeded mvedting property into an ingenious
instrument for silently coercing men to politicddemlience” (279). By pursuing economic
self-interest and the procurement of property, feeopnform to an invisible system of
coercion: “social norms ... [are] internalized anslsach, operate as the individual's
conscience. Conscience thus becomes social radeiridividual” (Wolin,Vision307).
Property and self-government are a new means atatiotg individuals to subjugate
their wills to the “one body” of an essentially laotitarian society. Locke’s model of
community ultimately proves to be no less opprestinan Hobbes’s sovereign or
Rousseau’s general will, but merely less conspislyoauthoritative.

Wolin suggests that Locke's coercive theory ofsedamhesion disguises itself as
an individual will. In this approach to rhetoricptke suggests that language appears
socially cohesive, but is really profoundly indivalistic. Individual uses of language are
idiosyncratic and therefore without value: “theywanture of words makes it almost
unavoidable for many of them to be doubtful andeutain in their significations”
(Understanding268). Locke emphasizes that words are really anperfect
generalizations that people devise in an attempvéscome their innate peculiarities

(235). Therefore, in his prefaceAm Essay Concerning Human Understandibgcke
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suggests that only a handful of readers will atyuaiderstand his book: “Men’s
principles, notions, and relishes are so differthat it is hard to find a book which
pleases or displeases all men .... | plainly telnafireaders, except half a dozen, this
treatise was not at first intended for them” (Gpduistic relativism is problematic
because language must perform the function of kogleesion and is to constitute “the
great instrument and common tie of society” (2Zx)ly language can deliver people
from a predicament of solipsism, “[t{jhe comfort aadl/antage of society not being had
without the communication of thoughts” (227). Bilttao often people abuse language to
promote self-interest rather than truth (314). Asdg tend to conceal more than they
reveal, they are vulnerable to equivocation andipudation. For this reason, Locke
negatively contrastdittions of our fancies” to the more "objective" fieldsidéas and
mathematical formulas (324).

This critique of language as arbitrary and indinglilstic is particularly
incompatible with Locke’s constructivist views oalwe. Locke emphasizes that value is
not inherent, but merely reflects that deemed preasthy in a given societfggsayl94).
Although reason is innate, moral values anstitutedor voluntary, and may be
distinguished from the natural” (191). By contristhis moral relativism and praise of
artifice, Locke is strongly critical of linguistielativism and of art. He reprehends the
obscure use of language whereby “the significatifowords” becomes “like a mist
before people’s eyes, [which] might hinder the wpakts from being discovered” (276).
Thus, people become “lost in the great wood of wb(@822). The use of simile and
metaphor in these two respective statements iagnant contrast to their semantic

content. While warning his readers against the wiityoof language, which expresses a
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dangerously individualistic point of view, Lockeassprecisely such language to advance
his individual point of view. The same ambivalehetween the collective and individual
voice found in Rousseau and Hobbes’s writings eesehgre. Locke employs collective
interest — the argument that language must unifiegp— to promote a highly
individualized form of self-expression. Conversetyhis discussions of social formation,
Locke emphasizes the autonomy of the individuak-inate capacities of reason and
labor — while tacitly invoking an authoritarian nedo uphold social cohesion. Whereas
the works of Hume, Mandeville and Smith will redefiindividuality as a social virtue,

for Locke, Hobbes and Rousseau it remains bothhgntic and essential to society. In
practice, even if not entirely in principle, Lockesociety remains authoritarian in

structure, relying on the subordination of the wndiial will.

Habit and Sociability: Hume and Mandeville

“[P]rivate vices by the dexterous management &ilifid politician, may be turned to
public benefits.” (Mandeville 154)

In their mission to socialize inherently asociafrtan nature, Hobbes, Locke and
Rousseau all meet an insurmountable obstaclenthedual will has no innate basis for
sociability. All attempts to found such a basis, fi@ading to various forms of overt and
tacit coercion in a tradition otherwise firmly agerto oppression. Hume works within
premises derived from these predecessors. He atigaieisdividuals have no innate
benevolence or care for one another; he mistrastoric and frequently discusses the
individual as an isolated, solipsistic entity. Y&ime turns away from the social contract
tradition by locating socialization within the spaef habit rather than political coercion.

Instead of imposing various forms of absolutismmfraithout, he devises a gradualist
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model of evolving habit which eventually unitesiinduals into a community. Hume
formulates his opposition to social contract theory

nothing is clearer proof, that a theory of thisckia erroneous, than to find that it
leads to paradoxes repugnant to the common sertSroémankind, and to the
practice and opinion of all nations and ages. Tawrthe, which founds all lawful
government on aariginal contract or consent of the people, is plainly of this
kind ... absolute monarchy is inconsistent with civil sogieind so can be no
form of civil government at al(“Contract” 235-36)

Hume accurately pinpoints a contradiction at therthef social contract theory between a
pluralistic system of consent, and an individualigtstitution of absolute monarchy
which is enlisted to uphold this consent. If this€ory ... is erroneous” and “repugnant”
due to the need to enforce conformity in essegtadbcial human nature, Hume suggests
that the basis of socialization be redefined im&eof habit. This way, people can
construct a regard for one another that remainsistamt with individualism, instead of
having it imposed from without and collapsing badk a system of absolute monarchy.
Hume adopts Hobbes's, Locke's and Rousseau’s alistnaiew of human nature.
He allows several moral duties to be “impelled byatural instinct,” namely “love of
children, gratitude to benefactors, pity to theantiinate” (“Contract” 227). By and large,
though, moral duties are “not supported by anyioalgnstinct” (227). Humans have no
innate concern for one another: “In general, it hayaffirm’d, that there is no such
passion in human minds, as the love of mankindelypers such, independent of personal
qualities, of services, or of relation to oursé€ifteatise481). People are primarily
selfish, caring for others only when it accordshwgelf interest. Hume asserts that

“whether the passion of self-interest be esteenm@dus or virtuous, 'tis all a case; since
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itself alone restrains it” (492). Individual seffterest is an amoral motivation which can
operate either constructively or destructively onisty.

Hume is intent on establishing ties among indigldyif not through external
coercion, then via constructs of habit. Althougbgle are primarily selfish, they are not
self-sufficient. Unique among all animals, humaresumnable to meet their physical needs
without the assistance of othefs€atise485). Society enables them to pool resources
and gain both fulfillment and security. Throughtoms and repeated experience, people
can alter their dispositions and learn to enjoyheztber's company (422). Custom fosters
ties: “it not only reconciles us to anything we Bdwong enjoy’d, but even gives us an
affection for it” (503). These ties eventually appeatural: “Nay, habit is nothing but
one of the principles of nature, and derives alfarce from that origin” (179). Through
habit people can change their constitutions, otiesinselves toward sociability and
devise systems of justice and government.

Hume critiques social contract theory for its radli@pproach to social
engineering. He emphasizes that society cannabtuptly reinvented, but must
gradually evolve in response to wants and needguiAg against Locke, Hume asserts,
“[n]Jew discoveries are not to be expected in thaa#ters. If scarce any man, till very
lately, ever imagined that government was foundedampact, it is certain that it
cannot, in general, have any such foundation” (‘t€mt” 236). Accordingly, Hume
rejects the idea of the state of nature: “tis ytenpossible for men to remain any
considerable time in that savage condition, whigtedes society; but that his very first
state and situation may justly be esteem’d so¢iEkatise493). The social state is a

hybrid of both the constructed and the natural:
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To avoid giving offence, | must here observe, thiagn | deny justice to be a
natural virtue, | make use of the wardtural, only as oppos’d tartificial ....
Mankind is an inventive species; and where an itigans obvious and
absolutely necessary, it may be properly said todteral. Treatise484)

Constructs of sociability constitute a form of sedmature, the necessary complement of
the barren incompletion of human nature. Withoesthconstructs, human existence
indeed becomes a “savage conditiohfgatise484, 493). Hence, instead of viewing the
asociability of individuality as an obstacle to isdication — as do Hobbes, Locke and
Rousseau — Hume presents it as a powerful motivédi@vercoming an otherwise
unbearable predicament. Human needs create tii@infent — Hume deems “[m]ankind
... an inventive species” — through constructs tipgear more natural than the radical
individualism of unaccommodated human nature.

Hume derives his approach to rhetoric from thesevsion habit. He suggests that
fictions are very far removed from realifjréatise10). Their limited truth-claims lack
the compelling quality of history (97). For thisasmn, Hume posits that whereas other
countries excel in literature, England’s speci&t{reason and philosophy” (xvii). But
although Hume regards fictions as unnatural, he sgées them as necessary tools for the
comprehension of an essentially chaotic environméuaine explains: "when objects are
united by any relation, we have a strong propernsigdd some new relation to them to
compleat the union" (237). This "necessity is sdnimg, that exists in the mind, not the
objects” (165). The mind must construct fictiondahhare really illusions, but which are
also necessary to its capacity to function. Thesdlke "the transition of the mind from
one object to another, and renders its passage ootBi(254). Consciousness therefore
has a fictional, rhetorical structure which makesse and creates order of an incoherent
phenomenal reality.
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In concluding the first book ok Treatise of Human Naturelume describes the
isolation which this rejection of “the most usuahgunctions of cause and effect” has
created (reatise267). He describes his skeptical positibrough the literary simile of a
perilous voyage:

Methinks | am like a man, who having struck on mahgals, and having
narrowly escap’d ship-wreck in passing a smalhfritas yet the temerity to put
out to sea in the same leaky weather-beaten vesgtkven carries his ambition
so far as to think of compassing the globe undesdldisadvantageous
circumstances.Tfeatise263-64)

Hume's critique of ideas as fictions is imaginedhmsyuse of literary language. Once
again, through rhetoric, Hume stresses the needh&oric and fiction, while also
asserting a critical distance from these concéfitsprofound isolation calls his status as
a human being into question: “[I] fancy myself sostiange uncouth monster, who not
being able to mingle and unite in society, has leegrell’d from all human commerce,
and left utterly abandoned and disconsolategétise264). While unquestionably
expressing a very solipsistic view of human nattive,overwhelming pathos of this
passage also implies a different model of socigtali play in Hume’s work. Hume’s
view of himself as a castaway and as “some strangeuth monster” conveys a
powerful plea for empathy from his reader. His péthself-portrait amply suggests that
if people are not naturally united into communitig®y must construct them artificially
in order to meet their most basic needs — or edsibtdtheir status as human beings at all.
Communities, identity, and the infrastructure whicganizes our experiences of reality
are all fictions necessary to human survival.

Mandeville’sThe Fable of the Bedakes a similar view of society as an artificial

construct that works with — and not against — humetnre. His poem and accompanying
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commentary explore the means whereby individudlistdrest builds the community.
His stated goal is “[tjo show that these qualificas, which we all pretend to be ashamed
of, are the great support of a flourishing sociétyandeville 36)’ In such a society,
“[t]he worst of all the Multitude / [Does] sometlgrior the Common Good” (27). If self-
serving actions unwittingly benefit “the Common @gdviandeville is able to conclude
that *Vice is beneficial found,When it's by Justice lopt and boun(@5). When correctly
engineered by society, vice can be put to worksorthy causes. Mandeville views
people as too innately self-centered to care foerst Because the human being is an
“extraordinary selfish and headstrong, as wellgd€{inning animal ... it is impossible by
force alone to make him tractable, and receivartipgovements he is capable of’ (36).
This headstrong quality means that “consequentlgpazies of animals is, without the
curb of government, less capable of agreeing loggther in multitudes than that of
man” (36). It also means that man will only confawrsociety if he believes that he is
acting of his own free will. Through various motivms of pride and vanity, people are
coaxed and shamed into cooperation (41, 47).dnhig the desire for recognition and the
dread of criticism which motivate conformity (209) shrewd society harnesses vices of
selfish vanity for its own good, directing the ndedpraise and the fear of humiliation to
the interests of common utility.

Mandeville’s unprecedented articulation of his angut in the form of heroic
couplets expresses a novel reconciliation of riieaband social concerns which marks a
major turning point in the social contract traditidf previous writers covertly employed
literary elements in their social writings, Mandivrenders these explicit. Literature,

like pride, greed or shame, is an expression oirttiidual will that can be put to the

7 Citations refer to page numbers.
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service of the community. As Hobbes observes, “phdleEloquence ... procureth
attention and consentLéviathan557). Mandeville merely removes Hobbes’s cavestt th
eloquence’s reliance on “Passions and Interestafans it inferior. Instead of masking
his rhetorical devices, Mandeville actively poitiitem out to his reader. He opens his
fable of the bees by stressing that this is amathefor human society: “THESE Insects
liv'd like Men, and all / Our Actions they perforchin small” (Mandeville 23). In a
similar spirit, he “compare[s] the body politicqdnfess the simile very low) to a bowl of
punch” (65). Thus, unlike Hobbes, Mandeville is lba@shed by the direct use of
rhetorical figures and satire. Adam Smith suggtsis Mandeville’s~able of the Bees
draws on the register of “books of chivalry and amrce, which describe the most
dangerous and extravagant adventures” (“Edinbu?glt). Locating himself within
Mandeuville's tradition and adopting his positivewiof the relationship between
literature and social theory, Smith emphasizesrthetorical devices are essential to
narratives of the state of nature (259)Subsequent to Mandeville, literature and rhetoric
are no longer viewed as antithetical to society,-biogether with self-interest — as vital
tools in community-building and the constructiorsotial treatises. The underlying

individualism of social contract societies becormrssset, rather than an obstacle. Its

18 Smith belongs to a new generation of social tistmrinfluenced by Mandeville, who postulate a i
relationship among rhetoric, sociability and theaemt field of economics. Smith thereby praises the
outstanding English literary imagination, and “thgenious and eloquent M. Rousseau of Geneva”
(“Edinburgh” 243;Lectures205). He ascribes these achievements to the bgdisital economy:
“Opulence and commerce commonly precede the impnewe of arts, and refinement of every sort”
(Lecturesl37). Opulence creates a leisure class that gge&sure even in its more mundane occupations.
Consequently, eloquent language embellishes bisstreassactions: “Prose is naturally the language of
Business, as Poetry is of pleasure and amusenrese B the stile in which all the common affaifdife,
all Business and Agreements, are made.... It is whign pleasure is the only thing sought after thas®
comes to be studied” (137-38). Under conditionprokperity, prose and business fruitfully converge.
Literary diction thereby becomes, to use Smith’'sapkor, richer; business becomes more pleasurable.
Ferguson similarly asserts that “[t]he fine artsspring from the stock of society, and are the bhasand
foliage which adorn its prosperity, or actually trdvute to the growth and vigor of the planPr{nciples
1.225). Like Smith, he asserts a harmonious relakipp among rhetoric, sociability, individualitydithe
economy.
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infrastructure of literary allusion, rhetoricalatiegy and personal agenda can be openly

acknowledged and endorsed.

Society beyond Sovereignty: Smith and Ferguson

“Not that we can believe, with some theoreticalters, that ... through a sense of their
wants and weaknesses, individuals met togethetdrga plain, entered into an original
contract, and chose the tallest man present tbddegovernor.” (Blackstone 35)

If Hume and Mandeville still see the relationshgivikeen the individual and
society as artificial, albeit — in Hume’s termsené that may be said natural,” Smith and
Ferguson deem it entirely naturdkéatise484). Individual self-interest necessarily and
harmoniously furthers the interests of society aithany engineering and without the
need for a sovereign or analogous means of coeirtiaention. With this argument,
social theory comes full circle; Smith and Fergussgoncile individualism — once a
subversive and antisocial motivation — with an aigaision of society and community.
They suggest that individuals are inherently prexeined to form communities and
conform to society and therefore no longer nedaetsubjugated to a centralized
authority. If this sounds like a happy ending te donflict between the individual and
society staged in this chapter, | will contend thaterely represents a shift in priorities,
rather than an actual resolution. With the riséhefindividual comes the concomitant
demise of a viable notion of community. In this cluding section, | demonstrate that in
eliminating sovereignty, Smith and Ferguson arevigh weak notions of society. The
lack of community in their respective works elud¢etaa lacuna inherent to social
contract theory from its inception. The foundatiorarks of Hobbes and Rousseau

conceive of the sovereign as a purely practicaltsni to the problem of social cohesion;
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otherwise, he is deemed extraneous. When the&olkiss Hobbes and Rousseau’s cue
and actually extract the sovereign, his vital fisrtbecomes more apparent. As Hobbes
notes, Unity, cannot ... be understood in Multitudd’efviathan131). Without this
unified figure, society dissolves altogether. Lotkereby tacitly reintroduces
sovereignty, and Smith and Ferguson are left witiolherent notions of community.
Smith criticizes the social contract tradition Y¥eewing individual self-interest as
antithetical to society. He contests Rousseau aaadgville’s supposition “that there is
in man no powerful instinct which necessarily detiees him to seek society for its own
sake” (“Letter” 250). Thus, like Rousseau or MaritleySmith posits human nature as
essentially asocial and self-centered. He comntaats'a man of humanity in Europe,”
“[iIf he were to lose his little finger to-morrow .would not sleep tonight; but, provided
he never saw them, he will snore with the mostqunoél security over the ruin of a
hundred million of his brethren [in ChinaJTlfeory157). People “feel so little for
another, with whom they have no particular connexio comparison of what they feel
for themselves” (101). Even when people do valberoindividuals, this does not extend
itself to a broader concern for society; a regardridividuals does not entail a regard for
the multitude (105). Where Smith differs from hiegecessors is in reinventing this
familiar idea of natural self-centeredness as @abtaculty, deeming it a highly
underestimated virtue. Like Mandeville, he argues vanity and the pursuit of self-
interest are powerful motivations for socializatibimlike Mandeville, he does not regard
these motivations as potential vices that reqiegntervention of politics. He believes
that self-centeredness will always naturally bdart® community:

Regard to our own private happiness and interest,appear upon many
occasions very laudable principles of action. Takits of oeconomy, industry,
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discretion, attention, and application of thougtng generally supposed to be
cultivated from self-interested motives, and atsame time are apprehended to
be very praise-worthy qualities, which deservedsieem and approbation of
every body. Theory359)

Smith’s goal is to remove the stigma of selfishrfess self-interest and to emphasize
that personal happiness necessarily contributesdial wellbeing:

Every individual is continually exerting himself fiod out the most advantageous
employment for whatever capital he can command.Hts own advantage,
indeed, and not that of the society, which he hasaw. But the study of his own
advantage naturally, or rather necessarily leadstbiprefer that employment
which is most advantageous to the socialye#lth289)

Through the category of economic progress, Smihes that private enterprise
necessarily enhances public wealth. A benign fgt@antees that individual interests
will never incur abuse, but will promote universatial wellbeing?®

Smith’s individualism initially appears no less i than Locke or Hume’s in its
view of people as innately asocial. But Smith goait infrastructure that guarantees a
collusion of individual and collective wellbeingpiting individuals through an
underlying system of sympathy. Smith defines syimpas the natural tendency to
experience “fellow-feeling with any passion whatéy&heory13). Organizing this
concept are assumptions about the universalitgltahi-feeling and a natural kinship,
which balances Smith’s assertion of people as fonasdially selfish. In addition to
sympathy, Smith posits the economy as an exemplagel for the mutual promotion of
individual and collective wellbeing. In his overvief civilization, he asserts that

“commerce and manufactures gradually introduceérordd good government, and with

19 Albert Hirschman ascribes this naive optimism itB’s historical vantage point on the threshold of
modern capitalism: “the idea that men pursuingrtimérests would be forever harmless was decigivel
given up only when the reality of capitalist dey@toent was in full view” (126). Similarly, Alan
Macfarlane notes that Smith does not anticipatetia@ienges that the industrial revolution would@to
his glowing account of progress merely a generdtiter (148).
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them the liberty and security of individualdVgalth260). He describes the workings of
this reciprocal beneficence through the memorahbge of the invisible hand. Unable to
consume their wealth exclusively, the rich “are lbgdan invisible hand to make nearly
the same distribution of the necessities of lifejals would have been made, had the
earth been divided into equal portions among halnitants, and thus without intending
it, without knowing it, advance the interest of 8uiety” (Theory215). The economy
operates as a mystical force echoing the predelsgiattern of a natural equilibrium.
Ultimately, in Smith’s view, people are equal (28aps of wealth actually promote this
equality, because the achievements of the afflalsiot benefit the poor:

The house, the furniture, the clothing of the richa little time, become useful to
the inferior and middling ranks of people. They abée to purchase them when
their superiors grow out of them, and the generabanmodation of the whole
people is thus gradually improvedVéalth210)

Self-interest leads people, through a concernhieir own wellbeing, to unwittingly
benefit others. This reflects a system, of whichittvisible hand is a synecdoche. In
discussing the invisible hand, Smith “take[s] pleasn beholding the perfection of so
beautiful and grand a systenTheory216). Yet he emphasizes that pleasure in its
harmony must not preside over the main functiosagiety, which is to serve its
constituents. Smith is strongly critical of attespt social engineering: “The man of
system ... is often so enamoured with the supposagdtpef his own ideal plan of
government, that he can not suffer the smallesiatiem from any part of it” (275). The
man of system — identified as Hobbes later on @Ttieory of Moral Sentimentstreats
society as a game of chess. He does not under$tatdin the greater chess-board of
human society, every single piece has a principtaation of its own” (275). Smith
criticizes Hobbes for regarding society as if ireva game or a work of art, which can be
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masterminded by a social scientist (372). Inst&adith suggests that broader forces
reconcile the individual to society.

In doing away with social engineering and with camitant systems of external
coercion, Smith remains with a diffuse social mpdelerned by individual sympathy
and self-interest. He suggests that society cae &#dom a range of motives, both
profound and insignificant in nature. Hence, mutegd draws people “together by the
agreeable bonds of love and affectiofhéory100). But society can also be upheld by
more random causes, whereby people convene “freemse of its utility, without any
mutual obligation” (100). Society can hence eitmeret a deep need for sociability, or
simply be good for business. A thin account of siycemerges from these variable
motivations and from Smith’s discussion of its mnyinstitution, the justice system.
Smith extols justice as “the main pillar that uglethe whole edifice. If it is removed,
the great, the immense fabric of human society,fdiaic which to raise and support
seems in this world ... to have been the peculiardamting care of Nature, must in a
moment crumble into atoms” (101). But Smith desesijustice in peculiarly omissive
terms, given its centrality as the pillar of sogiémere justice is, upon most occasions,
but a negative virtue, and only hinders us frontihgrour neighbor .... We may often
fulfill all the rules of justice by sitting stillred doing nothing” (95-96). Justice, in Smith’s
non-interventionist view, is simply the absencerrie.

The fabric upholding Smith’s society, which isétpeculiar and darling care of
Nature,” appears frail and at times nonexistentrststing merely of “sitting still and
doing nothing” Theory101, 96). Hence, Smith appears to suffer fromodlpm that he

identifies in Hobbes, whose work he deems puregjatiee. In “overturn[ing] the Old
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systems of Religion and Philosophy as Hobbs ... lwad Smith himself does not
discover a new system, but eliminates social itfuatures altogethetécturess8). In
rejecting Hobbes’s proposition that individuals tioes artificially engineered into a
group by a sovereign, Smith appears to have remtikiednain pillar that upholds the
whole edifice” of society, reducing it to a stafeatbomism Theory101). By pursuing
self-interest and merely refraining from assaultagh other, individuals still do not
form a positive basis for community. Like Hobbeecke and Rousseau before him,
Smith’s individualistic society lacks a principléahesion. Alan Macfarlane observes
that the unprecedented growth of modern society fitte seventeenth century onward
“depended on the weakening of kinship (status)taadyrowth of the power of other
institutions” such as economic and political stames (272). As a result, Smith and other
modern theorists are left with a deficient notidrtemmonality. In obviating absolutism
as a means of overcoming this lack, Smith is letth @wn insubstantial notion of society,
suggested by the ephemeral image of the invisiae hthe fragmented vestige of an
otherwise deceased social body.

Ferguson strives to overcome the lacuna left byetimaination of the sovereign
by positing a complete unity of individual and ssigi He asserts that “[t]he interests of
society ... and of its members are easily reconci({&d%ay59). In reconciling these
interests, Ferguson also unites two opposed toadiiin the history of political thought.
He thereby fosters Locke’s view that “the happingssdividuals is the great end of
civil society” (FergusonkEssay59), while simultaneously adopting Aristotle’s exggn
that society precedes the individual and that gtghmust have been society at the birth

of man” Principles1.44). Ferguson unites these divergent trendobufating a
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relationship of reciprocal harmony between thevrtlial and society: “All nature indeed
is connected; and the world itself consists ofgawhich, like the stones of an arch,
mutually support and are supported” (1.18). Indiraldand society reflect each other:
“This fabric of nature, so fitly organized in thafe of every individual, is organized
also in the assemblage of many individuals into ystem” (165-66). Ferguson
repremands modern society for being excessiveliyishgalistic and for not recognizing
this system which unites the individual with thegp Essay58).

But Ferguson appears to lack a detailed idea ofthevindividual and society are
actually to collaborate, and how social contragt@ples are to cohere with
Aristotelianism. Ferguson’s image of society asanhn, the stones of which “mutually
support and are supported,” suggests a visionddiolual cooperation within the social
body which he also expresses in his views on thisidn of labor Principles1.18). He
asserts that “a people can make no great progreks iarts of life, until they have
separated, and committed to different personssekieral tasks, which require a
particular skill and attention’Hssayl72). Progress relies on the division of sociaty i
many units, all performing diverse and specialiteexks. But this division of labor also
fragments society and undermines its unity: “Untierdistinctionof callings ... every
individual is supposed to possess his speciedaftta. and society is made to consist of
parts, of which none is animated with the spirisotiety itself” (207). The cohering
figure of a sovereign who can animate these varpauts and render the social body
whole is blatantly absent.

Ferguson concurs with William Blackstone’s critiqafeHobbes (cfPrinciples

2.265), in which Blackstone ridicules the idea @fexeignty and the notion that “through
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a sense of their wants and weaknesses, individugisogether in a large plain, entered
into a contract, and chose the tallest man preedre their governor” (Blackstone 35).
Yet without this “tallest man,” nothing remainshold society together. Individuals lack
a notion of sociability and become “parts, of whigne is animated with the spirit of
society itself” (Fergusorgssay207). Social contract writers fill this absencerbgorting
to an older model of sovereignty. But this modgleqgrs extraneous and even
contradictory to its founding assumptions concegriive originary autonomy of
individuals. Authoritarian notions of society laghind the rise of novel concepts of
individual autonomy and freedom. When Smith andj&son remove sovereignty, they
encounter deficient notions of society and hense af individuality. As a result, Locke
tacitly reintroduces elements of authoritarianisitheut the direct figure of the
sovereign. As Shaftesbury observes, the “spectad Aristotle” haunts social contract
philosophy, which is unable to provide an alteweto his powerful model of
community (“Letter” 414). In banishing Aristotle&ithoritarian specter, social contract
theory’s critics are left with a lacuna that takes form of a ghostly invisible hand, or a

vacant postulation of social harmony.
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Chapter 2

Man, Nature, and Society:
The Prelude as Wordsworth’s Social Contract

Politics and Individualism

A choice that from the passions of the world
Withdrew, and fixed me in a still retreat;
Sheltered, but not to social duties lost,
Secluded, but not buried[Excursion5.52-55)

At the prime of his career Wordsworth came to rdgarcial retreat as a viable
political stance. In his autobiography of politicalming of ageThe Preludg1805,
1850) and the subsequdtrcursion(1814), he sets out to redefine the relations among
“Man, Nature, and Society” in response to a nogetdrounding of the individual in
recent political thoughtHxcursion p. 2)! Wordsworth presents withdrawal as an active
form of political involvement; he is “[s]helteredut not to social duties lost, / Secluded,
but not buried” (5.53-54). By isolating himself fnd‘the passions of the world,” he
develops the highly individualized identity chaeacdtic of empiricist political thought.
Wordsworth's notion of personal freedom as thellimént of social duty echoes the
peculiar double standard of Roussealuibe. Like Rousseau’s protagonist, Wordsworth
struggles to reconcile a radically individualistiation of volition with sociability. And
like Julie, he discovers a fundamental confliciden individualism and its ensuing
social vision — a conflict which dictates both tbem and thematics of his poetry.

This formative dialogue with individualist socidlifpsophy has been largely

neglected from studies of Wordsworth’s work, expgdiim to charges of social,

! Unless otherwise indicated by page numbers, aitatiromThe Excursiomefer to line numbers.
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historical and political evasion. Over the lastiyefive years, critics have taken the
view, here voiced by Marjorie Levinson, that Wordsth's “primary poetic action is the
suppression of the socialPériod37). Alan Liu suggests that “[t]he proper titleTdie
Prelude we might say, i$listory Lost (456). To a similar effect, Jerome McGann
classifies Wordsworth’s post-Revolutionamgnservatism with Ezra Pound’s pro-fascist
Cantos arguing thafThe Preludes “another masterpiece of another common human
frailty: bad faith” Byron 192). In this chapter, | seek an alternative todtitical
consensus that Wordsworth withdrew from politiedponsibility fairly early on in his
career. By extending existing studies of Wordswartd empiricist epistemology to
consider his relationship to social contract thebargue that Wordsworth’s poetry
profoundly engages with the political dilemmas f éra.

The Prelud&s formal, thematic and ideological structure iarided on the
archetypal model of the social contract. Self-canssly citing Rousseau in his support
of “the government of equal rights / And individwabrth,” Wordsworth posits the
individual as the foundational social urfirélude 9.248-49Y Initially, he assumes that
“Man, Nature, and Society” can be harmoniouslygnaged Excursion p.2), echoing
Adam Ferguson’s Lockean postulation that “[tjhesiests of society ... and of its
members are easily reconcile®ssay59). When fissures emerge among “society ... and
... its members,” as they do for Ferguson and othéers of this tradition, Wordsworth
intermittently singles out and favors first natuteen individual man and finally society.
He moves from an account of the state of natura,gosition of individualism and

eventually to communitarianism. Through the majanaatic event oThe Preludehis

2 Citations refer to the 180Brelude unless otherwise indicated. Later in this chaptekplain my choice
to read the 180PFreludeas the primary text. See pages 102-09.
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disappointment with the French Revolution, WorddWaeritiques social contract
philosophy for offering an insufficient model oframonality among members of society.
His subsequent Godwinian and conservative phasedittge varied attempts to salvage
remnants of the underlying individualism of theiabcontract. In spite of these many
oscillations both within the 18@Breludeand across his career, Wordsworth remains
fundamentally true to his original view of the inidiual as the pivot of society. Yet this
position exposes him to the major problem of atii@locontract writers: how can a basis
for commonality be derived from inherently asoamlividuals? InThe Excursiorand in
his later 1850 version dfthe PreludeWordsworth eventually rejects individualism due
to its inability to foster a model of social cohmsi But this rejection compromises his
poetic vision, which relies on social contract ttye® powerful assertion of
individualism.

Far from constituting a retreat from more publimfis of literature, Wordsworth’s
project thereby explores the relations among tbevidual and society over nearly half a
century of work. Yet Despite Wordsworth's formaterggagement with Rousseau and his
persistent quest for a model of society, criticgehaften categorized his individualism as
a form of escapism. Herbert Lindenberger reads Wodth's references to the
revolution as veiled metaphors for spiritual stleggithout any "real concern with
politics" (262). Historicist methodologies of treest thirty years have disparaged this
perceived avoidance of the socio-political, oftenmecting it to Wordsworth's
conservatism. Marilyn Butler thereby compares Wawatsh's proverbial social retreat to
Paul de Man’s denial of his wartime Nazi sympath&se suggests that Romantic

evasion appeals to “those modern admirers of Wasdswespecially), who have made
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an icon of his poetry and sought to repeat evesigsificant silences in their criticism”
(“Plotting” 155). Wordsworth and de Man share “geotion of politics so comprehensive
and doctrinaire that they appear to have left tiedves no vocabulary in which to write
analytically about their own sociopolitical positgd (153). In the same article, Butler
fantasizes about an alternative Wordsworth who yiesig during the Reign of Terror
(133-34). Although the scenario of early death wichdve spared Wordsworth’s neo-
Marxist critics the embarrassment of his later eovstism, it would have also foreclosed
the vocabulary of his major works, all written frdhe conservative mid 1790s onward.
This misperception of Wordsworth’s post-revolutipnpoetry as politically
evasive has become entrenched in Romanticism studespite the fact that
Wordsworth’s shift from revolutionary to conservatipolitics coincided with his most
prolific period of writing, critics generally quesh his political responsibility beyond his
early radical phase, following Butler’'s cue in ngHarically killing him off. James
Chandler thus suggests thahé Prelude.. is written from an ideological perspective
that is thoroughly Burkean .... [T]he visionary angberimental writing for which
Wordsworth is revered, his program for poetryyasif its very inception impelled by
powerfully conservative principles” (31-32). He gagts that Wordsworth tries to present
this conservatism as a non-political position, ¢hgr'"bak[ing] his cake and claim[ing] at
the same time that nature made it for him" (72p@d& McGann proposes thete
Prelude"annihilates its history, biographical and socistdrical alike, and replaces these
particulars with a record of pure consciousnek#dlogy90). Wordsworth cultivates

"[t]he idea that poetry, or even consciousnessseane free of the ruins of history and

% In contrast to McGann, see Jerome Christensen,angues that Romantic writers willfully turn to eth
historical contexts as a means of representingiqallinstability (25).
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culture” (91). As Anne Mack and Jay Rome suggestGihn seeks an alternative to a
neo-Kantian approach that posits aesthetics astelissted and non-ideological (179).
Sarah Zimmerman observes that neo-Kantianism ramebus to actual Romantic
literature, and belongs more to the critics thath&otexts themselves (20).

Recent scholarship has begun questioning Kantlsgxe influence on British
Romanticism, crediting Wordsworth with greater seggolitical acumen by reading his
poetry in a non-metaphysical conteks. Susan Wolfson argues, new historicism denies
Wordsworth's agency and self-awareness, whichifedlrom the poetry to its criticism
("Questioning” 419). Levinson proposes that skeptictoward “autonomy, intention,
author, and individual” precludes the need to Wlokrdsworth personally responsible for
failing to acknowledge history: “Wordsworth’s poeloes not deny its conditions of
being. Neither, however, does it or could it acklemige them, no more than the eye can
see itself seeing .... There is no question for #wesronist critic of wishing it were
otherwise” (“Revisionist” 125, 123). Skepticism tard authority notwithstanding, it
must indeed be out of the question for “the revisbcritic ... [to wish] it were
otherwise,” as she can then claim Wordsworth’sibns on socio-historical problems
as her own, arguing for oversight on the part efgbet.

New historicism’s valuable reinstatement of sodtdrical context thus seems
unnecessarily to detract from Wordsworth’s textsthle introduction to this dissertation,
| have suggested that the evacuation of politigahay from Wordsworth’s poetry is
largely due to an overemphasis on German ideahsRomanticism studies. New
historicism appears far more concerned with critigudealist models of transcendence

in Romantic criticism than with Wordsworth’s actgaletry, which — counter to popular
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consensus — is not of an idealist or transcendsmte In an 1840 retrospect of his
career, Wordsworth comments that he “[had] nevad eeword of Kant, thank Heaven!”
(Letters7.49). While overestimating German idealism, csithave tended to
underestimate Wordsworth’s direct references tarttlividualist context. Clifford Siskin
thereby ascribes Wordsworth'’s valorization “of depenent and growth” to a
transcendental model of progresistoricity 29, 95). Albeit critical of McGann
elsewhere, Siskin shares his view that Wordswartpleys notions of interiority — in this
case, of inner development — to displace confimtfthe socio-political to the private
domain (cf. McGannideology88-89)? What Siskin and McGann do not consider is the
politics of this domain. Seventeenth- and eighteeentury individualism is a socio-
political construct essential to the ascendant foffiberal government. As Ferguson
suggests, echoing Locke before him, “the happinéswividuals is the great end of civil
society” Essay59).> Notions of individual growth and change are natfted to the
patterns of socio-political evasion noted by SiskiitGann and others, but are essential
to this new focus on the individual as the founolai social unit.

In recent years, several scholars have tried tonesocio-political responsibility
to Wordsworth by considering his relationship tgpanoist philosophy as an alternative
context to German idealism. Nancy Yousef, Alan Béamd Regina Hewitt study
Wordsworth’s allusions to empiricist epistemologyrguasively to challenge the
orthodox view, here voiced by David Bromwich, ttiae idea of society, and of social

good as a prior fact that guides action, is aleWbordsworth” (143). Yousef argues that

“ Elsewhere, Siskin suggests that McGann falls firélle same Romantic mystique of development of
which he is otherwise so criticaflistoricity 63). His inadvertent espousal of the Romantic motib
progress renders him complicit with the “Romandiedlogy,” like other pro-Romantic scholars, such as
Abrams and Hartman, from whom McGann tries to distshimself.

® Ferguson repeats Locke’s assertion that “[t]heafrgbvernment is the good of mankin@®egcond378).
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Wordsworth challenges the empiricist myth of pe@deriginally autonomous by
presenting the individual as developing via soicitdractions (118). She identifies two
antithetical models of development at workiime PreludeOn the one hand,
Wordsworth evokes an empiricist myth of the subgecan independent, free-growing
seedling (Yousef 141), referring to his childhoesd'@air seed-time” Preludel.306).

On the other hand, in the “Blessed babe” passaged$Worth portrays the individual as
evolving through social interactions (2.237-79)./d&worth’s emphasis on the infant’s
dependence suggests a communitarian model thapsrthne empiricist fiction of original
autonomy (Yousef 118). His emergent critique obaoimy leads Yousef to propose that
The Preludebe read within

the philosophical tradition that preceded it rattiian that with which it happens
to be contemporary .... The poem recognizably bringsther features of the
sylvan, idyllic state of nature ... and elementshaf €mpiricist narrative of the
mind’s gradual acquisition of knowledge from seisaand experience.
(Yousef 117)

While astutely locating Wordsworth’s work withinetlempiricist tradition, Yousef does
not consider his engagement with autonomy or ildiaiity after the formation of
society. Her analysis is concerned with Wordsward€count of origins.

Like Yousef, Bewell also explores Wordsworth’s fastion with empiricist
narratives of epistemological growth. He studiesdmpiricist background to
Wordsworth’s commentary on marginalized social asts that serve as “test-cases” for
the limits of consciousnesErflightenmeng8). But Bewell does not consider the social
contract narrative of the state of nature or ofdtate of society as informing contexts for
Wordsworth’s poetry. Elsewhere, he critiques the hestoricist assumption that nature

is “the favorite hiding place of the political, teecial, the ideological,” and “the
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antithesis of history” in Romantic era literatutBé¢thinking” 1). Yet rather than
connecting Romantic nature to notions of the stteature, Bewell repoliticizes nature
by examining its history in eighteenth- and ninateecentury colonial expansion (3).

If Yousef and Bewell focus on Wordsworth’s interesempiricist narratives of
origins, Hewitt extends her analysis to considesdciological effects. Attending
primarily to Locke’sEssay Concerning Human UnderstandargiThe Excursionshe
observes that empiricism’s emphasis on individeateption yields a “chimerical idea of
community” in which people lose their “ties to eaather and the environment” (viii,

vii). Empiricist epistemology generates an emplrdilemma, whereby philosophy's new
emphasis on subjective perception disrupts th@natf commonality requisite to

society. Wordsworth comments on this crisis in emts of community “the
consequences of which are only now coming into Vigdewitt 189). Hewitt suggests
that Wordsworth does not so much retreat from $peie point to the more general
retreat of a unifying concept of society. She ustdards his insights into the solipsism
underlying empiricism as “till[ing] the intellectusoil in which would grow the
realization that perceptions cannot be shared”)(18%esponse to this newly decentered
social model, Wordsworth designs an inductive maidgoetry which fosters his readers’
individual judgments.

Although my analysis comes close to Hewitt's, wdrads different areas of
empiricist theory and of Wordsworth's works. | fe@mnThePreludés relationship to
Rousseau’s social theo@ritics widely agree upomhe Excursiols conservative agenda.
By contrast,The Prelude- a text far more frequently read and taught —dees the

target of major controversy. It is therefore impoittto considerhe Preludss direct
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references to politics and history. In readirige ExcursionHewitt comments that
Wordsworth “challenges the idea of philosophicahatity and completeness. Instead of
proposing a new and full system for readers to gdbgtimulates them to greater self-
reliance” (184f These comments on Wordsworth’s empowerment ofetader, who
alone can ascertain how his text is to be read, ewpiain new historicism’s ubiquitous
claim that Wordsworth’s poems require the supplaargrinsight of the critic. New
historicism merely fails to recognize that Wordsthts poems are intentionally open-
ended. As Hewitt observes, Wordsworth deliberad@lylges himself of exclusive
authority in order to construct the type of selfanet and active reader who can function
in a society lacking in cohering structures. Thaaf community comes to rest upon

individuals, rather than overarching institutiomdexts.

Individual Form
“[A] long poem upon the formation of my own mind[(Wordsworth,Letters6.680)
Wordsworth’s poetry seeks to promote values ofviddial freedom and

autonomy through an open-ended approach to forntamgosition. However, his
ensuing loose and sometimes unconventional apptoguabetic form has incited a level
of controversy that spirals far beyond his modetgrition of stimulating independent
thought in his readers. Critics have presentedithieiguous diction and many versions of
Wordsworth’s poems as serious obstacles to thest rasic intelligibility. Francis

Jeffrey, among the first to criticize Wordswortlgproach to form, rejects his open-

® Although Hewitt’s argument is extremely useful torderstanding Wordsworth’s emphasis on the
individual, on his foreclosure of authority andttrs approach to empiricism, | disagree with thiecsfic
appraisal ofThe ExcursionSee p. 125 for my discussion of Hewitt's readdfighis poem.
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ended use of languadeln his review ofThe ExcursionJeffrey argues that Wordsworth
is “more obscure than a Pindaric poet of the seestih century” (459). As a result,

“[t]he doctrine which ... The Excursiohis intended to enforce, we are by no means
certain that we have discovered” (460). In his 1&8%$say, Supplementary to the Preface
of Lyrical Ballads(1800),” Wordsworth retaliates by rejecting Jeffseyodel of

authorial enforcement and readerly subserviénce:

Is it to be supposed that the reader can make ggs@f this kind, like an Indian
prince or general — stretched on his palanquin,bamde by his slaves? No; he is
invigorated and inspirited by his Leader, in orttext he may exert himself; for he
cannot proceed in quiescence, he cannot be céilkeed dead weight. Therefore
to create taste is to call forth and bestow po{&ssay” 82)

Wordsworth invokes this colonial register of orerdespotism to propose a
redeployment of power whereby the private readeolmes an agent in social and
semantic formation, rather than a redundant “degight” predetermined by a despotic
society or text. Literature is not a means of anfg duty, but a site for negotiating
individual freedom and responsibility.

The famous Simplon Pass episoddloé Preludegrovides a model for
understanding Wordsworth’s formal strategies ohirtilal empowerment. Wordsworth
describes the realization that he has unwittingbgsed the Alps as a moment of jarring
dissonance which paradoxically yields insight ini® vocation as a poet:

| was lost as in a cloud,
Halted without a struggle to break through,

" Jeffrey lists the sheer length of Wordsworth’stpgdts didacticism — involving “a series of losgrmons
and harangues” — and Wordsworth’s predilectiorf‘éoninently fantastic, obscure, and affected” dictas
the major factors inhibiting its clarity (458, 4580).

8 See Gill's discussion of Wordsworth’s writing biet“Essay, Supplementary to the Preface” in 181% as
direct response to Jeffrey’s devastating revievittd Excursiorfor theEdinburgh Revievin November
1814 (ife 305-07). Wordsworth clearly did not intend his @m@agement of readerly autonomy to
encompass the outright rejection of his poeticesyst
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And now recovering to my Soul | say

| recognize thy glory; in such strength

Of usurpation, in such visitings

Of awful promise, when the light of sense
Goes out in flashes ...

Our destiny, our nature, and our home

Is with infinitude, and only there,

With hope it is, hope that can never die,

Effort, and expectation, and desire,

And something evermore about to Herglude 6.529-42)

The many enjambments in this passage enact “thedigsense / Go[ing] out in flashes,”
the frustrated expectation which yields first caun and then “hope... hope that can
never die” in the notion that fulfillment still awa Wordsworth as a goal now relocated
to his own mind. Completion becomes a propertyhefgercipient individual rather than
an objective reality. By positing the individuallhas the primary value of his poetry,
Wordsworth staves off the danger of devolving iatwlead weight" lacking in agency
and authority (Wordsworth, "Essay" 82). By focusorgan indeterminate object,
Wordsworth’s own volition comes to the fore as tiftenate goal of his quest.

In reading this passage, Liu argues that indivigumapowerment is achieved
through the denial of history. He notes the mijiteegister of “usurpation,” “struggle”
and “glory” and the geographical locus of the Adzsveiled references to Napoleon’s
seizing of power in the 18 Brumaire (25). Accordind-iu, Wordsworth develops a
“method” in this passage whereby he both invokesamceals Napoleon so that he can
appropriate his power without the accompanyings@f tyranny (30). History is thus
“cleansed of tyranny so that only the shining ‘gshfigured by Napoleon — and shared
by the poet — will remain” (30). Yet Wordsworth seepreoccupied with avoiding
precisely such gestures of tyranny and authoritangosition in a passage so intent
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upon encouraging the freedom of individual judgneerd perception. Wordsworth's
poetics are grounded in the empowerment of theviehgial will and in the resistance to
absolute systems and texts.

Wordsworth expresses this formal resistance tooaitighian imposition both by
laying the onus of interpretation on the reader or the case of this passage — the
percipient subject, and also by actually avoidindieg The PreludeCompulsive
revision is among the few fixtures of this perp#tuavolving and palimpsestic project,
undermining Wordsworth’s own authority and thahaf readers in their ability to master
his text coherently. The various versionsToe Preludgresent conflicting approaches to
its central questions and, counter to Wordswoiititsntion, have come to compete for
the status of definitive versionWordsworth first adapted the original 1798-99 4vamk
inception ofThe Preludento a five-book draft in 180%.In 1805 it became a thirteen-
book poem that was reworked to a fourteen-bookiaelis 1816-19 and altered again in
1832 and 1838-39 (Wordsworth, Abrams and Gill 562-8Vhereas the two- and five-
partPreludes focus on Wordsworth’s childhood and youth befassengagements with
society and politics, the thirteen- and fourteeniiBreludes are both explicitly political
in subject matter. The 1805 version incorporatesd&imorth’s residences in London and

Revolutionary France and his subsequent crisisecmlery. Significant changes to the

° Wordsworth intended the 18%0eludeto be published after his death as a source ohiecfor his
beneficiariesl(etters6.680). Accordingly, its circulation was limiteatil the end of the nineteenth century
(Gill Life 2). The 1805 version, which was never intendegftdilication, first became available in 1926
(Wordsworth, Abrams and Gill 567). Since then, tihe- and five-parPreludes have both been published
as discrete versions. Although Wordsworth interalynchallenged his readers to form ideologically
independent readings of his text, he clearly newended them to be able to choose among the
ideologically discrete 1799, 1804 and 1805 texteer€ is no reason to doubt his 1830 assertiorhef “t
importance | attach to following strictly the lastpy of the text of an Author'Létters5.236).

% The five-bookPreludewas an eight-week project, providing an accouwofdsworth’s enlightenment
education up until the French Revolution (JonathWardsworth, “Five-Book” 1-2, Chandler 98). The two-
and five-partPreludes engage primarily in Wordsworth’s growth in natbegore his entrance into social
life.
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1850Preludeinclude a more conservative perspective, suggéstedeulogy to Edmund
Burke (L8507.512-43), and the division of Book Ten into twsatete books, which
create a clearer distinction between Wordswortfsglasionments with the French
Revolution and with Godwinism as separate episedésis extending the poem into its
eventual fourteen-book structure. This “long pogroruthe formation of my own mind”
was itself to form a minor foray into Wordsworthrsich larger unfinished projedhe
ReclusgWordsworth L etters6.680).

Wordsworth’s comments on terminating the thirteenkPreludereveal the
motivation for this compositional model of contiheaange. Wordsworth equates
completion with the loss of individual volition:

| finished my Poem about a fortnight ago, | hackkxbforward to the day as a
most happy one ... but it was not a happy day fot mas dejected on many
accounts; when | looked back upon the performaineeemed to have a dead
weight about it, the reality so far short of thgpegtation. I(etters1.594)

As in the “Essay, Supplementary to the Preface hao the phrase “dead weight” refers
to a state of closure that obviates individual ageif a reader who unquestioningly
adopts a ready-made system is “carried like a deaght” by the author, Wordsworth
suggests that his own arrival at a conclusive warsi his poem renders him a passive
nonentity (“Essay” 82). Formal closure eliminatgercy and the freedom to exercise
one’s own will. The ensuing dejection and sensetti@reality has failed to match the
expectation is a source of frustration, but alseaéce. Wordsworth’s notion of his

poem as a disappointing performance solicits nesioes, as his subsequent thirty years

of revision ofThe Preludamust inevitably sugge$t.

™ In his biography of Wordsworth, Gill notes thas hiabitual revision was always accompanied by
“iliness, fatigue, and sleepless nightkifé 192). Wordsworth links confrontation with the fiitxa of form
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Many critics have noted Wordsworth's poetics oktedminacy. Susan Wolfson
refers toThe Preludss pervasive sense of incompletion as “the powaNofdsworth’s
questioning voice [which] resists his design ofrafation .... For Wordsworth, a
question is motivated by the desire for an ansiugrijt also releases energies that thwart
the completion of meaningsP(esence370). In a similar vein, Eugene Stelzig
characterizes the self of Wordsworth’s poetry apgteially evolving toward an
undisclosed goaldonsciousneds3). Stelzig suggests that Wordsworth is less aoece
with aspiring to the transcendent — as so manyséiitics suggest — than with opening
up an endless horizon for individual growth and mnensions of his poem. He disrupts
meaning to facilitate development and to presemedrndividuality of the reader and
author, who otherwise risk becoming dead weighit$is preface tGhe Excursion
Wordsworth describes his various works as the S¢ellatories, and sepulchral recesses”
of a gothic churchExcursionp. 2). William H. Galperin observes that gothic thes
were associated with ruin at the turn of the ni@etle century. Therefore, “Wordsworth’s
‘gothic’ projects an art whose comprehension ofwioeld is conditioned upon a
willingness to defer wholenessRévision210). This “willingness to defer wholeness,”
suggested by the metaphor of a semi-complete atejdeaves room for the individual
will of the reader to intervene and determine megnWordsworth regards open-ended
rhetorical structures as a source of empowermgras Wolfson suggests, readersTok

Preludeare called upon to fill in the blank on the poewrginal empty title-page

(Formal 131-32), language can indeed function as “thetgnsrument and common tie

to notions of death and disease, which he courtgevéth a poetics of indeterminacy and with rewvisio
Wolfson also sees Wordsworth’s reworkingstbe Preludeas an attempt to overcome a preoccupation
with the thematics of deatkr@¢rmal 111).
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of society” (LockeEssay225).The Preludalisperses authority among its diverse readers,
expressing the individualistic values of recenitall theory.

Wordsworth’s model of incessant change has tramszErhe Preludés forty
years of revision. More than a century and a H#dfr dhe conclusion of its final definitive
version, critics are still unsure which text tode@he majority of scholars maintain a
great decade model of a vintage Wordsworth whobgua revision violates the
completion of his earlier work. Critics define tlyigung, valorized poet antithetically vis-
a-vis his older alter-ego, who represents Worddvi®town earliest and dullest critic,
unsure of the ardor, belief, and assertion of bisnger self’ (Onorato 16¥.In “Waiting
for the Palfreys: The Gre®reludeDebate,” old and young poet are pitted againdt eac
other in a debate structured as a trial, with cassghed against the later version of the
poem. Defending the 18 eludeagainst Wordsworth’s request that the 1850 text be
read exclusively, Lindenberger posits that “a maass$ will and testament we honor,
even if he gives his money to a prostitute instefdas wife. |1 don’t think we have the
same obligation to a poet” (Baker 28). The polarmraof right and unlawful versions
suggested by this analogy and by the binary leggitter of Jeffrey Baker’'s debate has
been challenged by more intertextual approacheshvwgosit the relevance of

Wordsworth’s entire career to his poetry. RoberuNgargues that the multipRreludes

12 A similar view is offered by many others, mostatdy ChandlerNature31), Wolfson Formal 101),
Jonathan Wordsworth (38) and the editor3loé Cornell WordsworthAccording to Stephen Parrish, its
general editor, the series aims “to bring the edfbrdsworth into view. Wordsworth’s ... lifelong haloif
revision ... [has] obscured the original, often tlesthversions of his work’Pgeludev).

An interesting exception to this orthodox view igwged by Liu. In spite of Liu's assessment that the
younger Wordsworth’s poetry is founded on the desfidistory, he acknowledges “the possibility tha
Wordsworth was his own critic” in his later works@). InThe ExcursionWordsworth opposes his early
ideology of imagination with communitarian “ideoleg ofdisimagination, celebrating ... national,
ecclesiastical, and public authority. Not ‘I' bMWe (nation, church, people)[].... The voice of theasld
poet is a voice blurred by multitudes” (491). Liws$ reverses Onorato’s evaluation that Wordswoeth w
his “own earliest and dullest critic,” viewing tioéder Wordsworth as an astute commentator on his
younger self.
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should be read intertextually (87). Galperin pragsothat Wordsworth has been falsely
bifurcated into a Romantic and a Victorian podfitttater fashions of literary
periodization, which violate the internal coherentéis project (“Anti-Romanticism”
371) Nicholas Roe also points to the continuity of Wawdrth’s concern with the
French Revolution acro§he Preludss half-century of composition (“Revising” 86).
Sally Bushell adopts a sophisticated, process-taieapproach to Wordsworth’s
compositional method which draws simultaneouslymuitiple versions of his works
(13).

My long reading of the 1805 and 1850 version3lué PreludeandThe Excursion
reflects Wordsworth’s ongoing involvement with thematics of individualism and their
relationship to poetic form throughout the courkth projectDespite significant
differences of perspective among these texts, tloegtheless form a triptych through
which Wordsworth’s development from individualismdommunitarianism and from
endorsement to rejection of the social contractrgeseclearly. Although Wordsworth’s
perspective differs among the versiong bé Preludehe makes sparse narrative changes
and generally purports to maintain the viewpoinéweénts as they unfolded at the time.
He aims to represent “[tjwo consciousnesses, consof myself / And of some other
Being,” his earlier selffrelude2.32-33). Thus, his final address to Coleridge wigh
that he “wilt be soon / Restored to us in renovétealth” is made in both versions from
the perspective of 1804 when Wordsworth hoped@mdeéridge would recover his health

in Malta, rather than of 1810, when Wordsworth @uaderidge were no longer on

13 Galperin also problematically erases some ofigificant differences between Wordsworth'’s eariya
later phases to establish this unified view ofdaireer Revisionl). He argues that Wordsworth’s
Revolutionary phase has been critically overratedifands no significant differences between hisnger
and older poetry.
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speaking terms, or of 1834 when Coleridge was ngdoalive (13.423-24). Similarly,
Annabel Patterson comments on Wordsworth’s faittéss to his Revolutionary
perspective in Books Six and Nine of both versioh§he Preludgin spite of his later
disappointment (246). Over many decades of conipasiordsworth does little to
censor his political involvements.

Jonathan Arac reads the 183@ludeas Wordsworth’s most inclusive work, as
Wordsworth incorporates a more universal perspedanginally reserved for projected
sections ofThe Reclusewvhich he now knew would never be completed (3Rgrefore,
counter to current trends in Wordsworth studiesileging the 1803°relude Arac
ascribes the 1850 text the unique status of beingdgworth’s most comprehensive
attempt to offer an all-inclusive philosoptiin the 185(Prelude Wordsworth
integrates a more communitarian approach, suggesgtdte addition of a passage
describing the destruction of the Grande Chartrél8806.421-89). Wordsworth
portrays the convent as a valuable social bodyuétesbby Revolutionary theories. He
similarly assimilates communitarianism and anti-8lationary politics inThe Excursion.

The Solitary speaks of marrying “society ... my glithg bride” and of embracing

14 Wordsworth’s openness about his radicalism malatgly due to his decision only to publiShe
Preludeposthumously. As Gill comments, Wordsworth’s Vitao readers were not scandalized by his
political confessions, which by the 1850s seemegkls irrelevant Yictorians30). Gill's observation is
supported by William Minto’s 1889 assertion tfi&te Preludss publication “passed almost unobserved.
Nothing could show more strikingly how narrow armhfined is the interest taken in Wordsworth’s
personality. How different it would have been ifotywublishers had been racing for the first issuthaf
autobiography of Byron’s” (435 he Preludealso had a very small readership until 1892, ayrght
limited its circulation (Gill Victorians2). Public attention was thereby deflected awaynftbe political
aspect of Wordsworth’s poetry until the turn of thentieth century. In contrast to his candor aliusit
political involvements, Wordsworth carefully suppses any direct mention of his affair with Annette
Vallon and the birth of their daughter Carolinettbpotentially highly controversial to a Victorian
readership. As late as 1882, William Knight protelctVordsworth’s reputation by carefully omittingsth
information from his posthumous biography (Gillctorians231).

15 By contrast, Kenneth R. Johnston argues that866 Rreludeis irrelevant to readinghe Recluse
because Wordsworth knew by the time of the 1BEfludés composition thathe Reclusaould never be
finished (101). However, Johnston's argument netgreclude Arac’s suggestion that Wordsworth
integrated hitherto unwritten elementsldfe Reclusénto the 185@Prelude
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institutions Excursion3.734, 738). But this yoking together of Christigmnd
community does not provide any greater sense ofrisgdn the face of the political
crises recounted in Wordsworth’s texts. Although 1850PreludeandThe Excursion
broaden the social categories set forth in 1805,ctbmes at the expense of
Wordsworth’s notion of the individual.

The negative impact of Wordsworth’s later commumatdism on his earlier
individualist poetics emerges from a comparisomahy key passages among the 1805
and 185CPreludes. Wordsworth’s new communitarianism eclipses titvidual agency
which he explores in the 1805 version. Thus, disicshis post-Revolutionary despair in
1805, Wordsworth remarks: “So that disastrous jgedid not want / Such sprinklings of
all human excellence / As were a joy to hear Bfe{udel0. 442-44). In 1850, the
comfort of “human excellence” becomes subordinatant external source of divine
authority:

Sothat disastrous period did not want

Bright sprinklings of all human excellence

To which the silver wands of saints in heaven
Might point with rapturous joy185010.483-86)

Human interlocutors — “a joy to hear of” — becorhe tsilver wands of saints in heaven.”
The “voice of Victorian Anglicanism” that Jonath#ordsworth contrasts negatively to
that of the fin-de-siecle radical is unmistakalle¢hiese changes (“Revision” 38). But
religion was always a feature of Wordsworth’s pgsince its inception. Gill astutely
questions ascribing Wordsworth's aesthetic dedtirreligious sentiment, asking: “[a]re
conservative views, or reverence for the ChurcErgjland, inimical to poetry? Yeats
and T. S. Eliot answer thatlife 319). Instead, Gill suggests that Wordsworth’srlat
style is diminished by a tendency toward generatina (320). Rather than reconciling
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notions of individuality and society, Wordsworthtefor a model whereby the individual
is demoted in favor of society. Wordsworth's setffpssed preference for the final
version ofThe Preludequalifies his earlier model of processing and eslgdudgment.
Wordsworth de-legitimizes possible multi-versiomeddings ofThe Preludeby
prescribing "[to follow] strictly the last copy tiie text of an Author"L(etters5.236).

This foreclosure of values of self-determinatiod anthority so central to the 1805
Preludeis detrimental to the 1850 version and'tee Excursionundermining the formal

and thematic premises of Wordsworth’s poetic autyror

The Prelude and Rousseauvian Pastoral

“[U]nto me the events / Seem’d nothing out of natsicertain course —[.]”
(Prelude 9.252-53)

Wordsworth structureghe Preludehrough a dialogue with social contract
theory’s novel assertion of the individual as thienary social unit. He echoes
Rousseau's narrative of a state of nature, traseschount of the individual, recounts the
genesis of a Rousseauvian general will and paing®itne central problems with these
notions. Wordsworth portrays his childhood as hgvaken place in a state of nature.
Nature performs a socializing function, prepariing hAs an individual who can then
become a member of society. The first opportumitgxercise the values learned from
nature comes when Wordsworth moves to London. lButhaotic and heavily populated
city confounds his organized, individualistic sdeigion. When Wordsworth visits
France in the early stages of the revolution, bisific experience of London is initially
transformed. But even at the height of his revohary euphoria, Wordsworth recognizes

a strain in the revolutionary notion of governmdirite individual citizens fail to conform
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to the one collective body of Rousseau’s sociabtheThis difficulty soon has urgent
and practical ramifications as the social bodytstar disintegrate into conflicting
factions all vying for power. With the onset of tReign of Terror, Wordsworth comes to
realize that a society premised on the individsdundamentally at odds with notions of
community. His return to England from Revolution&nance marks the beginning of a
lengthy crisis and revaluation of his earlier pijphes. Initially, Wordsworth strives to
rescue individuality from the defunct system of sleeial contract. He privileges memory
— expressed in his famous meditation on “spotgwét— and poetry, voiced in thghe
Preludés concluding vision of self-mastery via aesthetication. Yet while the value of
individual imagination is the crowning statementlod 1805Prelude Wordsworth
carefully qualifies the extent of his individualidsg contrasting it to Godwin’s more
radical dismissal of social institutions and Adamit®’s politically divergent but no less
radical individualism. These negative comparisen&odwin and Smith suggest
Wordsworth’s discomfort with individualism. In ti850Prelude he tones down some
of his more defiant assertions of individualismrttegrate a more communitarian
approach. Iimrhe Excursionthis communitarianism is taken one step furtlser a
Wordsworth completely subordinates the individaasaciety. Thus, individual and
society are never actually reconciled in a progpeicifically designed to resolve “views
of Man, Nature, and SocietyEkcursionp. 2).

Wordsworth begin3he Preludeby repeating Rousseau's pastoral pattern whereby
social retreat motivates the idealization of nattiie opening homecoming from London
to the Lake District invokes Rousseau's accoun@ddral man in th&econd Discourse

who "know([s] only those things the possession octviis in his power or easily
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acquired, nothing should be so tranquil as his"gduéquality86 N.9). Natural man
“satisffies] his hunger under an oak, quench[es]thirst at the first stream, find[s] his
bed at the foot of the same tree that furnishednaal" (20). Similarly, Wordsworth
"drink[s] wild water, and ... pluck[s] green herb#rd gather|[s] fruits fresh from their
native bough"Preludel1.37-38). He is

[c]hear'd by the genial pillow of the earth
Beneath [his] head, sooth'd by a sense of touch
From the warm ground, that balanced [hinRjgludel.89-91)

Yet whereas Rousseau constructs an agonisticaeddtip between nature and society,
Wordsworth initially presumes a complementary dyitatdis account of childhood in
The Preludas modeled after the state of nature. Although &aorth grows up in an
isolated rural community, he experiences nature sxciable force. He alludes to nature
as the “great social principle of life,” describirign images drawn from social and urban
environmentsRrelude 2.408). Nature structures Wordsworth’s mind asiatefminable
building rear'd / By observation of affinities / bbjects where no brotherhood exists”
(2.401-04). Thus, counter to Liu’s suggestion ivatrdsworth’s nature is merely a ruse
“to carve the self out of history,” it actually pes to be a fundamentally social concept
with strong affinities to political theory (4-5). &ksworth posits an easy transition
"[tlhrough nature to the love of human Kind," ampomorphizing nature and ascribing it
an ethical, social consciousneBsdlude 8.588). Nature castigates Wordsworth when he
goes poaching; when he steals a boat, it appeaeptionand him. Nature disciplines
Wordsworth and installs a social structure in Hieeowise pre-social and inchoate mind,
which comes to be framed by

a dark
Invisible workmanship that reconciles
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Discordant elements, and makes them move
In one society.Rreludel.353-56)

(132-5)
This social infrastructure is the necessary prasgguor his later interest in external
social institutions. Wordsworth eventually discarer

My thoughts ... attracted more and more

By slow gradations towards human Kind,

And to the good and ill of human life:

Nature had led me on, and now | seem’d

To travel independent of her help[.Prélude8.760-64)

Wordsworth presents the nature of his youth agbnpinary stage in becoming sociable.
Yet Wordsworth's first encounter with an actuagascale society in London
explodes this idealized concept of nature and tevtsaunderlying conflicts. On arriving
in London, Wordsworth is initially eager “[to pittmy vagrant tent, / ...at large, among /
The unfenced regions of societyPrelude7.60-62). He expects society to be an
extension of the socializing nature of his childtipa site for him to “pitch [his] vagrant
tent” and domesticate “unfenced regions.” Courdehis expectation, the unfenced
quality of London which violates individual autongreclipses Wordsworth’s earlier
sense of himself as framed by one society (1.358)8 Because London confounds
Wordsworth’s social vision, he envisions it as @éiméithesis of society, as a violent and
threatening urban jungle. If nature constitutes‘gneat social principle of life,” his sense
of himself away from nature becomes that of a vatgf2408). Wordsworth eventually

decamps from London to the Lake District, havingethto find an outer correlative for

% |n addition to narratives of the state of nattines passage also invokes nostalgia for the laqésp&or
to the industrial revolution, as suggested in tteefice of frame-breaking in opposition to the
manufacturing of mechanical looms.
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the social vision that nature fostered in his ndndng childhood. He remarks on the
painful absence of social cohesion in London:

O blank confusion! and a type not false

Of what the mighty City is itself

To all except a Straggler here and there,

To the whole swarm of its inhabitants;

An undistinguishable world to men,

The slaves unrespited of low pursuits,

Living amid the same perpetual flow

Of trivial objects, melted and reduced

To one identity, by differences

That have no law, no meaning, no end (7.696-705)

As “no law” guarantees the discreteness and digritiie individual, all are “melted and
reduced / to one identity,” eliding the cherishetbaomy of Wordsworth’s childhood. In
the 1850Prelude Wordsworth refers to London as “thou monstroushéhon the plain /
Of a too busy world! Before me flow, / Thou endleggam of men and moving things!”
(18507.149-51). The monstrosity of this ant-hill resdftsm the “endless stream of men
and moving things” which violates individual dignitn this flow, humans are seen as
ants or even things, losing their autonomy andtitlen

Wordsworth’s account of London is influenced by th&evolent cityscapes of
TheConfessionandJulie. Marcel Hénaff comments on Rousseau’s compariaityo
dwellers “to ants (an economic model of large masdmndoned to servile tasks)” (18).
This metaphor suggests thattfen men are too close, they devour each ¢thasing
their discrete identities (23). It is only on higosequent visit to Revolutionary France
that having “one identity” and being part of a smaacquire value for Wordsworth.
Wordsworth presents early revolutionary France @disext inversion of London's

Rousseauvian dystopia. He transforms London’s negawarm of ... inhabitants”
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from an image of chaos to one of pleasurable comemotVordsworth thereby describes
“a merry crowd” of citizens celebrating the annsaaty of the Revolution as

“swarm[ing], gaudy and gay as beePFtélude6.393, 398). Albeit clearly positive in this
context, this image still bears traces of its neggbredecessor. Although the swarm now
inspires revelry rather than horror, suggestechbystitch from monstrous ants to festive
bees, Morton D. Paley comments on the pervasifegatening connotation of swarms
for Wordsworth, which invoke the swarming army alfién angels ifParadise Lost

(174). Similarly, in Wordsworth’s account of Londajaudiness is vulgar, but in France
it becomes gay rather than degrading. Having “deetity” similarly comes to connote
cohesion instead of the loss of autonomy. Muchlase@s compensates for the
shortcomings of Paris idulie, Revolutionary France redeems the ills of London.
Wordsworth accomplishes this through the imagéeftéte” the communal gathering
which rectifies the mayhem of urban society (Hé28¥. Subsequent to this
transformation, he wonders at “[h]Jow bright a f&zgorn when joy of one / Is joy of
tens of millions” Prelude6.359-60). The “joy of tens of millions” celebnagi the
anniversary of the revolution is the positive caupart of the “endless stream of moving
things” witnessed in London. Where Wordsworth heal/usly been appalled by the
absence of a collective principle that could sagéeduhe identity of individuals in

society, he is now enraptured by its discoveryeiwotutionary theory and by its
recuperative effect on his former alienating exgrece of London. The “joy of tens of
millions” now complements “the joy of one,” inspig awe in its capacity to maintain the

discrete identities of its constituents.
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For Wordsworth, revolutionary France is the perfestue for effecting a
seemingly harmonious transition from the stateattire to a condition of natural society.
Wordsworth explains that at any time nature’s “niygforms” would have been
sufficient cause to visit FrancBrelude6.351). The revolution combines these natural
resources with individual and political rejuvenati¢'twas a time when Europe was
rejoiced, / France standing on the top of goldemr$id And human nature seeming born
again” (6.352-54). Wordsworth’s imagination becoroaptivated by the notion of
Revolutionary society as a logical extension ofirgtfounded on the same communal
and ethical values that nature had installed inrhigd in childhood. At this initial stage,
English liberals embraced the French Revolutiothasnevitable counterpart of British
Parliamentary reform, part of a trajectory of pexyg that would soon terminate arbitrary
power?’ The reinvention of society through the Revoluti®subsequently conflated
with the rebirth of nature, so that Wordsworth rfdenevolence and blessedness /
Spread like a fragrance every where, like Sprihgdt leaves no corner of the Land

untouch’d” (6.368-70). Not only are nature and sbcreborn, but also Wordsworth'’s

7 In hisThe Life of Napoleon Buonapar#830), William Hazlitt describes the optimism amational
pride that the French Revolution inspired in thgli&h prior to 1793, as they saw France followingtieir
footsteps:

The Revolution of 1688 gave the death’s wound éodbctrine of hereditary right .... This
example, set by the English people and confirmeBrylish philosophers, was the glass in which
France (if she knew her own dignity and interest$wo dress herself. There was an honest
simplicity and severity in our style of our civilchitecture ... that acted as a foil to the Gothic
redundancy and disproportioned frippery of our oarital neighbors. (1:99)

Stripped of this artificial “frippery,” France emgea joyous state of nature very similar to thatctibed by
Wordsworth in his account of his initial visit o790:

The difference [was] not between the old and neilopbphy, but between the natural dictates of
the heart and the artificial and oppressive disitims of society .... From Nature’s bastards, they
had become her sons, children of one common pareal; their towns and villages you were met
with songs of triumph, with the festive dance aadands of flowers, as in a time of jubilee and
rejoicing. (191)
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sense of himself. Recalling this honeymoon phasexclaims: “Bliss was it in that
dawn to be alive, / But to be young was very heay®®.692-93). Natural, social and
individual rejuvenation — dawn, Revolution and youtseamlessly coincide.
Wordsworth subsequently resolves to make socel|&]s just in regulation, and as pure
/ As individual,” extending what had previously hesn interest in his own individual

growth into a concern for society as a whole (9,36870-71).

General Wills, Individual Ills

| took the knife in hand,
And, stopping not at parts less sensitive,
Endeavoured with my best of skill to probe
The living body of society
Even to the heart[.Rrelude10.872-76)

Wordsworth's friend and mentor Michel Beaupuyadtrced him to Rousseau’s
Discourse on the Origins of InequaliyndSocial Contracivhen Wordsworth visited
France in 1792 (Wu 119The Preludeecounts their pivotal discussions on the extensio
of private happiness to social rejuvenation. Thaysoder

[H]ow, together lock'd
By new opinions, scatter'd tribes have made

One body spreading wide as clouds in heaven.
To aspirations then of our own souls

Did we appeal; and finally beheld

A living confirmation of the whole

Before us in a People from the depths

Of shameful imbecility upris’n

Fresh, as the morning star[Hrelude9.392-400)

The sense of unification afforded by the revolutiesonates with the movement from

private, individual wills to one general will eniosed in theSocial Contract

109



Wordsworth reenacts Rousseau’s vision thefa§h of us puts all his power in common
under the supreme direction of the general willglam a body we receive each member
as an indivisible part of the whdléContract139). Chandler argues that this passage
invokes a chivalric, tribal past derived from Bugkeoncept of tradition (Chandler 205-
06). But Wordsworth suggests that tribes are arnmédiate grouping of private
individuals, which extends their singular righttoia broader “confirmation of the
whole.”

Wordsworth’s familiarity with the general will igpparent in his “Letter to the
Bishop of Llandaff,” where he deems it “madnesexpect a manifestation of the
generalwill, at the same time that we allow tgarticular will that weight” ("Llandaff"
41). InThe PreludeWordsworth employs Rousseau’s terminology tagué monarchy
for disempowering citizens, registering “[h]atrefdabsolute rule, where will of One / Is
law for all” (Prelude9.514-15). After seeing a “hunger-bitten Girl,” thietim of
despotism, Wordsworth blames “sensual state arel pawer / Whether by the edict of
the one or few” (9.512, 9.529-30). As in the “Letie the Bishop of Llandaff,” here too
Wordsworth suggests that “the edict of the onéherféew” is harmful to the greater good.
He hopes to “see the People having a strong hanfitdming their own Laws” and
establishing a Rousseauvian social contract (9489 3Following Rousseau's notion of
liberation as a state of mind, Wordsworth suggestsprivate individuals are redeemed
“from the depths / Of shameful imbecility” (9.398)91In the “Letter to the Bishop of
Llandaff,” he quotes RousseaBscial Contracwerbatim: “Every man born in slavery is
born for slavery; nothing could be more certairmv@k lose everything in their chains,

even the desire to be rid of them. They love theivitude as the companions of Ulysses
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loved their brutishness'Contract133)® Wordsworth admires Rousseau's attempt to
reclaim people from the brutishness of slaveryugtoeducation.

But education does not liberate Wordsworth. He &ltoihaving had a limited
knowledge of political theory and to having been

untaught by thinking or by books
To reason well of polity or law
And nice distinctions, then on every tongue,
Of natural rights and civil[.]JRrelude9.208-11)

This naivety provides him with

a sounder judgment
Than afterwards, [I] carried around with me yet
With less alloy to its integrity
The experience of past agesPfé¢lude9.346-49)

Wordsworth suggests that he adopts corrupting kthearies “[o]f natural rights and
civil” without really understanding thenfelude9.204). Although he had “skimm’d and
sometimes read / With eagerness the Pamphletg afatyr” he lacks a more thorough
command of recent events in France (9.105-6):

[H]aving never chanced
To see a regular Chronicle which might shew,
If any such indeed existed then,
Whence the main organs of the public Power
Had sprung, their transmigrations when and how
Accomplish’d, giving thus unto events
A form and body, all things were to me
Loose and disjointed[.Prelude9.108-15)

Wordsworth's vague grasp of historical events |émasto seek the cohesion provided by

“a regular Chronicle.” As Alan Liu observes, he Bsgto see history not as a loose

18 See "Letter to the Bishop of Llandaff,” in whichovdsworth quotes Rousseau verbatim in the original
French (36).
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variety of beauty and sublimity, but as an orgamviole" (372). Wordsworth turns to
Rousseau's writings, which promise to transformgte individuals into a coherent social
body.

As Revolutionary France abruptly becomes violenby&8worth grows
increasingly aware of its proximity to a chaotinaechic state of nature, to which it can
suddenly relapse without warning. Following the t8efber massacres, he begins to
perceive revolutionary society degenerating inpoeacivilized Hobbesian state of nature.
Wordsworth spends the night near the Place de @sate- a name that implies the fickle,
carrousel-like changeability of revolutionary sagjevhich has turned from
peaceableness to violence overnight. At this siterera month previously Republicans
had massacred royalists, Wordsworth observes Hré fat the best ... seemed a place
of fear, / Unfit for the repose of night, / Defeless as a wood where tigers roam”
(Prelude10.79-81). He imagines the members of this newepas predatory tigers
rather than cohesive bees (6.403). The unity ofsbatter’d tribes” forming one body
breaks down (9.393). Wordsworth reflects on thitapse:

To Nature then

Power had reverted; habit, custom, law

Had left an interregnum’s open space

For her to move about in, uncontrol'®rélude10.632-35)

Wordsworth criticizes revolutionary social instituts for failing to establish cohesion.
Whereas he had previously echoed Rousseau's diedéthe regal Sceptre, and the
pomp / Of Orders and Degrees,” he now determirestiie "interregnum” has left a
moral void Prelude9.219-20). Wordsworth parts ways with the soctadttact, which he

now associates with violence and coerciveness xdkaias:

| took the knife in hand,
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And, stopping not at parts less sensitive,
Endeavoured with my best of skill to probe
The living body of society

Even to the heart[.Rrelude10.872-76)

Wordsworth ruthlessly dissects the social bodykisgeto penetrate its core and devise
an alternative to the social contract. He turnsitmarchy as a last means of safeguarding
individual rights in an otherwise corrupt and vidisocial body, a lesser evil than
outright despotism.

The revolutionary government’s reliance on forcen@ntain its control becomes
apparent with Napoleon’s hypocritical coronation:

[A] Pope

Is summon’d in, to crown an Emperor;

This last opprobrium when we see the dog

Returning to his vomit, when the sun

That rose in splendour, was alive, and moved

In exultation among living clouds

Hath put his function and his glory off,

And (turn’d into a gewgaw, a machine)

Sets like an opera phantofréludel10.969-77)
Napoleon’s return to the previously rejected daspobdel generates a complex
reflection on the relations between nature andespthat gave rise to the revolution. The
“dog / Returning to his vomit” suggests a naturgbmvity which is the opposite of the
sun that “moved / In exultation among living clofidmplying a dark side of nature that
the revolution unveils. The “sun / That rose iresylour,” the sense of organically
intertwined natural and social rejuvenation effddbg the revolution, is inverted into a
deus-ex-machinda gewgaw, a machine ... / ... an opera phantom.”dDeio Jenson
comments on the theatricality of Revolutionary giate, which involved dramatically
staged executions and carnage (14). Utopian regohlry nature emerges as a cheap

theatrical imitation. Wordsworth's initial visiori @ society born from nature, which
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combines private individuals into a collective sbddiody, collapses into its antithesis,
into artifice and violence.

Wordsworth's disgust with the French Revolutiangerarily leads him to shun
social institutions and to blame ideological forces

When a taunt
Was taken up by scoffers in their pride,
Saying, “Behold the harvest which we reap
From popular Government and Equality,”
| saw that it was neither these, nor aught
Of wild belief engrafted on their names
By false philosophy, that caused the woe,
But that it was a reservoir of guilt
And ignorance, fill'd up from age to age,
That could no longer hold its loathsome charge;
And burst, and spread in deluge through the LéPcklude10.459-69)

Wordsworth distinguishes himself from anti-Jacatgoffers, who accuse “popular
Government and Equality” of being a false philospopte criticizes the conservative turn
in England, asserting that “[o]Jur Shepherds (thig merely) at that time / Thirsted to
make the guardian Crook of Law / A tool of murdegferring to the famous treason
trials of 1794 in which radicals faced death onrgha of seditionRrelude10.665-69).
Instead, he ascribes the failure of the French Réwa to a tradition of "false
philosophy" which motivates the "wild belief" inu@utionary France. This current
failure reflects a broader theoretical difficultytending private individuals into a larger
social entity:

What there is best in individual man,

Of wise in passion and sublime in power,

What there is strong and pure in household love,

Benevolent in small societies,

And great in large ones also...

........................... these momentous objects

Had exercised my mind, yet had they not

114



Though deeply felt been thoroughly understood
By Reason; nay far from it[. Rrelude10.685-92)

Wordsworth’s respective portrayals of his childh@odi of his sojourns in London and
revolutionary France describe a movement from aately sociable state of nature to a
society founded on the rights of the private indidal. This change is indeed "deeply
felt," but not “thoroughly understood / By Reasowbrdsworth is disappointed by
Rousseau's reliance on coercion, and has yetdafform of society that can unite
private individuals into a coherent whole whileaigtng their freedom.

Repeatedly in his discussion of the revolution, W¢arorth emphasizes the desire
to ground happiness in a universal reality: “Natdiéd spots alone, but the whole earth /
The beauty wore of promiseP(elude10.719-20). This ideal is to be fulfilled in therbe
and now:

Not in Utopia, subterraneous fields,

Or some secreted Island Heaven knows where;

But in the very world which is the world

Of all of us, the place where, in the end

We reap our happiness, or not at &keludel0.741-45)

When this fails, Wordsworth withdraws from broaaisbvision to the private
individual, the sole positive fragment that hebteao extract from Rousseau's theory:

[A]s the desert hath green spots, the sea

Small islands planted amid stormy waves,

So that disastrous period did not want

Bright sprinklings of all human excellence[Rrélude10.470-73)

Sabin's observations on Rousseau's image of #gredisluggest his major influence on

Wordsworth: "Rousseau goes so far as to suggdashenaery self must become like an

island, circumscribed and separate from the canfsgiscord outside” (115). Sabin cites
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memory as a privileged site in this process ofisalfation (96-97). Wordsworth
famously proffers:

There are in our existence spots of time,

Which with distinct preeminence retain

A renovating Virtue, whence, depress’d

By false opinion and contentious thought

Or aught of heavier or more deadly weight

In trivial occupations, and the round

Of ordinary intercourse, our minds

Are nourish’d, and invisibly repair'd[.Rreludel11.243-50)
Chandler suggests that these spots of time refdrasanve away from broad social
vision, "ground[ing] the conservative social anditpml position of The Preludé (223).
M. H. Abrams argues that they provide Wordswortthvai sense of control in the
aftermath of his revolutionary crisislétural 370). Wordsworth thus acquires the
“deepest feeling that the mind / Is lord and masted that outward sense / Is but the
obedient servant of her willPfelude11.256-58). By privileging private individuality,
Wordsworth can now guarantee order and cohesideast within his own mind. Sabin
also points to an important distinction; whereasi$d@au's concept of memory is
deterministic, Wordsworth's is dynamic and thusablovercome material realities (99,
93).

Accordingly, Wordsworth is now able to impose hisian on the world in new
manners:

| seem’d about this period to have sight

Of a new world, a world, too, that was fit

To be transmitted and made visible
To other eyes[.]JHrelude12.380-83)
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Through poetry, Wordsworth transmits his privatpexience "To other[s].” On the
summit of Snowdon, he reflects on the supremadkiefndividual mind, which has
weathered revolution and crisis:

[T]he mind of man becomes

A thousand times more beautiful than the earth

On which he dwells, above this Frame of things

(Which 'mid all revolutions in the hopes

And fears of men doth still remain unchangedPigludel13.452-56)
If social and natural values had previously forrttealindividual, the mind now both
literally and figuratively rises above revolutioasd the earth. Wordsworth places
“revolutions in the hopes / And fears of men” ingregheses, syntactically subordinating

the social to the personal. This privileging of ghievate individual entails an emphasis on

personal experience in the place of social insbitigt or historical processes.

Cultivating the Communal Garden

"[T]he paradoxical reveries of Rousseau, and tippdincies of Voltaire, are plants which
will not naturalize[.]" (Wordsworth, "Cintra" 177)

Examining the 180Preludein isolation from the 1850 version, Liu reads its
conclusion as Wordsworth’s ultimate act of socisttrical denial whereby the
imagination “crosses its mountain pass, climbslasd-veiled peak, to enter a new land
where collective loss can be imagined the gaimefindividual” (455). But, in faciThe
Preludedoes not end here. Liu identifies Wordsworth’edaioetry as offering a
communitarian critique of his earlier individualigdb6), yet he does not consider the
1850 version as a potential source for this créidine Preludés long history of revision
constitutes a process of intense self-analysissalfetriticism, apparent already in its

1805 version. Wordsworth encounters similar diffies to Rousseau's alienated modern
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subjects, who experience society as hostile toviddal desires. Yet where Rousseau
labors to reinscribe notions of commonality andydaten if he must subordinate the
individual will, Wordsworth goes one step furthiah Rousseau in departing from this
coercive social and literary model. He separata® fa society that hinders his autonomy,
and discovers his poetic vocation. Wordsworth dedgegard literature as a means for
political ends, but rather as a site for politieabagement.

These developments are apparent already in the Ri&03de where Wordsworth
reasserts the importance of social institutionsdmtrasting his own stance with other
more individualistic discourses. After rejectingl®eeau, he moves on to criticize the
social theories of Godwin and Smith, otherwiseithdar thinkers whom he similarly
charges with excessive individualism. This negatioeparison suggests Wordsworth’s
assertion of the ongoing importance of communitiisopoetic vision. Of these two
exemplars of excessive individualism, Wordsworthi&cussion of Godwin is by far the
more extensive. Unlike his Revolutionary involvemevhich he describes faithfully in
spite of his later disillusionment, Wordsworth’sdission of Godwinism is tinged with
criticism throughout. While able to acknowledge therits of the French Revolution,
despite its subsequent failure, Wordsworth viewdv@nism as inherently unsound and
is unable to provide a diachronic account of it8ahattraction, to the extent that
Godwin, albeit clearly present, is never directéyned in any of the versions Die
Prelude

Roe ascribes Wordsworth’s aversion to Godwin tor#wsion between Godwin
and Robespierre, whereby Revolutionary violenaisplaced onto Godwinian

philosophy (“Imagining” 176). He also notes Wordsth&s silence regarding his
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personal friendship with Godwin, who was “the imragel ancestor of Coleridge as
Wordsworth’s philosophical mentor and guid&/drdsworth7). According to Roe, the
grounds for Wordsworth’s disenchantment with Godsvinwere primarily personal,
arising from Godwin’s disappointing lack of charesnvhen the two finally met after a
lengthy correspondence (197). In addition to tlisspnal history, Wordsworth’s
disapproval of Godwin also clearly has theoretgralinds. Godwin’€nquiry
Concerning Political Justichas no concept of group persons and posits tbddra of
the individual at the center of society. Yet wiahdling for the abolition of social
institutions and for individual empowerment, Godwiso undermines individual agency
altogether by claiming all human action as predeit@ed and beyond the individual’s
control. Peter Howell sums up this impasse of Gadmi individualism: “To be an
individual in the Godwinian sense ... is to emptys®ikof individuality” (78).
Wordsworth recognizes the paradox of “[b]uild[irsgicial freedom on its only basis, /
The freedom of the individual mindP¢elude10.824-25). He critiques the notion that the
mind can “with a resolute mastery [shake] off / Heeidents of nature, time, and place,”
deeming it a “dream / ... flattering to the youngengous mind, / Pleas’d with
extremes” (10.821-22, 10.814-16). Instead, he sstgdbat “social freedom” must
depend on factors which exceed the individualemgorarily following Godwin,
Wordsworth acknowledges having
sacrificed
The exactness of a comprehensive mind
To scrupulous and microscopic views

That furnish’d out materials for a work
Of false imagination[.]Rrelude10.843-47)
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Godwin’s microscopic focus on the individual cona¢she expense of a more
comprehensive understanding of society.

On similar grounds of excessive individualism, aahility to theorize the
community, and an abstraction of human nature fitemital informing contexts,
Wordsworth also rejects Adam Smith’s social thou§mith posits a minimal basis for
sociability, asserting that people "feel so litde another, with whom they have no
particular connexion, in comparison of what thegl fer themselvesTheory101). A
regard for individuals does not entail a regardtifi@ multitude. Smith defines justice as
"but a negative virtue .... We may often fulfill theles of justice by sitting still and
doing nothing" (95-96). He suggests that the ptuisuself interest “without intending it,
without knowing it, advances the interest of theisty” (215). Individual private actions
inevitably benefit a common good. Wordsworth cormgaf “[t]he utter hollowness of
what is named / The wealth of Nation®réludel2.77-78). His 185@reludealso
attacks “theories / Vague and unsound” and “thekBddDf modern Statists,” namely
Smith, for doing injustice to “[l]ife, human lifeyith all its sacred claims / Of sex and
age, and heaven-descended right85013.69-70, 13.71-72, 13.73-74). Wordsworth
criticizes the exclusion of meaningful social idges of gender, age and locality which
reconcile private individuals to societyrelude10.88). Instead of an abstract concept of
human nature, he strives to reintegrate “[a] modécjous knowledge of the worth / And
dignity of individual man” into the “laws, and fash of the State” (13.80-81, 13.104).
Wordsworth suggests that Smith's model is foundethe elision of these private

identities.
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In his “Essay, Supplementary to the Prefackyoical Ballads(1800)” (1815),
Wordsworth critiques a prevalent view of literataehaving “no fixed principles in
human nature ... to rest upon” ("Essay" 71). Words$lwascribes this misapprehension
of literature as overtly idiosyncratic to Smith, eviWordsworth also considers “the worst
critic, David Hume not excepted, that Scotlandgiate which this sort of weed seems
natural, has produced” (N. 71). Hume and Smith ltfaesie respective social theories on
the notion of self-interest. Hume argues ttsif*interest is the original motive of the
establishment of justiceand therefore also of societyreatise499). Smith similarly
views self-interest as the main principle of sazation (Theory23). By using a
derogatory natural metaphor to critique Hume andtgiordsworth suggests that their
individualistic accounts of nature are pre-civitize the Hobbesian sense, devoid of a
principle of social cohesion. Their respective deés of self-interest are repugnant to
Wordsworth’s collectivist sensibilities, represagtwhat he perceives to be a violent and
lawless social vision. In hiBract on the Convention of Cint(a809), Wordsworth
returns to the metaphor of bad weeds, this tinitimue the Rousseauvian
philosophical tradition rather than Hume and Sntitis. indictment of these two
otherwise distinct schools of thought through thme image suggests his view of them
as similarly overly individualistic. To justify thenglish and Spanish as well-matched
allies against Napoleon’s army, Wordsworth assbes"the paradoxical reveries of
Rousseau, and the flippancies of Voltaire, aretplaunich will not naturalize in the
country of Calderon and Cervante€ititra 177). The Frencphilosophesepresent a
negative form of nature, like the Convention of i@ritself — a controversially peaceable

treaty between England and France — which is desttias “a solitary straggler out of the
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circumference of nature’s law — a monster whichid¢owt propagate and had no
birthright in futurity” (97). Wordsworth suggestsat Rousseauvian paradox — possibly
alluding to the characteristically Rousseauviarfladirbetween society and the
individual studied in this dissertation — is a ttr#o the social order.

This contrast between good, nationalistic, sociedigstructive nature and the
destructive nature of French philosophy is discddseChandler through reference to
Burke. Contending thathe Preludéis thoroughly Burkean,” Chandler cites Burke’s
view that “[m]an, in his moral nature, becomeshis progress through life, a creature of
habits, of sentiments growing out of them. Thesmfour second nature” (Chandler 32,
71). Second nature is distinguished from a momagrform of nature, which Burke
terms “the defects of our naked, shivering nat(8&-67). Chandler argues that
Wordsworth privileges second nature, the site whatare is domesticated by culture,
and rejects primal nature (74). Although Wordswartdpostrophe to the “Genius of
Burke” in the 185@Preludeclearly expresses admiration for Burke ((8507.512-43),
his position of post-Revolutionary conservatisml@ser to communitarianism than
Burkean traditionalism. Wordsworth’s critique ofBa in “A Letter to the Bishop of
Llandaff” demonstrates some enduring differencésa/&en the two. Wordsworth argues
that:

Mr. Burke rouzed the indignation of all ranks ofrme/hen by a refinement in
cruelty superior to that which in the East yokesliting to the dead he strove to
persuade us that we and our posterity to the etichefwere riveted to a
constitution by the indissoluble compact of a dpacthment, and were bound to
cherish a corse at the bosom, when reason midhdloald that it should be
entombed. ("Llandaff" 48§

9 The “indissoluble compact of a dead parchmené'iiseference to the British constitution, revered by
Burke “as arentailedinheritance derived from our forefather&egflection29). Burke favorably contrasts
the constitution to the social contract accourthefstate, which he dismisses as “nothing bettar th
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Wordsworth rejects Burke and associates him withraphilia and wife-burning: “cruelty
... which in the East yokes the living to the dedl’implication, Wordsworth seeks a
more living, changeable model for society foundestlon tradition and more on
contemporary concerns.

Walter D. Love’s analysis of the Burkean imaginsryseful in understanding
Wordsworth’s account of Burke as stagnant and médlio. Love posits that counter to
popular opinion:

by and large Burke was not an organicist in hiskimg. In fact, if one were to
choose a word to characterize his thinking aboaibitdy corporate, it would be
more appropriate to take a very contrary one aedlspf Burke’s “staticism.”
Each form of his imagery led him to emphasize eadce, longevity, and even
changelessness. He disparaged the biological anblxpuse it suggested death
and destruction. (Love 193)

Burke’s view of society as founded on traditiomastrary to Wordsworth’s quest for a
society reborn from nature. His staticism is thethesis of Wordsworth’s poetics of
process as set forth in the passage on SimplonaPdsas enacted over the various
versions ofThePrelude Love refers to Samuel Johnson’s 1785 definitibfooganick”

as “consisting of various parts cooperating witbheather” (185). This is indeed what
Wordsworth and social contract philosophers sudoake and Rousseau strive to attain
in their respective accounts of society. This datyaamism remains the one fixture of
The PreludeEven Wordsworth’s portrait of Burke in 1850 isndynic and organic.
Wordsworth “see[s] him, — old, but vigorous in agé,Stand[ing] like an oak whose
stag-horn branches start / Out of its leafy brod8507.519-21). The oak represents a

vision of society as a vigorous living entity, afied community.

partnership agreement in a trade of pepper aneéeotflico or tobacco, or some other low conce8d* (
85).
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The Dead Weight of Communitarianism

“[T]he performance seemed to have a dead weighitahdhe reality so far short of the
expectation.” [(etters1.594)

Rather than reverting to Burkean staticism, ther[#fordsworth aims to correct
the social contract's weak account of society baeltging a new concept of community.
In the1850Prelude Wordsworth adds an account of the destructidh@iGrande
Chartreuse. Wordsworth witnesses a Revolutionanydsubvert[ing] / That frame of
social being, which so long / Had bodied forth8%07.427-29). Nature, having been on
the side of the Revolution, now intervenes on Hebfathis valuable social insitution: “-
‘Stay, stay your sacrilegious hands!’ — the voitéds Nature’s” (7.431). This addition
represents a broader trend in the 1850 versioniellgdNVordsworth asserts the
importance of community and qualifies his earliatements of individualism. Hence, in
1850 Wordsworth omits his claim of 1805 that natuas “frame[d]” him as “[a] favor'd
Being” (Preludel.364-65). Elsewhere, he radically tones-dowrski&perception of
uniqueness. In 1805 Wordsworth asserts “I do neakpf learning, moral truth, / Or
understanding; ‘twas enough for me / To know thaag otherwise endow’d” (3.91-93).
In 1850, this knowledge, previously independentléairning, moral truth, / Or
understanding,” becomes deeply indebted to ingiitat Wordsworth is now “endowed
with holy powers / And faculties”18503.88-89).

The Excursiortontinues Wordsworth's critique of abstract poédititheory and his
quest for a more significant basis of sociabilitgakes up wher@he Preluddeaves off,
repeating the narrative of revolution, Godwinismd @espair, but with a difference. This

time, Wordsworth’s autobiography is recast in &ssl morally ambiguous terms through
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the character of the Solitary, who — as Gill arguéembodies the dark potentialities of
[Wordsworth’s] own life” Life 282). Like the Wordsworth dfhe Preludethe Solitary is
led astray by the French Revolution and by Godwinishich drives him to the brink of
despair® unlike the Wordsworth ofhe Preludethe Solitary learns from the church to
subordinate his individuality to social instituteoand eventually redresses the balance
between the individual and society in favor of kaer. As Laura Dabundo observes,
whereasThe Preludeadvocates private introspectidrie Excursions "extrospective,”
emphasizing the triumph of community over indivititya(11).

Becausélhe ExcursiomesolvesThe Preluds more open-ended social dilemmas,
this renders it at times a somewhat didactic fElxé various characters — the speaker, the
Wanderer, the Solitary and the pastor —all engagaiongoing unanimous monologue
that Wolfson contrasts unfavorably to the multivianaer dialogue offhe Prelude
(Presencel50). In contrast to Wolfson, Hewitt views Wordstins dispersal of
viewpoints among these four characters “as a sefipstaposed, interrelated, and
mutually qualifying perspectives” (183-84). Shedg@he Excursiorfas an experiment
in adapting narrative form and systematic inquarymon-authoritative conditions.” Yet
counter to Hewitt’s analysis, the character3loé Excursiordo not provide a genuine
multiplicity of viewpoints. They never disagree dagonsistently affirm each others’
perspectives. Alan Grob ascribes their relativinéas to Wordsworth’s rejection of
individualism: “The ready moral to be drawn frone tWordsworthian decline is that the
modern spirit with its trust in the independent @edsonal judgment cannot be forsaken

without just such a price being exacted in sponta@d joy and power” (274).

20 Bushell relates Wordsworth’s 1812 compositionhaf Solitary’s narrative describing the deaths ef hi
wife and two children to Wordsworth'’s loss of higrotwo children, Catherine and Thomas, earlier that
year (11).
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Wordsworth’s communitarianism is incompatible witie trajectory of inner growth
enacted inThe PreludeHe has finally obtained the “something evermdreud to be”
that was the objective of his poetry. Thus, hopéonger resides in individual “[e]ffort
and expectation, and desire,” but in an objecto@ad order. This subdual of the conflict
between the individual and society reduces the mysra of Wordsworth’s poetry, which
relies on these interdependent categdriédis writing suffers the “dead weight” ensuing
from the loss of individual volition.

Through the character of the Wanderer, Wordswddérly rejects individualism
and comes to celebrate

Creatures, that in communities exist,

Less, as might seem, for general guardianship

Or through dependence upon mutual aid,

Than by participation of delight

And a strict love of fellowship, combinedXcursiond.443-46)
A “strict love of fellowship,” identified with thehurch, is contrasted with individualistic

rationales for forming societies — the “generalrdiamship” and “dependence upon

mutual aid” for private benefit advanced in Rousse8ocial ContractWordsworth

2L John Wyatt posits that Wordsworth’s mid and |geetry is deeply influenced by a gradualist model o
geology emphasizing continuity in place of apocatymodels of conflict. Wordsworth adopts the
continuous view of geological history propoundeddalam Sedgwick and William Whewell, who
advocate an “orderly description of landscape ..dJattention to the continuum of geological history
rather than to the catastrophic breaks or bredkeo€arth’s story” (104). This affinity, based beit
values of “order, law, and clarity,” is most evidémThe Excursiorf106). Through Margaret and the
Solitary’s stories, Wordsworth dramatizes “the diomsequences of failing to trust in an orderedidre
universe. When Margaret gives up hope, her houpakgeleteriorates. Similarly, the Solitary’'s cotag
an untidy, disorderly collection of half-forgotterterests and hobbies” (106). | would add thatfffam
being “half-forgotten,” however, these hobbies @resented as extremely destructive and inherently
subversive of order, as | argue in my subsequealysis of Wordsworth’s treatment of the reading of
Voltaire’s Candideon pages 136-37, Wyatt commends the older Word&vgachapacity to sustain
contradiction in his later poetry through a distirghing faculty that maintains the discretenessaiiral
elements (119). He does not see universal lawlzsugiing individuality, but rather as “encouragiagh
in the individual” (114). Wyatt cites Abrams’s vidivat “what was most distinctive in Romantic though
was the normative emphasis ... on an organized umitshich all individuation and diversity survive”
(127). However, as | argue in this postscripts ipiecisely Wordsworth’s collapsing of “individuzati and
diversity” into “organized unity” that i$he Excursiols major objective.
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rules out individualism as a rationale for commynilis speaker observes that states and
kingdoms have failed as repositories of justicartk is sick, / And Heaven is weary of
the hollow words / Which States and Kingdoms uttken they talk” Excursion5.378-
80). Smaller rural communities have marginally ¢geauccess in reconciling sociability
with individualism. But even here only an elect#fe.. mingle with their fellow-men /
And still remain self-governed” (5.385-86). Natuisesimilarly unable to balance personal
integrity with social cohesion. In spite of theirsteadingly peaceful demeanor, the
country villagers living close to nature “partakamis general lot / With little
mitigation,” facing disappointment and the squaidgof their potential like everyone
else (5.427-28). The catastrophic results of Raussesocial theory are demonstrated by
the Solitary, who is driven to suicidal despairrbglical rhetoric. The pastor consoles
him:

We may not doubt that who can best subject

The will to Reason’s law, and strictliest live

And act in that obedience, he shall gain

The clearest apprehension of those truths,

Which unassisted reason’s utmost power

Is too infirm to reach.Excursion5.513-17)
The Solitary, who allegorically represents the at@vwill, overcomes individualistic
revolutionary theory and embraces a more genethbdty. The enjambment of “[t|he
will” to the verb “subject” syntactically enactsxaw model, whereby individuality is
relegated to broader contexts.

Elsewhere, Wordsworth clearly criticizes the ilfsradividualism. Like Rousseau

who asserts that dissident elements in the soc@} Inust be “forced to be free,” the

Wanderer suggests that a surfeit of freedom paiedibxproduces enslavement.
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Consequently, individual freedom must be curtail@éscribing a very poor but happy
aging couple, the Wanderer exclaims:

O happy! yielding to the law

Of these privations, richer in the main! —

While thankless thousands are opprest and clogged

By ease and leisure; by the very wealth

And pride of opportunity made poor EXcursion5.828-32)
The oxymoron of privations that make one richemfdoeing “opprest and clogged / By
ease,” suggests that individual agency is incorbfatwith the greater good and
eventually also harmful to the individual. Totabsuission to collective laws is presented
as the optimal form of personal and political freed

In a scene that symbolizes this shift from thevrdiial to a model of natural
sociability, Wordsworth's characters chance uponldewed copy ofCandide which is
being used to support a dilapidated children’s lptawge. They dee@andidethe “dull
product of a scoffer’'s pen” and blame it for leaglthe Solitary astrayExcursion2.510).
Its location indicates Wordsworth'’s critique of ightenment values. As Kenneth
Johnston argues, “[t]he allegory is obvious: aedifpetty’ civilization founded on ‘no
better stay’ than ... [Voltaire’s] caustic rationati5(268). Its compost-like status
indicates Wordsworth’s ironic take on Voltaire’gygestion that social wellbeing starts
with private happiness in his call to “cultivater@ardens(Voltaire 130). By
categorizingCandideas refuse, Wordsworth indicts individualism andgasts that
“cultivat[ing] our gardens” leads to the Solitarg@ipsistic demise and to social
breakdown through the French Revolution. The sthteature, the enlightenment garden

of individuality, does not foster social harmonyamhesion, but strews ruin.

Wordsworth’s portrayal of Voltaire and Rousseatibasl weeds” in th@ ract on the
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Convention of Cintraronically subverts the botanical imagery favobsgdboth writers to
suggest that individualist philosophy does notd/ieh organic social modeCintra 177).

Wordsworth writes during a crucial period in whgdciety departs from its
former model of innate sociability, but has not oeptualized how private individuals are
to live together. Initially in the 180Brelude Rousseauvian social thought endows
individuals with an unprecedented freedom to foreoaiety tailored to meet their
specific needs. But when Wordsworth is inspiredRioyisseau to reject the notion of
innate sociability, he is left with a deficient a@pt of society. He recognizes that
Rousseau cannot overcome the paradox of a sooietetl merely to protect individuals
from each other. The vestiges of a more traditishabcial model represented by
Wordsworth's turn to his vocation as a poet as ansef self-assertion have been elicited
and extensively criticized by new historicist s@rship. But Wordsworth derives his
position from Rousseau’'s literary works, which pogermediate areas between the
individual and society as potential sites of agesg subversion. In developing his
identity in the unprecedentedly involved and inpedtivePrelude Wordsworth explores
individuality and the literary text as the basasadroader understanding of society.
More than two hundred years later, questions oftwhées private individuals and
whether cultivating one's garden can benefit spaBl preoccupy contemporary culture.
Wordsworth'sPrelude written a generation after ti8ocial Contraceand in the wake of
the French Revolution, one of the first attemptplaxe the private individual at the

foreground of society, anatomizes the inceptiothif modern dilemma.
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Chapter 3

"All Play Their own Tune":
Individuality and Sociability in Political Justice and Fleetwood

"But what shall we say of this [Godwin's] sort dfilpsophy, which builds the fabrick of
morals on a dereliction of all the principles ofural affection, which cuts the ties of
gratitude, and pretends to extend our benevolepe@abihilating the sweet bonds of
domestic attachment?... O for the spear of Ithuwbse potent touch shall make the

lurking fiend appear in his proper shape, when,sagppose, in the form of false
philosophy, he attempts to instill into the hedrivimther Eve [vain aims.]"
(Hamilton 271)

In Memoirs of Modern PhilosopherElizabeth Hamilton seeks to expose the
wrongs of William Godwin's radical individualismhich masquerades as a theory of
universal sociability. Writing to her brother Hentlge virtuous and altruistic Maria
Sydney compares herself to the angel Ithuriel, wineils Milton's Satan "squat[ting]
like a toad, close to the ear of Eve," like Godwitissembling individualism (Hamilton
271 N. 84;PL iv. 799). Hamilton satirizes the idiosyncratic tjyaof Godwin's vision
through the metaphor of musical composition: "yoeireot to imagine, that in the
reasonable state of society to which they are amhdrthat any man will condescend to
perform the compositions of another. All composeti@mselves; all play their own
tune; no two in the same key!" (143) M. O. Grenbggests that Hamilton, like others in
her period, viewed Godwin's radical individualiser"a cover for something else. This
might be personal libertinism, the desire to grash at the expense of others, or

sometimes merely personal spite. New philosophyad. o shape or substance

independent of the debauched will that directe@1i?4-25).! Despite Godwin's

! Godwin's much maligned theory of anarchism, togettith the failure of the French Revolution, and a
contemporary clamp-down on radicalism inspireddbeservative genre of the anti-Jacobin novel in0£79
Britain. Charles Lloyd prefacdsdmund Oliverby explaining that he writes it to counteract @odsm (3
N). Sophia King'sValdorf; or, The Dangers of Philosoptgnd Edward DuboisSt Godwin: A Tale of the
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excessive sincerity, Hamilton classifies his podititheory as an empty rhetoric that
conceals individual interesfs.Following these earliest anti-Jacobin critichdars have
often since resolved the complex relations betvgaembility and individualism in
Godwin's texts by divorcing these positions frone @another. But Godwin's texts are
concerned precisely with their intersection, a pobwhich he derives in part from
Rousseau.

This chapter studies the relationship between terg different works which both
engage directly with Rousseau's conflicted leg&xydwin'sEnquiry Concerning
Political Justice(1793, 1796 and 1798), aRteetwood: Or, the New Man of Feeling
(1805). | also consider Godwin's treatmenFlgfetwoods central themes of misanthropy
and spousal abuse MandevilleandDeloriane following Marilyn Butler's suggestion
that Godwin's novels "[are] so similar in their e$al features that it is as meaningful to
speak of the Godwin novel as of the Austen nowetidwin, "Autobiography" 26).
Godwin translated he Confessionstermittently between 1789 and 1804 (Kelly,

"Romance" 95). IriPolitical Justice he adopts Rousseau's argument that individuals ar

Sixteenth, Seventeenth, and Eighteenth Centareealso parodies of the ills of Godwinian philoisg.
Even Wordsworth devotes Book TenTdfe Preluddo an analysis of the emotional damage caused by
Godwin's excessive individualism. Grenby explatret &anti-Jacobin writers viewed Godwinian philospph
as "a set of non-principles cobbled together t@ give most flimsy of theoretical bases to the desir
malicious individuals" (75). This became the domin@ading of Godwin and other radical writers:
"[fl[rom the early 1790s onwards conservative noeelssistently outnumbered the radical fictions tied
provoked them into being, and by the turn of theteey succeeded in almost entirely vanquishihings
As They Are.. from the bookseller's lists and the circulatiibgaries' shelves" (169).

? Godwin advocates "plain dealing, truth spoken witidness, but spoken with sincerity ... the most
wholesome of all disciplinesMariants162). This produced the brutally candiigmoirs of the Author of
A Vindication of the Rights of Woman, in which, acding to Robert Southey, Godwin inadvertently
expressed "the want of all feeling in stripping tié&sad wife naked," and exposing her carefully-lssuirets
(qtd. Carlson 41). Godwin concedes, "I have a darguant of foresight on some occasions, as teffext
what | shall say will have on the person to whois &ddressed” ("Character" 58).

Hamilton's misreading of Godwin as concerned witinipulation, rather than more substantive
philosophical issues, is typical of the anti-Jaoddgénre as a whole. Thus, Grenby observes Matiérn
Philosophersever becomes a satire of ideas" (70). BurtofirPforms a similar criticism of Charles
Lloyd's indictment of Godwinian individualism, "o wonders whether Lloyd ... had reRdlitical
Justicewith any care to endeavor to understand it" ("db§42).
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born free; yet he also maintains the more tradaipnemise that people are born
sociable. Godwin seeks to reconcile these two iposity rejecting elements of
Rousseau's argument that emphasize the importagoyernment. Instead of
government, Godwin suggests that innate socialslifficiently guarantees social
cohesion.

As seen in the previous discussion of Wordswordiyral sociability was a
common position in the Romantic period. But Godigithe only major Romantic writer
to employ the popular concept of natural socigbthit support a position of radical
individualism. Conversely, he is also the onlyicatindividualist to advocate a theory
of mechanical determinism. Godwin prescribes thdividuals defer to society's needs
"with the same unalterable firmness of judgment dwedsame tranquility as [to] ... the
truths of geometry"Justicel73). But like Rousseau, Godwin argues that thisrssision
is all in the service of the individual, who neg¢dse protected from the assaults of
others, both on personal and also on larger, nmstéutional levels. However, whereas
Rousseau still allows for the freedom of the wilhiis famous directive to choose
freedom through coercion (cContract141), Godwin's theory annihilates the private will
entirely.

In addition to Godwin's engagement with Roussezarnidlict between individual
and social needs, Godwin also provides a compediiagnple of the confluence of
political theory and literature studied in thissigation. In a manner typical of the social
contract tradition, Godwin argues that literatwa ivehicle for popularizing
philosophical ideas (cflusticel4), while actually allocating literature the task

criticizing philosophy. In his fiction, Godwin resits the Rousseauvian subject, but from
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a perspective that further emphasizes social fraggtien. Godwin's novels question the
vision of social recuperation set forthRwolitical Justice They consistently demonstrate
the failure of community and collectivism over ttwurse of his forty-year career. These
are not merely cautionary tales of misguided irdireils who need to be brought back to
their communities, although unquestionably Godwimery critical of his protagonists.
Rather, Godwin rejects the concept of society ig@ates these characters and promotes
their suffering. This chapter focuseskleetwood where Godwin directly explores the
critical relationship between the sentimental narel political theory.Casimir
Fleetwood, the novel's protagonist, is raised orli&mprinciples of freedom and
excessive individualism. Fleetwood's mentor, Mr chl, espouses a theory of natural
sociability and is a friend of the deceased Roussgfavhom he is also very critical.
Fleetwood marries Macneil's daughter Mary, who eshidary Wollstonecraft both in
her character and in her reservations about RousBe& midway in the novel, this
marriage breaks down, and with it Rousseauviarviddality, Macneil's values of
natural sociability, and the conventional genderdrichy.Fleetwoodthus departs from
Political Justicés ambivalent affirmation of these various phildsiopl traditions,

developing direct criticisms of Rousseau and ofiratsociability.

* G. A. Starr argues that typically, sentimental neecus on an individual character who "cannotwgro
up and find an active place in society” (181). Ehekaracters are synecdoches for fissures in teelbr
social fabric.
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The Personal is Political:Political Justice and Rousseauvian Conflict
"Society is produced by our wants, and governmgrius wickedness. Society is in
every state a blessing; government even in itssiatt but a necessary evil."

(Justice48)

Critics often tend to resolve the conflict betwé&smdwin's Rousseauvian concern
with the individual and his focus on social thebgyorganizing these closely intertwined
aspects of his work into distinct chronological pé& The date of Godwin's purported
turning point from the political to the sentimengald the personal, rather than the actual
relevance of this model, is thereby the main tapidebate. Mark Philp, Gary Kelly, Paul
Hamilton, John Bender and Pamela Clemit all argaée Godwin first identified with
revolutionary politics and Rational Dissent, andrtishifted to a more sentimental
approach informed by Rousseau’s literary textstgmaspects of Hume's thought
(Political 38, 153;Jacobin192; 43; 125; 167). Mona Scheuermann distinguibleéseen
earlier themes of political radicalism Rolitical JusticeandCaleb Williams and the
subsequent psychological preoccupationsleétwoodandDeloriane(16-17). Evan
Radcliffe classifie$olitical Justiceas an anti-narrative text, contrasting it with a
subsequent emphasis on subjective narrativ€alieb Williamsand in Godwin's other
novels (532). William St. Clair suggests that Gadpursued the rationalism of "Locke
and Hartley through Hume and the Freptiilosophego its culmination irPolitical
Justice" only turning to Rousseau's confessional modaenate 1790s (184).

This accepted model of Godwin having a non-Roussaaolitical phase, and
then a sentimental literary one, neglects the Bagmit ties between the two genres. It
also simplifies Hume's influence, and underplays tf Rousseau. Historicist scholars

place an emphasis upon Godwin's assertion that IdUmeatise of Human Natuded
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him to attribute greater agency to the individimart in the original version &folitical
Justice("Opinion" 54)! They also attend to Godwin's criticism of the 1P@gitical
Justicefor overlooking individual feeling and "privatefaétions” (53). Godwin indeed
suggests that the earlier version neglected "tinebler part of our nature,” and the fact
"that man is a fluctuating and variable animafafiants419). In the preface t6t. Leon
Godwin argues that after completiRglitical Justice he has since come "[to] apprehend
domestic and private affections as inseparable tl@mature of man'Léon52). Frank
B. Evans traces this focus on individual percepiistead of "actions in the material
world" to Hume (633-343.But in my discussion dfleetwood | suggest that Godwin
was also critical of Hume, to whom he alludes tiglothe character of Mr. Macneil.
Godwin's positions regarding Hume, Rousseau anddbi@l contract are
therefore ambivalent from their inception. Godwendvertisement to the 1798 version of
Political Justiceclassifies his "alterations ... though numerous sj et of a
fundamental natureMariants8). Godwin maintains that he has not "change[dhe. t
principle of justice, or any thing else fundamentathe system"Lleon52). Instead, he
explainsPolitical Justicés continuing development in terms of an inevitabyramic of
perfectibility, rather than any more significantclge of viewsVYariants7). Godwin's

main positions and conflicts therefore remain allTlhus, although critics suggest that

' When Godwin's diaries become digitally availabl®©ictober 2010, | hope to compare his claim that he
read Hume'Sreatiseafter publishing the first version &olitical Justicewith records of his readings in
the diary. St. Clair notes that "his first dutytive autumn of 1791 was to reread his most important
predecessors beginning with Plato and includingsReau, [and] Hume," thereby implying that Godwin
may have read Humelgeatiseearlier than he suggests in his discussion offhigiciple Revolution of
Opinions" (59).

? Godwin also seems to share Hume's theory thattyasiéormed in response to the suffering of
individuals in the state of nature, who rely upoutaal support to survive: "[t]he subsistence of kiad in
a solitary state is in the utmost degree precayiseenty and miserable .... From whatever point tbeze
we imagine society actually to have begun, its tgtaadvantage appears to consist in an interchainge
benefits" ariants103). This argument is also present in the 1798iee (cf.Justice404).
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Godwin's relationship with Wollstonecraft in 1796&ed his opinions on domesticity, he
retains his criticisms of marriage and biologicatgntage throughout all versions, as well
as in his novels (337, 34bHe is less affected by discrete chronological peakan by
inherently conflicting positions.

New historicist critics recognize Godwin's fundana@ambivalence, but
associate it with socio-historical evasion, wherti®/Romantic text displaces political
context with private concerns (cf. McGarmdeology90). Paul Hamilton notes that
"Godwin, as much as Coleridge, Wordsworth and Soytivas accused of political
apostasy of a kind to throw doubt on his earlygalitm" (43). New historicism and anti-
Jacobinism, otherwise antithetical approachesgsharew of the Romantic text as
disingenuous and indirect. Jacques Khalip expldasbehind this criticism is the notion
that "in order for history to be transparent arcbgmizable, it has to be perceived as a
palpable ... source of confessional power" (10). Khaedexamines Rousseau's narratorial
persona inrhe Confession® challenge the traditional argument, here exqa@dy
William Brewer, that "Godwin ... embraced Roussepugect of making the human
mind transparent” (BrewefAnatomies83). He suggests that both Rousseau and Godwin
regard the reticent, unreliable narrator as a patelicle for political critique (73).
Khalip focuses on Rousseau's and Godwin's "romantistructions of impoverished
subjects, absented from social recognition anddisfflay [as] ... instances of new
potentialities" which subvert the dominant posgtyhumanist tradition (4). Khalip
suggests that encountering "inscrutability to oweseprecedes our relationship to

others," as only through this means can we receghiz other as other (24). From a

* Mitzi Myers and Paul Hamilton both argue that Gaullvecomes more sentimental after his marriage to
Wollstonecraft (310-11; Hamilton 43).
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different perspective, James Treadwell notes th@ihe Confession®Rousseau describes
situations that are both singular and distancintpéoreader, such as the abandonment of
his children (51). Only by withdrawing to the margjiof society does the Rousseauvian/
Godwinian subject achieve freedom from social doerdGodwin thereby provides a
very different model to that suggested by anti-Batdistoricist or new historicist
critics. His writing is less influenced by chrongical phases or by the upheaval of the
French Revolution, and is more affected by Rousseaubversive narrative style Tine
Confessionsand by the inherent conflicts of Rousseau's texts

Several critics have commented on Rousseau's irduen both tacit and overt
aspects of Godwin's writings. Butler observes Gatlwin creates "introspective, first-
person narrator[s] ... in the self-expressing styugurated by Rousseau” (Godwin,
"Autobiography" 26). Clemit also comments that "@ad ... presents an alternative
model of Romantic self-scrutiny, which highlighketinterdependence of personal and
historical experience" (176). A chronological agarh to Godwin's writings obscures
the conflict between the private individual anddater society in his work, because his
positions are interpreted as discrete phases rtherinterrelated ambivalence®hilp
acknowledges Godwin's tendency to conflict, suggggshat this is an intentional
strategy, which Godwin uses to open up his textietmte. But Philp's argument
minimizes the importance of the actual conflictsrtiselves, which are understood as

mere ploys to catalyze discussion:

* The distinction between private, sentimental litera and political theory exists neither in Rousé®a
works, nor in Godwin's approach to them. Yet it waieady common in Godwin's times. See the
discussion in the chapter on the social contrachage 53 Kelly argues that late eighteenth-century
English readers tended to divide Rousseau's wat&gliscrete political and literary categories (hroce"
93).
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We are better placed to understand both the uniiytlze distinctiveness of
Godwin's oeuvre if we recognize that his philosophspeculations are precisely
speculations: they are not foundations. What isfiational in his work is the
basic conviction that private judgment and pubigcdssion are the appropriate
means for ... moral and political principles. (Phllimtroduction” 19)
In a similar spirit to Philp, Khalip observes tHahe can ascribe the contradictions less to
inconsistencies and impossible paradoxes, and taamicial formal ambivalences in
Godwin's philosophy" (93). But Khalip also suggebtst these "formal ambivalences”
express a contemporary language of political refavhrereby "experimenting with
inwardness can spill over into revolutionary unfetstus extending inner-conflict into
political turbulence. Despite his argument agaimstonsistencies and impossible
paradoxes" in Godwin's work, Khalip recognizes alde standard whereby Godwin
maintains both "a depleted theory of the subjeutd a contrary notion of the individual
as the empowered agent of political dissent.

In considering Godwin's fundamental ambivalencesigigest that they are less
affected by formal strategy, and more connectesbtdlicts that he derives in part from
Rousseau. On the one hand, Godwin follows Roudsgauvileging individuals as
originally self-governing units: "Society is notlgimore than an aggregation of
individuals. Its claims and duties must be the aggte of their claims and duties”
(Justiceb4). He thereby espouses the social contract thesis[tlhe end of government
is the good of mankind," which replaced Aristotl@®-thousand-year-old maxim that
"the whole is necessary to the part" (LocBecond78; Aristotle 11}, Godwin also

echoes Rousseau's fantasy of an idealized presocidition set forth in th8econd

Discourse "inequality was in its origin infinitely less thaat present. In the uncultivated

> Although Aristotle and Locke present binary accsusftsocialization, J. S. Maloy notes points to
similarity in their thought. Locke is influenced Byistotle's rejection of tyranny, and espousal of
community-rule (246, 253).
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state of man diseases, effeminacy and luxury wetle known .... [T]he understanding
of all were limited, their wants, their ideas ahdit views nearly upon a levellystice
63). But on the other hand, Godwin rejects Rousseadividualism. He recalls his first,
formative impression, whereby his instructor coregtyineffable contempt, of Rousseau,
and other chicken-hearted doctrinists” to the youmgressionable Godwin
("Autobiography" 34). Godwin explains that "[d]udi is a leading feature of my mind
... [the tutor's] sentiments speedily became min@p{hions" 52). As an adult, Godwin
comes to criticize Rousseau's argument that sedf-dmtomatically produces social
wellbeing Variants199). Instead, Godwin maintains that individuadga to form a
more significant social concern which exceeds myéigbing no injury” to others (195):
If, as Rousseau has somewhere asserted, 'thedgtgaif man be to do no injury
to his neighbour,' then this negative sincerity rhayf considerable account: but,
if it be the highest and most indispensible busir@snan to study and promote
his neighbour's welfare, a virtue of this sort wiintribute little to so honourable
an undertaking.\(ariants 165-66)
Godwin reacts to Rousseau's thin social model bgldping a counter-theory of innate
sociability. He proposes that "Man is a social alirilow far he is necessarily so will
appear, if we consider the sum of advantages negutom the social, and of which he
would be deprived in the solitary statdugtice404). Individuals participate in a larger
system of necessity, whereby "all the parts ... &fretly connected with each other, and
exhibit a sympathy and unison by means of whichathele is rendered intelligible”
(272). They must defer to this unison "with the samalterable firmness of judgment
and the same tranquility as [to] ... the truths adrgetry” (173). Godwin maintains that

personal differences are "accidental varietiesrd@sebut one perfection to man”

(Variants118).
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Godwin criticizes Rousseau for being excessiveatijvidualistic. But he forms
this critique by appealing to Rousseau's writimggoking a contrary, coercive aspect of
Rousseau's work — and re-investing it with posisigmificance. Godwin understands that
Rousseau idealizes presocial individuality bec&mgsseau seeks to counteract his
oppressive concept of sociability. In response,Wdndedefines sociability as a vital
bond among individuals, but also retains elemehits @ppressive connotations. He
seeks to reformulate Rousseau's premise that "Menbarn free, and everywhere he is
in chains" in positive terms: "[t]race back the ichas far as you please, every act at
which you arrive is necessary” (Rousse2ontract131; Justicel65). Godwinian
necessity guarantees that people are not isolatiddduals, but part of a greater whole:
"[hluman affairs, through every link of the gredam of necessity, are admirably
harmonised and adapted to each othéustjcel18). Peter Howell notes this paradoxical
quality of Godwin's image of society as a chainevethy Godwin both privileges and
abnegates individuality:
To be an individual ... at the extreme of the Godamsense, is to empty oneself
of individuality .... The world is not like the ratial society wished for by
contractarians, in which each individual negotidtesptimize personal utility ...
which turns out to be to the ultimate benefit & thhole of society ... instead,
this view of reality is flipped ever so quietly @a head. Individuals do not force a
crack in the great chain of being: they are a imk, inevitably and necessarily,
and their identity depends on those links. (How8)
Howell suggests that Godwin's ambivalence towadd/idualism distinguishes him from
individualistic social contract writers. But thinhivalence toward individualism is
actually a direct legacy of the social contraatlitian. St. Clair comments on Godwin's

repeated use of the chain as a metaphor of cansatioch "with suitable poetic

ambiguity ... was now successfully linked to the otttgains;" notably, the "Great Chain
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of Being" with its implications of natural socialbyl and the less benign "icy chains of
custom” with their connotations of coercion (8@odwin ambivalently associates
membership in the greater social body with bothesgdn and coercion.

In his rejection of Rousseau's social theory, Godwadicalizes Rousseau's
qualification of individual freedom, transformintgimto an extreme form of determinism,
whereby he posits the mind as a mechanism acted lpgreater forces. Godwin
explains that he derives this position from "LockeHuman Understanding ... and those
respecting education from the Emile of J.-J. Roaiss@usticel3). Empiricist
epistemology empowers the individual as the sitgepteption and experience, but also
endows the environment with ontological priorityodsvin deems moral character the
result of impression rather than inherent predisioos "We bring into the world with us
no innate principles: consequently we can be neitineious nor vicious as we first come
into existence" (10§.According to this view, he suggests that "Moraiitya rational and
designing mind is not essentially different fromraddy in an inanimate substance. A
man of certain intellectual habits is fitted todeassassin, a dagger of a certain form is
fitted to be his instrument" (368)The subject is a phenomenal element rather than a
rational agent, and has no real grasp of caus&iygwin compares the mind to a billiard
ball, acted upon by other balls, "[a] vehicle thgbwhich certain causes operate” (168).
Through this metaphor, Godwin cites Hume's inflismritique ofa priori assumptions

of cause and effect: "We fancy, that were we brbogha sudden into this world, we

® In 1796, Godwin somewhat modifies this opinion,gesging that experiences in the womb can produce
enduring differences among individual&fiants23, 238).

’ Elizabeth Hamilton parodies this positionNtemoirs of Modern PhilosopherBridgetina Botherim
replies to her mother's request to entertain thedsts, "And do you think | am naat liberty to remain
here? Have | not told you again and again that Laderthe necessitpf preferring the motive that is most
preferable?" (46). Hamilton thereby presents Godmimecessitarianism as a manipulative pretext for
flaunting familial and social duties.
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could at first have inferred that one billiard-batbuld communicate motion to another
upon impulse” (HumdJnderstanding23). Via this example, Hume suggests that causes
are beyond human understanding, and that the cbatagency reflects a false
impression of causality. We cannot actually mastgy things work the way they do, but
can only attempt to understand them through engbidbservation.

Like Hume, Godwin subordinates the individual tecés which are beyond
personal control. In a notorious example of the ppamium which he places on private
needs, Godwin proposes "the illustrious archbigbfdpambray ... of more worth than
his chambermaid, and there are few of us that wbesitate to pronounce, if his palace
were in flames, and the life of only one of thenalddbe preserved, which of the two
ought to be preferredJ(stice50). Godwin suggests that "it would have beenijuthe
chambermaid to have preferred the archbishop &eleilo have done otherwise would
have been a breach of justice” (50). In revishagtical Justice Godwin criticizes self-
interest by applying this scenario to the sacrii€eneself, one's spouse, one's
benefactor, one's parent, and one's sibNfagiants63). He emphasizes that moral duty
must overcome narrow personal circumstances teatdfiroader social utility. Godwin
evokes an expansive social vision to support tigaraent: "[w]e are not connected with
one or two percipient beings, but with a societgaton, and in some sense with the
whole family of mankind. Of consequence that lifgbt to be preferred which will be
most conducive to the general goodiigtice50). Godwin's radical denial of personal ties
led Elizabeth Hamilton and others to argue thatv@od philosophy incurs "a dereliction
of all the principles of natural affection ... an#ting the sweet bonds of domestic

attachment" (Hamilton 271). But Godwin's metaphiathe "family of mankind" suggests
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the ongoing importance of private, domestic refaito this panoramic social
perspective, despite his concomitant argumentpthedte relations contradict political
justice Justice50).

Godwin's conflicting concepts of radical determiniand of personal, voluntary
action are therefore deeply connected. Godwin stgdgkat only through extreme social
conformity are people liberated from the need forerpernicious political mechanisths.
He formulates this highly unusual conjunction afical positions of determinism and
individualism in his pioneering theory of anarciBodwin explains that political
institutions impede the individual's developmenaafense of social justice: "Man is in a
state of perpetual progress. He must grow eithieeber worse .... By its very nature,
political institution has a tendency to suspendefasticity, and put an end to the
advancement of mind'Jgsticel06). Godwin emphasizes that it is "necessary ...
carefully to distinguish between society and gowent,” maintaining their mutual
exclusivity (48). He suggests that whereas naggoaiability enhances individual
liberties, political institutions are inherentlymmessive (311). Like promises, political
institutions tie people down to arbitrary condisoodwin thereby emphasizes that no
one can endorse the entire fifty volumes of BlamketsCommentary on the Laws of
Englandover the course of future history (85). The exatoh to keep personal and
political promises is unrealistic, representing aa little congenial with the strict
principles of virtue" Variants99). Instead, Godwin maintains that anarchy tesizes
"the perfection of the human character [which] d¢stssn approaching as nearly as

possible to the perfectly voluntary state .... Weudtioemove ourselves to the farthest

® In this regard, Godwin provides a compelling cas®lichel Foucault's thesis that social control ofeah
drastically in the late eighteenth century, moviragn more traditional methods of external coerdiothe
internalization of social norms, which — in Foudawiew — was more insidious ("Reader" 203-04).
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distance from the state of mere inanimate machi(®y. Thus, if Godwin had
previously denied the importance of the privateviriial in his dilemma of the
chambermaid and the Archbishop of Cambray, he momdlates a theory of natural
sociability because it frees the private individitam coercive government, marriage,
and the social contract, which all commit peoplenftexible rules that can potentially
contradict broader principles of morality. lan Balf observes that "[i]t is to Godwin and
Wollstonecraft that we owe a version of the insitjfatt the personal is the political, since
any subject, for them, is a political subject frtme start” (234). In characteristic
Rousseauvian fashion, Godwin enlists a deterministidel of social conformity in order
to promote a personal, individual perspective; ersely Godwin suggests that any such

individual is always already political.

Poetical Justice
"To his [Rousseau's] merits as a reasoner we stmmiltbrgetto add, that the
term eloguence is perhaps more precisely desagiptiviis mode of composition, than
that of any other writer that ever existedltigtice273 N.)

Godwin is powerfully influenced by contrary registef individualism and
conformity, and by the interdisciplinary intersectibetween literature and social contract
theory. Contrary to critical consensus, which safes his philosophy and fiction into
discrete phasesGodwin's social theory has strong narrative elemeé@onversely, his
fiction dwells directly on the social contract ti@mh. Balfour comments that "[t]he

transition from the theoretical program of taequiry Concerning Political Justid® the

fictional narrative ... is not as problematic as amght expect, partly becaudwlitical

° See for example Kelly, who argues that Godwin hamblated radically political and sentimentally
literary phasesJacobin220).
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Justicewas a story to begin with, a grand story of théutous but inexorable progress of
truth” (234). Godwin posit€aleb Williamsas continuous witRolitical Justice
explaining that he writes "in a word, to disengdgeminds of men from prepossession,
and launch them upon a sea of moral and politisgugy” (Caleb451). Similarly, in the
introduction toFleetwood Godwin emphasizes that the goal of his fictiotoistimulate
debate and generate social progress, "endeavdwyidgcussion and reasoning to effect
a grand and comprehensive improvement in the sentsxof ... [society's] members"
(Fleetwood49). Godwin's fiction and philosophy share a commoal, seeking to
reorganize political institutions such as marriagmyernment and the social contract.
But Godwin also distinguishes between literature @imilosophy. Like Rousseau,
he posits the novel as a vehicle for disseminaimgnferior version of his political
theory to a wider audience, while also privilegfiggion with insight into political
theory's underlying difficulties. Accordingly, twabsparate views of Godwin have
prevailed in contemporary studies of his writiniglany accept Godwin's assertion that
his novels straightforwardly populariB®litical Justice'® In the preface t€aleb
Williams, Godwin addresses his novel to "persons whom bobfkilosophy and
science are never likely to reaclCaleb55). He asserts writing as the primary means of
"improv[ing] the social institutions of man," ancarks the advent of print as an
important step in this proceskuéticel15, 107). Noting Godwin's ambivalent
relationship to literature, Philp speculates thatl@in probably turned to novel-writing
because his political theory was rejected ("Intiiahin” 10). Godwin discusses the novel
as a steady but unambitious source of income, wdatérs to an inferior "class of

readers; consisting of women and boys" ("Histor§3} Reflecting these values, Godwin

1% See for example Angela Esterhammer (289) and Adxkley (para. 1).
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suggests that Rousseau's elegant rhetoric is sagotadhis philosophical achievements:
"[t]lo his [Rousseau's] merits as a reasoner weldhmat forgetto add, that the term
eloquence is perhaps more precisely descriptivesofode of composition, than that of
any other writer that ever existedugtice273 N.).

But while dismissing rhetoric as embellishment, ®imts comment on Rousseau
also expresses an empiricist ambivalence towaglige, which is seen as both
subordinate to and as formative of empirical rgafBodwin uses the double-negative
"not forget” and the tentative "perhaps" to forggap between his explicit praise of
Rousseau's eloquence, and an implicit skepticisirdafiance of Rousseau's approach
(Justice273 N.). He aptly expresses these reservatioligrary form, drawing a causal
relationship between typeset character, literagratter and empirical reality through a
pun on the word "character”: "Man in society isiwasly influenced by theharactersof
his fellow men; he is an imitative animal, andelihe camelion, owes the colour he
assumes, to the colour of the surrounding objd&istjuirer288, emphasis added).
Godwin also describes himself during the act ofliegas "a sort of intellectual
camelion, assuming the colour of the substanceshoch | rest” (27). Thus, Godwin
overtly posits a mimetic model of expression, whgréMan ... is an imitative animal," a
veritable chameleon, while also alluding to a diserformative quality of mimesis,
whereby texts shape reality. In accordance with tédit concept of the primacy of the
literary text, Godwin's prose is far more widelpdehan his political theory, and often
challenges its main ided5Thus,Caleb WilliamssubvertsPolitical Justice and is also

more commonly read and studied.

"As St.Clair observes, Godwin's novels do not refilee political vision ofPolitical Justice Percy
Shelley's poetry is "more Godwinian than Godwin hadn," a more faithful adaptation of his theomth

155



Godwin's ambivalence toward literary language ee®rgost vividly in his
discussion of Locke. Godwin praises Locke as "a ofamcommonly clear and
masculine understanding” who focuses on "factspdmrhomena” instead of "the
invention of fanciful theories"Hnquirer345, 347). Godwin echoes these principles in his
own comments on writing, arguing that "[t]he trdgeet of a good style is to enable us to
apprehend the ideas of our author without adultaratWe ... are conscious of no
impediment .... Our first sensation from his writingsthat of his thoughts, and nothing
else" (387). Thus, the admirable M. RuffignyHleetwoodposits books as inferior
metonyms of their writers. He disdains "the cotgensible, mechanically constructed
pages and sheets .... A book is a dead man, a soiaroimy, embowelled and
embalmed, but that once had flesh, and motionaamoundless variety of determinations
and actions"Kleetwood122). Through Ruffigny, Godwin thereby impliesithexts are
inferior signifiers which are only necessary beesiln® signified is absent.

But Godwin also repeats Locke's covert ambivaléosard language by
contradicting his anti-literary position with antiéinetical literary praxis. In thEssay
Concerning Human Understandingocke argues that “the signification of words”
becomes “like a mist before people’s eydssgay276). He suggests that such subjective
"fictions of our fancies" can infelicitously lead readersas“in the great wood of
words” (324, 322). Godwin recognizes that Locke&'s af figurative language in this
passage flagrantly subverts his semantic contesttordingly, he criticizes Locke's
language for being "defective" and of "depraveteta@Enquirer347). Godwin suggests

that Locke's "fine-spun, mystical and fruitless gdexity, might have been better and

are Godwin's novels, which actually formulate adite point of view (341). For a similar argumesge
also Handwerk ("Guilt" 941).
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more clearly expressed in two lines" (312). Howe@wdwin formulates these abundant
superlatives criticizing Locke in the same ricleiiéry style which he takes pains to
dismiss. Godwin employs the metaphor of "fine-spurcomplexity” to critique the use
of figurative language. It is unclear whether thigtant contradiction is an ironic,
intentional strategy for criticizing Locke on Godva behalf, or itself reflects an
infelicitous Lockean double standard regarding legge. Godwin's approach to rhetoric
remains ambivalent and subversive. In the follovgagtion, | examine his subversion of
Political Justicés concepts of progress, benevolence and natwialslity in Fleetwood
which exemplifies the independent perspective adv@n's fiction in relation to his

political theory.

Allegories of Sociability: Fleetwood and Rousseau
"The two leading features of my character are $ditgiand insensibility.... It was my
evil destiny to spend nearly the first thirty yeafsny life in the sense of a desert island.”
(Godwin, "Character" 59)

In Fleetwood Godwin forms a highly critical philosophical ajlery, which
subverts botlPolitical Justicés Rousseauvian individualism, and its more utgpian
deterministic positions. Handwerk suggests reaBllegtwoodas "a novel of ideas,"
which dramatizes a divergent set of philosophicalifons ("Misogyny” 379). Rousseau
actually features in the novel as a fictional chteg the deceased friend and mentor of
Fleetwood's own friend and mentor, Mr. MacneilMandeville Shaftesbury appears in
a similar manner, as a mentor and advisor thasl#alprotagonist astray. Godwin

presents Rousseau and Shaftesbury as real, uteehibences, whose ideas he clearly

rejects. InFleetwood Godwin constructs Rousseau and the protagondb@sies, united
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by their friendships with Macneil, by a similar appch to education, by parallel
predicaments of isolation and melancholy, by aesdhauspicion of women, and by a love
of freedom. As Kelly observeB)eetwoodis also imbued witlulie's pastoral, alpine
Romantic landscapeddcobin239). In addition to Rousseau, Godwin invokes
Wordsworth and the broader Romantic movement. Kelgs Fleetwood's resemblance
to the Wordsworthian and Coleridgean solitary (2Macneil, in turn, is identified with
counter-Rousseauvian values of natural sociabilityich undermine his benevolent
intentions and lead to catastrophe. Finally, infleed by Wollstonecraft, Godwin
criticizes Rousseau's approach to gender throwghbhracter of Mary Macneil.
Fleetwoodis therefore concerned with a range of philosagtfigures and issues. It
actively engages iRolitical Justices central themes and conflicts of individual freed
social conformity and marriage.

Godwin openg-leetwoodwith a harsh indictment of Roussedaissez-faire
system of education. Like Emile, Fleetwood is rdiseisolation of social codes and
institutions. Rousseau asks, "What must be dotaitothis exceptional man! We can do
much, but the chief thing is to prevent anythiranirbeing done"Emile 9). InEmile,
Rousseau proposes sheltering children from soaiatyallowing them to learn through
their senses alone: "Let the child ... learn thogegththat are within his reach by
experiment, and discover the rest by induction,|buuld far rather he knew nothing at
all about them, than that you should tell him" (L3qousseau warns against the
corrupting influence of "dependence on men, whéctihe work of society ....
[Dlependence on men, being out of order, givestasavery kind of vice" (58).

Fleetwood's father adheres to Rousseau's the@@ingdnis son in radical seclusion to
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love "Ruffigny and my own immediate ancestors," jitd] hate... mankind" leetwood
216). Because he has not been trained to confoertéwnal standards or social codes,
Fleetwood becomes misanthropic. He therefore rédeingmself as "a spoiled child. | had
been little used to contradiction, and felt likeeader flower of the garden, which the
blast of the east wind nips" (54). Fleetwood blammedater loneliness on this "early
solitude in Wales. | came into the world prepaeté a severe and unsparing judge”
(215). Fleetwood is the product of his environmeontfirming Godwin's view in

Political Justicethat "the moral qualities of men are the produdd® impressions made
upon them" Justicel3).

In his account of Fleetwood's childhood, Godwinaash"Tintern Abbey," where
Wordsworth compares himself to "a roe / | bounded the mountains, by the sides / Of
the deep rivers, and the lonely streams” ("Tintdimes 68-70)*? Fleetwood explains:
"My earliest years were spent on mountains andiposs, amidst the roaring of the
ocean and the dashing of waterfalls. A constantli@mty with these objects gave a
wildness to my ideas, and an uncommon seriousnesy temper" Fleetwoods3). He
recalls feeling like "a wild roe among the mounsaai Wales" (241). Fleetwood spends
most of his adult years in the Lake District, whioliokes Wordsworth. He also
expresses a Wordsworthian fascination with statesverie. In "Tintern Abbey,"
Wordsworth recalls being "laid asleep / In body'tisat he "becomes a living soul,” all
mind without body ("Tintern,” lines 46-47). From eaverse perspective of being all

body without mind, Fleetwood pursues states in tvhibe mind has neither action nor

2 Kelly argues that Wordsworth's much-studied regectif Godwin inThe Preludés paralleled with
Godwin's equally abrasive criticism of Wordswontihich has received far less critical attentidadobin
242). For a thorough discussion of Wordsworth'gldiSonment with Godwin, see Nicholas Roe
(Wordsworth161-97).
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distinct ideas, but is swallowed up in a living thégFleetwoods6). He explains that
whereas night dreams are frightening, these dagtrease empowering, "inspir[ing] a
certain tendency to despotism.” Godwin's invergibi/ordsworth's "living soul" into a
despotic "living death™" expresses his negative @ppl of Romantic visionary experience
and reverie. Elsewhere, Godwin connects revergstape from pain. Thus, Fleetwood
anticipates Ruffigny's impending announcement sfféiher's death by fleeing to
"visions of paradise ... of the pure rewards andyengnts of a happier state" (126).
These utopian dreams of "the wildest and most laxtiof the uninhabited islands of the
South Sea" are an antidote to the bitter realigy gfortly awaits him (126). Following a
similar dynamic, M. Vaublanc entices Ruffigny tonkan the Lyons silk mills by
presenting them as "so pure and exemplary a st¢iety). Consequently, Ruffigny
"long]s] to set my foot upon the threshold of teaéstrial paradise he described," an
ironic contrast to the harsh reality of abuse dadeslabor in the mills (147). From
Fleetwood's escapism to Vaublanc's manipulati@m flRousseauvian education to
Wordsworthian reverie, Godwin suggests that Romemi conceals loss and
subordination. He therefore critiques its modedeflization.

As an adult, Fleetwood comes to a partial undedstgnof the shortcomings of
his Romantic upbringing. He recalls his youth asdaage, the infancy of man. It was
visionary, and idle, and unsubstantidflgetwoodd3). Fleetwood does not become the
exceptional man dEmile, but follows a mundane course of adventures "agh®most
part have occurred to at least one half of the iBhgien now existing, who are of the
same rank of life as my hero" (47-48). Neither delegtwood become the self-governing

individual of Political Justice whose intellectual powers render the need foamzpd
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society obsolete (cflustice207). Godwin thereby criticizes educational modisch
offer excessive freedom, aRwlitical Justicés optimistic vision of perfectibility. But the
story of Ruffigny also demonstrates the damageexhbyg the opposite extreme of
excessive coercion. Thus, Ruffigny suggests theit tack of liberty accounts for the low
intellectual achievements of the poor, who comeefi@ct their harsh environments: "A
mechanic becomes a sort of machine; his limbs araikations are converted, as it
were, into wood and wiresFleetwoodl50). He determines that people are born with
benevolent intentions toward others, "instinctfgjied with the very fibres of our heart"
(196). But these are easily corrupted: "It is phdbaif | had continued much longer in
the silk-mills of Lyons, | should have become sadbeing [an animated machine]
myself" (161). Thus, Godwin rejects systems of atioa that either train the will to
perceive itself as entirely free, or as entirelgauinate. InFleetwood Godwin is
concerned with achieving a delicate balance, whetled individual finds a place in
society without forfeiting his autonomy. He thenef@ffers a more moderate position
than that oPolitical Justice which inscribes individual development withinrajéctory
of progress toward individual and collective freedo

Fleetwood seeks to overcome his lonely upbringimgjta become a member of
society: "l felt what | was, and | pined for theceaty of my like. It was with
inexpressible sorrow that | believed | was alontheaworld” Fleetwoodl16). He
realizes,

| do not wish to stand alone, but to consider nfyaebpart only of a whole. If that

which produces sensation in me, produces sensadievhere else, | am

subsequently alone .... But if there is a being wéeld the blow under which |
flinch ... that being is a part of myselFléetwood231-32)
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In order to avoid solipsism and establish an expee of sympathy, Fleetwood turns to
the empiricist theory of the universality of sensperception. But this theory is divorced
from practice. Fleetwood's antisocial upbringingde him to seek society through an
excessive regard for opinion and reputation. Fleethexplains that "it was this ardent
desire to be something, to record myself on this aflmy species for some praiseworthy
deed, that had haunted me forever, and poisonetdamguility in every stage”
(Fleetwood326). He both criticizes and empathizes with Wigherho drowns himself
after being ridiculed for his poetry (89). At Oxdband later in Paris, Fleetwood tries to
fit in by exchanging his solitary childhood halfts debauchery (73). This short and
admittedly standard period which "compose[s] tretdny of most young men, born to the
inheritance of a considerable fortune, and whoseatbn has been conducted in a style
of liberal expense" precipitates disproportionaie-disgust and alienation (218).
Fleetwood explains:

| had contracted a contamination, which could néeeextirpated. Innocence is

philanthropical and confiding .... Innocence is & edimagnetism by which one

good heart understands another. It is peaceful \alere; and, when it comes out

into the world, it meets with individual after imtilual whom it confesses for

brothers. | had lost this touchstonEleetwood?216-17)
In his reasoning, Fleetwood confuses the symptattm the cause. He is not contaminated
by his affairs with the Countess and the Marchisnbat by a lack of sociability
produced by an excessively individualistic edugatidnich then leads him to form
inappropriate social relations.

Macneil seeks to redress the lacunae of Fleetweakisation. He introduces

himself as "no humourist, nor misanthrope," andwoté to Fleetwood's, Wordsworth's

and Rousseau's combined cultural legadieetwood243). Macneil is intimately
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familiar with the Romantic tendency to use imagmrato displace human relations. He
has resided in Wordsworth's native Windermere sl "@ossessed the confidence of
the celebrated Jean Jacques Rousseau" (234). Megtieizes the intense visionary
compensations which Romantic misanthropy and isolatctivate:

[P]eople talk of the raptures of solitude; or withat tenderness they can

love a tree, a rivulet, or a mountain. Believe mehey deceive

themselves .... There is a principle in the hearhah which demands the

society of his like. He that has no such societynia state but one degree

removed from insanity Hleetwood251)
Macneil's criticism of Rousseau closely echoes Godvwown negative portrait of "[t]he
man of taste and liberal accomplishmentsPatitical Justice(Variants211). This man
"knows the pleasures of solitude, when man holdsneerce alone with the tranquil
solemnity of nature .... He partakes in the gran@ear enthusiasm of poetry. He is
perhaps himself a poet” (211). But through thidnady Godwin emphasizes the man of
taste's inferiority to "the man of benevolence,'owbhsembles Macneil himself: "Study is
cold, if it be not enlivened with the idea of theplpiness to arise to mankind" (211).

In Fleetwood Godwin also distances himself from this modebefhevolence. By
introducing Rousseau as a real character intoduslnGodwin constructs a secret
history of imaginary events that may have happegeen Rousseau's beliefs and
biography'® Catherine Gallagher comments on the function efsécret history, which
incorporates real figures into novels and alteesdétails in the most subtle manner to
study how such a change would dramatically altene

minimal revisions have the advantage of allowingougncover reality easily

from the imagined scenario, whereas large-scaisions, requiring extensively

changed circumstances, put actuality out of redeimce the Enlightenment
search for small causes with large results. (Gh#ad'Factual" 18)

| am grateful to Catherine Gallagher for her emairespondence clarifying the concept of secret
histories.
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Thus, Godwin's direct introduction of Rousseau Fieetwoodn the form of a secret
history corresponds with Gallagher's analysis lo¢ fietites causegpreference: the focus
on individual personality ... and a predilection fam-rational motives, mistakes and
anomalies" to demonstrate how individuals precedkeshape history ("Factual™ 18).
Fleetwooddramatizes the repercussions of Rousseau's ppiiasd system and its
impact on individual lives.

Rousseau's appearancd-laetwoodstays so close to historical fact that its
fictional status is almost imperceptible. Godwiggests that "[Macneil] had resided
much in foreign countries, and was supposed péatigLio have possessed the
confidence of the celebrated Jean Jacques Rousgealnad been some years an
inhabitant of the banks of Windermer€&ld¢etwood234). Thus, Macneil and Rousseau
may either have met "in foreign countries,” or elo® home. The details of their
friendship echo Rousseau's biographical exile wgldf, where he was cared for by
Hume, who arranged his lodgings in Staffordshirar{osch 432). At this time,
Rousseau's mental health declined, leading Humasdess: "he is plainly mad, having
long been maddish" (qtd. Damrosch 432). In histi@iahip to Rousseau, Macneil
echoes Hume — a Scottish man of letters who coedwant ambivalent dialogue with the
mentally unstable Rousseau. Godwin emphasize$hhraMacneil was a Scotchman”
(Fleetwood242). Like Hume, Macneil complains of Rousseaeéstal health:
"[Rousseaul] lived ... toward the close of his lifeaimvorld of his own, and saw nothing
as it really was .... | was convinced, from a muttéwof indications, that Rousseau was
not in his sober mind" (244). He ascribes thistte 'displeasing events that had befallen

him, or ... any seeds of disease kneaded up in lgsal constitution."” He suggests that
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Rousseau’s ties to reality are thin: "He could kolly abstract himself from this painful
contemplation” (244). But he suggests that thigrabson reflects Rousseau's tenuous
connections to reality. Ruffigny forms a similaiticism of "Rousseau and others [who]
have surrendered themselves to the chimeras starled imagination, and ... believed
that they were every where at the disposal of siemmeidable and secret confederacy”
(154). This paranoia echoes Hume's complaints dRousseau.

Fleetwood sympathizes with Rousseau's "constitatitmmperament which was
saturnine and sensitive," exacerbated by a sdiipgisvironmentEleetwood215). He
describes himself in Rousseauvian fashion as "th& wapricious and wayward being
that ever existed. | never remained permanentbnmstate of mind" (320). Godwin also
clearly identifies with Fleetwood's conflicted Reaauvian disposition. In analyzing
himself, he determines that "[t|he two leading fea@s of my character are sensibility and
insensibility," a tendency to paradox resultingrirbypersensitivity toward the self and
an attendant lack of sensitivity toward the envin@nt ("Character” 59). In the preface to
Fleetwood Godwin criticizes "[c]ertain persons, who condestto make my
inconsistency the favourite object of their reshaf€leetwood48). Through the
character of Fleetwood, Godwin suggests that tfusrisistent temperament which critics
target is culturally constructed, the result ofexcessively individualistic value system
shaped by Rousseauvian concepts. The misanthrepstasidard character-type of the
sentimental novel, reflecting a radical individgati which cannot incorporate broader
sociability (Mackenzie viii).

Following his negative experience with Rousseaugidd endeavors to reform

Fleetwood's empathetic bonds and integrate himsotiety. He explains: "In every man
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that lives ... there is much to commend. Every manih&im the seeds of a good
husband, a good father, and a sincere frieht#etwood248). He draws Fleetwood's
attention to "How much good neighborhood thera ithe world! what readiness in every
man to assist every stranger that comes his walyam.a philanthropist, in the plain
sense of the word. Whenever | see a man | see bmgéb love" (249). Fleetwood is
attracted to Macneil's rhetoric of harmonious daaigusion. He praises Macneil's own
family as a model of ideal sociability, admiringeth"concord of affection without any
jarring passions; so much harmony of interestsegeh member of the family having a
different pursuit" (246-47). To convey his valudsatural sociability to Fleetwood,
Macneil constructs a social allegory. He considers

composing a little novel or tale in illustrationmfy position. | would take such a

man as my friend Fleetwood .... | would put him omtaba ship; he will, of

course, be sufficiently disgusted with every on@isfcompanions .... | would
cause him to be shipwrecked on a desert island, watcompanion but one man,
the most gross, perverse, and stupid of the crérlpptwood249)
Inevitably, Macneil suggests that this crew membeuld reconcile Fleetwood with the
entire human community. His allegory invokes valakratural sociability, but also
employs the social contract register of returnaaésert island" state of nature, from
which Fleetwood will construct a new understandihgociability.

In directing Fleetwood toward social happiness, Mgadetermines that
Fleetwood must develop a "certain and regular ptiratnich will help him establish
"equal alliances and connections" with oth&leétwood251-52). Macneil concedes that
Fleetwood is "too rich to be able to engage wititsie eagerness in any undertaking or

employment” (255). Instead, he beseeches him tariMBeget yourself a family of

children! ... call about your distant relations! 8dwn every day at table with a circle of
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five or six persons, constituting your own domegticup” (252). Fleetwood's subsequent
request to marry Macneil's youngest daughter Maitially leads Macneil to doubt his
own advice, and to remark "How difficult is it taifpone’s self exactly in the place of
another" (257). Eventually, however, Macneil stalkissdestiny on the notion that
Fleetwood is naturally sociable, and will discottegse instincts if given ample
conditions: "If you are now wayward, and peevisig andolent, and hypochondriacal, it
is because you weakly hover on the outside of #ie pf human society, instead of
gallantly entering yourself in the ranks, and becwone of the congregation of man”
(259). In these comments, Macneil echoes Humesthikat habit "not only reconciles
us to anything we have long enjoy'd, but even gusean affection for it"{reatise503).
Habits eventually become second nature: "habibiking more than one of the
principles of nature" (179). Marriage becomes #s tase for the success of Hume's
theory that one can become sociable through heafuit also serves as a metonymy for the
social contract. Macneil entreats Fleetwood toulpgdct yourself to the law of
associating with your fellow-men, place yourselthe situation to be the guardian and
benefactor of your consort and kindrefgetwood255). He emphasizes the legal,
contractual responsibilities of marriage, wherelgekvood will become "subject ... to
the law." Macneil imagines that this will defineeEtwood's role within the community,
and bridge between the self and others. Shoshdmaf®bserves thatépousermeans
both to marry and to promise. In a more generaeen this may be identified with
Austin's commisives/ espousals” which enact satuig} (20). Macneil presents marriage
as a speech act that will reconcile Fleetwood twesaluty, based on a Humean

assumption that people can become sociable viad habi
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In Political Justice however, Godwin expresses a different position cldssifies
marriage together with other arbitrary laws, whiehpeople down to social arrangements
that often contravene morality. Godwin emphasibas despite popular opinion to the
contrary, "promises and compacts are in no sersttimdation of morality,” and can
often stand in direct opposition to Wgriants91). In this context, Godwin proposes the
notion that "marriage is a system of fraudtigtice453). Despite the harshness of this
assertion, Godwin explains that marriage actuaifhects the best of intentions: "it really
happens in this as in other cases, that the pedaiws which are made to restrain our
vices, irritate and multiply them” (454). Like gowenent or the social contract, marriage
is formed to protect individuals by committing théonsocial ties which are favorable
only under specific circumstances. When these gistances inevitably change, the
commitment may become harmful. Godwin emphasizas'thuth and virtue ... will
flourish most, when least subjected to the mistakerdianship of authority and law"
(323). Macneil's advice to Fleetwood is therefosdlamtentioned, but ill-founded. In
having to fit in with others, Fleetwood ceaseséaldree spirit. Instead, he evolves into
an abusive husband, and becomes ever more rechrsivigliosyncratic.

After dispensing his advice to Fleetwood, repleithwhe allegory of shipwreck
and reform, Macneil himself is shipwrecked and gegs together with almost his entire
family. Fleetwood later learns that the Macneifsised the captain's offer to rescue two
of the four family members: "this kindred of lowfused to be separated; they could not
endure to pass lots on their lives ... father, motaed daughters preferred to perish
together" Fleetwood267-68). This demonstration of the Macneils' exgetitruism

contradictsPolitical Justicés utilitarian principles, where the potential admition of an
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individual to society overrides sentimental consatiens Justice50). Godwin suggests
that had two of the four Macneils survived, thesaduent narrative of spousal abuse
would have been averted. As Mary later accostswieml, "if | had patrons and
protectors still living, if I had not come dowertet® your bed, you could not have used
me thus ungenerouslyFleetwood419). The shipwreck incurs the loss of the family
wealth, Fleetwood's abuse of Mary, and the shatiesf Macneil's interrelated myths of
marriage, benevolence, sociability through halmiti empiricist social regeneration.
Fleetwood and Mary express guilt about the Machadaths, sensing that the Macneils
have been sacrificed to darker, antisocial vall@gegl out in their subsequent marriage.
Mary regrets her "infatuation [which] prevailed upme to separate myself from them? It
is a crime no less deep and terrible than parriti@&4) Fleetwood imagines the
Macneils "as so many victims, robed in white, armvmed with chaplets, marching
along the beach, as to be sacrificed" (268).

The Macneils' tragic deaths mark a turning poirfleetwood whereby Godwin
clearly criticizes valuesf sociability and sympathy. Elsewhere, Godwin seém
support a theory of natural sociability. Ambrosedtvood, Fleetwood's paternal
grandfather, explains to Ruffigny why he adopted eaised him as his son: "You
belonged to me, because you belonged to no oneTdiseis the great distribution of
human society; every one who stands in need o$tassie appertains to some one
individual, upon whom he has a stronger claim tinaon any other of his fellow
creatures"Fleetwoodl95). Godwin gestures toward the possibility thagamthropic
individuals may finally become reformed membershef community. Fleetwood reflects,

"Through all the varieties of the human race, haveinlike in their prominent features,
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there are sufficient chords of sympathy and eviderad a common nature, to enable us
to understand each other" (7E)eetwoodconcludes with the story of the abusive Mr.
Scarborough, who alienates his wife and drivesabisto death, but eventually also
makes amends with his family (403). Thus, "Mr. $caough, who had shown himself so
harsh and austere a parent, became the most indwliggrandsires” (423). Through this
final tableau of reformed sociability, Godwin indtes that Fleetwood too might receive
a second chance to become a devoted member ofit@hcommunity, by reconciling
himself to Mary and his son.

But it is unclear whethdfleetwoodreally does end on this happy note of
resolution. IfPolitical Justicepromotes a crowning vision of individuals partetiing in
a larger system of necessity "all the parts of Wiaie strictly connected with each other,
and exhibit a sympathy and a unison by means oflwthie whole is rendered
intelligible,” Godwin's novels take a far more ske@l approachJustice272). Alongside
assertions of natural sympathy, Godwin also comseof the individual in solitary terms,
and of socialization via abuse and manipulatiome8ermann comments on Godwin's
departure from the eighteenth-century model of belemce, whereby humans are
posited as harmoniously disposed to form commu(@6). InMandeville Godwin
develops his vision of the inherent cruelty of hamature Mandevilleis set in the
English Civil War, which is described as a brusssite of nature whereby "the Papist and
the Protestant ... were to my thoughts like two gotedses of animal nature, the one, the
law of whose being it was to devour, while it whae tinfortunate destiny of the other to
be mangled and torn to pieces by hiflapdeville44-45). In this violent climate, "every

man thrives by the ruin of another" (87). After theee-year-old Charles Mandeville's
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parents are murdered by the Catholics, he is rdigdds reclusive uncle in an
environment "less ... of an animal, than a vegetabieich like Fleetwood (189).
Philosophies of education, suchEasile, give little thought to the outcome of this
antisocial upbringing: "The books are always writhy those who are the professors of
teaching, never by the subjects" (61). Mandevdlerevocably maimed by his early loss
and by this education: "Human nature is so constiuthat, till the propensity is cured,
as mine had been, man naturally seeks the sodiéig bke" (127).

As an adult, Mandeville develops into a misanthrdie earns the patronage of
the neo-Aristotelian philosopher Sir Anthony Ash@goper, the Earl of Shaftesbury
(Mandeville111-12). Here as iRleetwood Godwin uses the literary model of the secret
history to critique Shaftesbury's theory of benewnck. It is plausible that Shaftesbury
may have been a patron in the Civil War, and ctialee inadvertently misled gullible
young men such as Mandeville. Mandeville everyuatognizes Shaftesbury's
"discordant elements .... His mind was fluctuatind anstable, and unresolved .... He
had set out in life a royalist: offended by sonamsaction ... he turned parliamentarian;
and, shortly after, he endeavoured to organizéra prarty” (112). As a result of
Shaftesbury's inconstancy and weakness, and of &dlels education, which limits his
social judgment, Mandeville is defeated and brardkeda slave (325). As iRleetwood
Godwin incorporates an actual social theorist Mendevilleto account for
contemporary social ills. He thereby directly gpites Shaftesbury's philosophy for its
internal contradictions and instability, which felredress both a powerfully antisocial

education, and the brutal indifference of individu@® each other.
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In MandevilleandFleetwood Godwin firmly rejects benevolence. Despite
Fleetwood's more general unreliability, it is imgamt to note that Godwin supports his
misanthropy within the context of the novel. Thileetwood virulently struggles to
accommodate Macneil's theory. But "either becalisartith was on my side, or, it may
be, merely from the excessive susceptibleness afatwyre ... | remained unaltered by
his discourses, and, though | wished to be a pihitapist, was a misanthrope still"
(Fleetwood250). Macneil's advice to Fleetwood to marry Migrpased on false
assumptions about empathy. His initial gut-reactmRleetwood's proposal of marriage
is correct (257). Godwin thereby "permit[s Fleetdh@s a misanthrope, to remark, that
the integrity of too many men has its limits," agpective confirmed by numerous
instances in the novel (270-71). The Genoese bastkals Mary's inheritance, Gifford
plots to murder Fleetwood, and even Fleetwood Hinakeises the orphaned and helpless
Mary. Fleetwood painfully reflects that "one of thigects of wealth, [is] that with it we
enlist men into our service to murder us" (391)d@im's novels offer a more negative
perspective oPolitical Justicés Enlightenment faith in perfectibility, benevotenand
natural sociability.

If Godwin's novels take a generally more pessimgiproach than do&vlitical
Justice his position on marriage remains consistentlyatigg across his work. In
Political Justice Godwin argues that "Human beings, who entertimoengagements of
domestic life, should remember, that however mahveife may in interests and
affections be one, yet no interests and affectoc@msprevent them from being in many
respects distinct'J{ustice303). Thus, the young and vivacious Mary and &ukegl,

misanthropic Fleetwood cannot overcome their furetaal differences and are ill-
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matched. IrPolitical Justice Godwin maintains that "it is absurd to expect the
inclinations and wishes of two human beings to cidi@ through any long period of

time" (Variants337). Aware of these limitations, Fleetwood redegs that marriage is a
threat to his autonomy: "Now | am free; | am masfemy own actions and of my plans
of life: before the clock shall strike again, it yriae | shall be bound to the sacred ties of
honour, and the stake of my future will be at tigpdsal of another'Heetwood261-62).
Godwin suggests that in a culture of individualiseople are essentially alone, unable to

form social and family ties, despite an innate nieed¢ompanionship.

No Room of Her Own: Misogyny as a Test Case for Manthropy

"My life has been all submission, submission tofather, submission to my husband.
But it shall be so no longer.D€loraine144)

Godwin's treatment of genderkieetwoodraises major questions about his
approach to the possibility of benevolence. Doegtood finally overcome his
misanthropic, abusive tendencies — to which hig wgfsubjected — or are these
perpetuated in the novel's ending? As Steven Braltgues, "Fleetwood's marriage is
always shadowed by the tensions of disbelief amanméa,” which undermine the
credibility of his reconciliation with Mary (32)slthe reader to take this reconciliation
literally, or ironically? And how are we to undexstl Fleetwood's assertion that "Till the
softer sex has produced a Bacon, a Newton, a HamarShakespeare, | will never
believe it" Fleetwood252)? Gary Handwerk reads such statements subshtsi
"Fleetwoods ultimately even more critical of the misogyristendencies of Rousseau's
thinking than is Wollstonecraft's treatise" ("Misogy" 378). Similarly, A. A. Markley

argues that Godwin extends Wollstonecraft's cragiqlipatriarchy into his novels (para.
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1). By contrast, Handwerk dismisses the novel'pha@nding of marital reconciliation as
an unintentional novelistic embarrassment whiclcotss Godwin's more important
criticism of misogyny: "however sentimentally plegsthis outcome may be, the novel's
conclusion is unlikely to erase the more vivid ireaghat precede it .... [I]tis
Fleetwood's mad emotions and traumatic collapgeatiedikely to remain most
powerfully in our minds" ("Misogyny" 397). Kelly sb reflects on points of dissonance
between the plot and Godwin's intention, classgy@odwin as a flawed novelist, who
loses control of narrative organization: "Godwimiels are strong in characterization,
but weak in plot and structure. Like the Romanbets, he was much more interested in
situation and psychology than in narrativéd¢obin200). However, Butler reads such
points of inconsistency as intentionally ironid]tiese narrative voices are imperfect, so
that, as they tell their stories, they unwittingtyeal to the reader their limited
understanding of their motives and their circumsésh ("Autobiographical” 26). Clemit
also notes Godwin's similar usage of the unreliabkeator: "Godwin employs a
Rousseauvian confessional form to demonstratectivatid self-revelation may lead not
to increased self-knowledge or social improvemeeut to self-delusion™ (174). Godwin
thus criticizes his protagonists, whose perspestineedramatizes through a first-person
point of view. He operates through subversion natih@& more direct avenues of reform.
Godwin differs from Rousseau's conservative appgroagender by reflecting on
the exclusion of women, and by even gesturing tdwlae possibility of their
independence. He is influenced by Wollstonecraftticism that "the private or public
virtue of women is very problematical for Rousséaho was unable to view women as

political subjects\Womanl76). She rejects Rousseau's limiting notion of eoras
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objects of male desire: ""Educate women like nmeays Rousseau, '‘and the more they
resemble our sex the less power they have overhis.is the very point | aim at. | do
not wish them to have power over men; but over gewves” (85). In hisdemoirs of the
Author ofA Vindication of the Rights of Woman, Godwin suggethat women should

be equal to men. He praises "[t]he strength amdnf@ss with which the author repels the
opinions of Rousseau ... respecting the conditiowarhan” Memoirs75). But Godwin
also seeks to accommodate Wollstonecraft to mameesdional gender norms acceptable
in the late eighteenth century. He acknowledgedas$ of men who believe they could
not exist without such pretty, soft creatures goreto, [who] were in arms against the
author of so heretical and blasphemous a doct(if: This "class of men" constitutes
Godwin's implied readers, to whom he apologizehiewife's "somewhat amazonian
temper," which obscures "a woman lovely in her persnd, in the best and most
engaging sense, feminine in her manners" (75, @@dwin's conflicted attitudes toward
women materialize in the character of Mary Macnehlp both asserts her right to
independence, and defers to male authority.

Whereas Wollstonecraft writes in the first perseméle voice, Godwin's novels
emphasize its silencing.In the preface t€aleb Williams Godwin discusses his
decision to construct his male protagonists irfitis& person, because it discloses the
"private and internal operations of the mind" af 8ubject Caleb448). Whereas these
male characters are complex individuals, Godwarsdle characters are objects of the
male characters' passions. Fleetwood's marriayaty thereby originates in a

homosocial bond between Fleetwood and Macneil, areanitially attracted to one

" Marguerite inSt. Leorand Henrietta iMandevilleboth challenge St. Leon and Mandeville, but
ultimately submit to their pessimism and misantlyrop
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another. As Eve Kosofsky Sedgewick observes, thteiGaoovel is motivated by the
unsettling realization that "[flor a man to be anfsanan is separated only by an
invisible, carefully blurred always-already-cros$ie@ from being interested in men"
(89)*° Fleetwood passionately courts Macneil and adnfiieémanly appearance”
(Fleetwood242). In turn, Macneil compliments Fleetwood assadsome man, capable
of winning a "beauteous bride" (254). Fleetwoodl$-grofessed "favourite theory about
the female sex" postulates that "however it mightertain instances be glossed over, all
women were in the main alike, selfish, frivolous;onstant, and deceitful” (317).
Macneil voices a similarly chauvinistic but otheseicharacteristically antithetical view
that "Man marries because he desires a lovely aothsig companion for his vacant
hours; woman marries, because she feels the wanpwftector, a guardian, a guide, and
an oracle" (254).

By contrast to Fleetwood and Macneil's positions teir view of Mary as an
object of exchange, she conceives of herself astiact individual:

Mistake me not, my dear Fleetwood. | am not idlé toughtless enough, to

promise to sink my being and individuality in yourshall have my distinct

propensities and preferences .... | hope you willreqtiire me to disclaim them.

In me you will have a wife, and not a passive maehfleetwood?281)
Mary resists becoming the wax doll of Fleetwoo@igpoid fantasies, which "grinned
and chattered" to his wilHeetwood387). She prefers the Rousseauvian pursuit of

botany to Fleetwood's chosen pastimes of readidgalitary withdrawal (246, 302).

Accordingly, Mary seeks to transform Fleetwoodtssel, his private sanctuary, into a

® Much has been written on homosocial elements, hootioglesire, and its attendant anxiety, in
Godwin's novels, especialiyaleb Williams See Brewer ("Male"), Corber, Gold, Markley (pat.and
Sedgewick (91-92).
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room for developing her interests (293). Understidhd Fleetwood is threatened by this
demand:

Lately the most independent man alive, | was becammere appendage to that

tender and charming trifle, a pretty woman. | adargy wife; but | had cultivated

high ideas of the prerogatives of my sex, and Inditlaltogether relish the being

thus reduced to a cipheFEl¢éetwood325)
He explains: "Loving her as | did, | felt she mhbstevery thing, or nothing, to me. |
could not bear that my wife should have amusenfentshich | felt no partiality”
(Fleetwood305). Fleetwood's excessive concern with reputdéads him to fear that
reclaiming his closet and thus reasserting his @mastould disclose his selfishness. He
projects these motives back onto Mary: "Mary, Masgid | sometimes to myself, as |
recurred to the circumstance, 'l am afraid yousatésh!™ (295) Although Mary is so
exceptionally candid, "that it was scarcely possibl believe that a thought could pass in
her heart, which might not be read in her facegefiood reads her desire for autonomy
as infidelity (246). Thus, when Mary requests compi® overcome bereavement,
Fleetwood suspects her of manipulation: "Artful $yidn the way she put it to me, could
| refuse?" (297)

Fleetwood's insanity culminates in the formatioraatax effigy of his wife,
through which he seeks to regain control. Raisadualture which values the solitary,
male individual, Fleetwood is wary of fitting in thithe needs of others. Already at
Oxford, he employs the metaphor of the effigy tpress his humiliation at having to
adapt himself to his new environment: "l no longave free scope to the workings of my
own mind, but became an artificial personage, farafter a wretched and contemptible

model" Fleetwoodr3). Fleetwood experiences his marriage to Mawjnmilar terms, as

a threat to his autonomy: "her smiles drew me froynmost steadfast purposes, and
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made me as ductile as wax to the aims she propd8dd). Having been unable to
reclaim his closet, he seeks to reassert mastefyrinyng a wax effigy of his wife. This
displacement redresses Fleetwood's sense of sobjeshereby he feels that Mary
manipulates him like "ductile ... wax." Bruhm argubat in this effigy scene, Fleetwood
and Mary change places: "He becomes the victim e.tréhsforms the sentimental
potential of the tortured body from 'l know how yi@el' to 'This hurts me more than it
hurts you™ (37). This displacement is successfuaepriving Mary of her suffering, and
with it her subjecthood. When Mary hears of her wamMnterpart, she is more pained by
Fleetwood's unhappiness than by her own: "[Kenrsgkdke of the supper | had
celebrated on the fifteenth of July. On this shensed to ponder. 'Poor Fleetwood!' she
said" Fleetwood421). Mary overlooks her abandonment and desiruduring
pregnancy, based on unfounded accusations of agludied pities Fleetwood for his
deluded jealousy. Through this scene and Marygvfeness, Godwin emphasizes that
her virtue is in her capacity for submission. Hetapendence is therefore heavily
qualified by patriarchy. She survives Fleetwoot'sse because "she had pride at the
bottom of her heart, a pride that perhaps towdrectgher, in proportion as it was slow
to be awakened" (419). But this pride is basedarfdther's patronage: "[tjhe daughter
of Macneil shall never forgive this!" Mary survivesorder to be reunited with her
husband, and to help him embrace sociability despg excessively individualistic
disposition. Through Mary's help, he overcomes nils@py, but does not question its
culture of misogyny, whereby women serve as auiélsato men.

In Deloraing Godwin further explores the dynamics of femaleitah

submission. Deloraine, the protagonist, loses éisved wife Emilia. He marries the

178



much younger Margaret Borrodale, whose lover Williappears to have been
shipwrecked. Deloraine is thus united with Willidinnough his bond with Margaret, and
suggests that William is his real object of deslre:my adherence to Margaret | was
very woman" Deloraine139). Deloraine is able safely to realize his heoual
fascination with William through Margaret's "bodytjich] was a corpse, void of every
thing offending and repulsive, but which on thetcary was more beautiful, more
ravishing, more celestial, than any living mortalitdl ever be" (91). His fascination with
William/Margaret is necrophilic in its celebratiof Margaret's subaltern, subordinate
status as a vacant conduit for relations betwean Margaret is "what a favourite toy or
plaything is to an affectionate child .... She wés lihe fetiche of an Arabian devotee"
(103). The fetish echoes Fleetwood's wax effigpregsing an extreme form of
subordination.

But when William unexpectedly returns and threatensecome a genuine and
direct object of desire, Deloraine murders himksegto return William to his former
status. This act is driven both by homophobic paamc also by Deloraine's fear of
losing possession of Margaret, who clearly pre¥iliam. Yet at this point Margaret's
lost vitality returns, "driving away from her altgreding weakness, and substituting
instead an energy that seemed to exceed humarnyeW®igmes were comprised in that
instance" Deloraine144). Margaret discovers her lost voice: "My li@s been all
submission, submission to my father, submissiamydusband. But it shall be so no
longer” (144). Ironically, this realization immediely precedes Margaret's death from a
broken heart, which bursts a blood vessel. As RaDitattarjee explains, in this scene of

momentary self-realization, "Margaret sacrificessk# on the altar of patriarchal
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homoerotic exchange" (33). Godwin inscribes Margmrmice within male authority. It
is viable only inasmuch as it reflects patriarayghamics. When William dies, it is
necessarily silenced.

In this scene, Godwin gestures toward individulag are excluded from the
culture of individualism. However, he remains mooacerned with homosocial male
dynamics than with women themselves, who finallpae outside of his textual
economy. InFrankensteinMary Shelley dwells on these politics of exclusi&he
dedicates her novel to Godwin, and develops hiagament with Rousseauvian conflict.
Whereas Godwinian individualism sanctions a culbased on exclusions, Shelley
guestions the foundations of a society that raiethese exclusions. Godwin finally
remains circumscribed by Rousseau's positionsjglrhiting concept of freedom as
conformity, and by his constricting notion of inaluality in general, and of female
individuality in particular. He is surprisingly cservative, given his reputation as the first
anarchist. Godwin's individualism is always alreawscribed within social coercion,
finally echoing Rousseau's principle that "Mankindeverywhere ... is in chains"
(Contract131). Godwin regards misogyny as a particuladylied subset of
misanthropy, a legacy of the broader Romantic ti@ubf individualism. His
protagonists endeavor to recover the benevolentlsep and innate sociability of more
traditional political models, and to develop a d=eegard for one another. But they
finally remain isolated and even hostile in thaberpersonal dispositions. Like other
Romantic writers, Godwin cannot think beyond theig&eauvian Romantic framework
of his era and beyond his own complicity in its denpolitics, but astutely analyzes its

weaknesses and the suffering of individual constitsi within this system.
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Chapter 4

Gender and the Social Contract:
Mary Shelley's Frankenstein, Wollstonecraft and Rousseau

"Invention, it must be humbly admitted, does natsist in creating out of void, but out
of chaos; the materials must, in the first plageafforded: it can give form to dark,
shapeless substances, but cannot bring into bleegngubstance itself.”
(Shelley, "Introduction to the 183 rankensteih 178)

Unique among the Romantic writers considered ig dissertation, Mary Shelley
inverts the hierarchy and suggests that the gmatper than the unitary individual,
should be the foundational social uitankenstein1818) anatomizes a society that
isolates and violently excludes its constituenhiitlials.* At the center of Shelley's
novel stands Victor Frankenstein's creature, whithodies the ills of excessive
individualism. Through this creature, Shelley atlages social contract theory's failure to
unite individuals into a society. She suggestsiti@ividuality is meaningless without a
notion of a community and of common cultural he@aShelley's unconventional
perspective on the social contract reflects hegudar status as a woman writer in a
philosophical tradition dominated by men, and Ineaary tradition in which Mary
Wollstonecraft — her absent mother — is the safeafe precedent. Shelley criticizes the

exclusion of women from the social contract modedaxiety, and seeks to reassert

broader circles of domestic and social dependenpéace of its individualistic legacy.

! References térankensteirtite Nora Crook's standard edition of the 1&t8nkensteinThe 1818
Frankensteiris more relevant to the political questions coessd in this dissertation than the 1831
version. As Crook observes, the 18r&nkensteiris still preoccupied with the French Revolutiog; b
contrast, the 1831 text deals intensively withidialiberation, which concerned Shelley from theds
("1831" 5). However, for the purposes of my argutnehave not found significant differences amohng t
two versions. Crook and Anne Mellor see Shelleyggomchange as being in the 183hnkensteits
portrayal of Victor as a victim of circumstance$g&31" 10; "Choosing" 36"). But as | argue latettiis
chapter, already in the 1818 version Victor oftes httle control of his destiny. The passages eémrachin
this chapter reveal virtually no textual variatidretween the two versions.
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She pursues these concerns through a complex dealegh her predecessors, and
especially with the writings of Wollstonecraft aRdusseau.

In striving to integrate aspects of Wollstonecsadthd Rousseau's writings into her
text, Shelley moves away from the conventional teighth- and nineteenth-century
model of writing as an individual enterprise. krintroduction to the 1831
Frankensteinshe "humbly admit[s]" that "[ijnvention ... doestramnsist in creating out
of void, but out of chaos; the materials musthia first place, be afforded: it can give
form to dark, shapeless substances, but cannaj lorio being the substance itself"
("Introduction” 178). Julie Carlson comments on &y "approach to remains,”
whereby "authorship is envisioned neither as irtlial nor collaborative but instead as
collective, as something incorporated” (200, 14el®y presents herself as a social
being, in dialogue with her creators. In her jolirashe emphasizes the gendered aspect of
this communal perspective: "Most women | believetwihey had been men — so do not |
— change my sex and | do not think my talents wbeldreater — & | should be like one
of these — selfish unkindJ@urnals2.487). Shelley ascribes both her talents and her
ethical sensibility to her identity as a woman, gesging that with very few exceptions
men abuse their privileged status: "l ... hate avglex are strong only to oppress — moral
only to insult" (488). But Shelley's strategy f@pmsing patriarchal individualism is
surprisingly moderate, given these remarks. Shehasipes her conservative character in
contrast to that of her radical family:

with regard to the "good Cause" — the cause o&thvancement of freedom and

knowledge — of the Rights of Woman &c — | am ngieason of opinions. | have

said elsewhere that human beings differ greatthis— some have a passion for

reforming the world: others do not cling to partarwpinions. That my Parents
and Shelley were of the former class, makes mespesp.... For myself, |
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earnestly desire the good and enlightenment ofetigvi creatures .... but | am
not for violent extremesJournals2.553-54)

Shelley defines her position as one of subversiagip rather than radical discourse: "I
have never written to vindicate the Rights of woiridrave ever befriended women
when oppressed — at every risk | have defendedapported victims of the social
system" Journals2.557). Shelley thus suggests that she and Wodstaift share a
similar goal, while designating her own strategyas of action, rather than polemic.

Over the last thirty year§rankensteirhas achieved iconic status, partly due to
Shelley's engagement with gender politics. Critiage also acknowledged Shelley's
dialogue with Rousseau, mostly in the context aisd@auvian nature. Anne McWhir
and Alan Richardson compare the creature to Emitdild raised in nature (75; 150).
David Marshall, Richardson, Paul Cantor and Nanouséf all find allusions to
Rousseau's natural man (183; 150; 120; 155). Jarkasurke notes Shelley's profound
identification with Rousseau's sense of moral duilfig, identifying elements of
Rousseau in Victor, the unnatural father ("Nothib§5;Sex112; see also Dart 2). Others
discover aspects of Rousseau in the creature, winsgessions are at the heart of
Shelley's novel (Marshall 193; Yousef 135Fritics have also interpreted the creature
through the broader body politic tradition. Thuar@ Tuite reads him as a metaphor for
the newly categorized laboring classes of MalthEssay on Populatio(l41). Franco

Moretti argues that the creature expresses Sheleyiety about the growing proletariat

? David Marshall cites Rousseau as being even maperiant to Shelley than Milton (152). Lawrence
Lipking argues that "the influence of Rousseaupge®etrated so deeply [inErankensteihthat it seems
identical with what Percy Shelley's Preface tortheel calls 'the truth of the elementary principbés
human nature™ (327).

Other influences of Rousseau on Shelley have asa bonsidered. See Gregory Dart's discussion
of Shelley's engagement with Rousseau's motiftofaein his autobiographical writings (9-10). Mzai§
comments on the relationship of the Alpine landsdagulie (183). Christian Bok compares Shelley's
Rousseauvian account of the creature's languaggsitan to the post-structuralist linguistic thess of
Derrida and Kristeva (419, 420-21).
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class (87). Glen Brewster understands him as aessilon of the myth of Albion,
whereby monstrosity is produced by his constitubbbody parts from the poor and the
criminal (75-77). Diana Reese tiEgankensteits concern with isolation and the body
politic to Shelley's critique of Rousseau, which@es Louis Althusser's readingie
Social Contrac{(59). While Reese's argument is crucial in essablig a connection
between the creature and Rousseau's general wékdRconsiders the creature as an
individual excluded from the general will, wheréasgue that he is also an incarnation
of the general will itself (58).

Thus, virtually all studies dfrankensteiracknowledge Godwin and
Wollstonecraft's omnipresence. Many also examinesReau's influence; but none
discussFrankensteifs complex relationships to Wollstonecraft and Reas! in
conjunction. Because of Shelley's radically inteidal approach to writing, | preface my
analysis ofFrankensteirwith a detailed consideration of Wollstonecragtgjagement
with Rousseau. | begin with Wollstonecraft's mooétgally moderate texts, and then
read the radicalhe Wrongs of Woman, or Mar{ilaria). | also focus on Shelley's
concern with the broader cultural implications adternal loss which emerge through her
references to Wollstonecraft and Rousseau. | tRemme metaphors of individuality
and sociability inFrankensteinstudying their relationship to the social contiaued to
gender. A final section examines Shelley's appréaditerary and political rhetoric and
her references to Hume, Volney, and Smith, whoncsitieizes for their common

assumption that the individual is a harmonious comemt of society.
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I. Wollstonecraft on Rousseau,
Enlightenment Progress

"[O]ne would think that the Creator formed us thiasprove more decisively that we are
social animals — & yet we, as Rousseau says, mitmsigood to our evil, make it the
source of perpetual reprehension.” (Shelletters568-69)

Wollstonecratft criticizes Rousseau from two antitted perspectives. Firstly, she
attempts to resolve the inherent conflicts of Reass social theory by endeavoring to
read him as a champion of progress, perfectitalitg sociability. She rejects aspects of
his theory which contradict this model, such as$®eau's approach to gender that denies
women the status of individuals. Wollstonecraftitiral theory expresses a basic
confidence in Rousseau's broader principles, aedats to explain his chauvinism in
terms of local errors of judgment. But secondlyhar literary texts, Wollstonecraft shifts
strategy and reads Rousseau as a direct propoheatriarchal oppression, an enemy of
progress. Here, Wollstonecraft's criticism is ungaited by any regard for other aspects
of his theory. Thus, there are major gaps amongdsfdolecraft's political and literary
texts in terms of their approaches to Rousseaatriticplar, and to social critique in
general.

A Vindication of the Rights of Womeepresents Wollstonecraft's attempt to
inscribe Rousseau's complex social theory withenntfore general Enlightenment model
of progress. Wollstonecraft endorses Roussealosytiod a general will, but rejects his
emphasis on individuality. 1A Vindication of the Rights of Womashe argues that
Rousseau was mistaken in "labour[ing] ... to proa than was naturally a solitary
animal" Woman30). She aspires to translate the Rousseauviavidodi into a naturally
sociable entity: "l have endeavored to shew thiape duties are never properly fulfilled

unless the understanding enlarges the heart; angdiblic virtue is only an aggregate of
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private” (229). As Virginia Sapiro observes, Wallsécraft envisions "a reciprocal or
mutually creating and reinforcing relationship beén the 'public’ and the 'private.’
Private virtue is the foundation of public virtumyt public virtue is also a condition for
private virtue, and therefore a major aim of goweent” (181). Wollstonecraft explains
Rousseau’'s overly individualistic theory of a stateature as an overreaction to
unfortunate, but essentially random circumstances:
Impressed by ... the misery and disorder which pesgabciety, and fatigued
with jostling against artificial fools, Rousseaiwchme enamoured of solitude, and,
being at the same time an optimist, he labours witommon eloquence to prove
that man was naturally a solitary anim&/gman30)
Thus classifying Rousseau as "an optimist,” Wotlstwaft speculates that "had Rousseau
mounted one step higher ... his active mind wouldehdarted forward to contemplate
the perfection of man in the establishment of tiwéization, instead of taking his
ferocious flight back to the night of sensual igmore” Woman30, 35). Wollstonecraft
misreads Rousseau as a primitivist, and appearstaff by Godwin's argument that
"Rousseau [was] an advocate of the savage statelWi@, Variants326).> But
Rousseau actually posits this presocial past pathetical fantasy, which civilization
must overcome with sophisticated mechanisms otépation.
Like other eighteenth-century readers, Wollstoncegards Rousseau's state of
nature as too egocentric and too comfortable te lymnerated progre$sShe suggests

that instead of the Edenic comfort of tBecond Discours¢he barren, Scandinavian

landscape in whichetters Written During a Short Residence in Swebiemyay and

* Wollstonecraft often seems to confuse Rousseau®ditwin, who argues that "perfectibility is one of
the most unequivocal characteristics of the hunpaeies, so that the political, as well as the lettlial
state of man, may be presumed to be in a cougeogfessive improvement" (Godwiduistice9). David
Spadafora emphasizes the cultural ascendency oélsofiprogress in eighteenth-century England, twhic
influenced Godwin and Wollstonecraft (17).

* See Nanette le Coat's comments on the popularityi®triticism of the state of nature in
Wollstonecraft's times (369).
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Denmark(A Short Residengés set would have been more conducive to prog&iss
reasons that the presocial condition has to bepmhia order for people to advance
toward civilization:"[tjhe world requires ... the hdwof man to prefect it,” so that "it is
physically impossible that he should have remaindglousseau’s golden age of
stupidity” (Residenc88). Wollstonecraft therefore concludes thatd'figlr from
thinking that the primitive inhabitants of the wabflved in a southern climate, where
Paradise spontaneously arose, | am led to infethat][Man must therefore have been
placed in the north" (263). This harsh northermdrape impels people to industry to
guarantee their survival.

Responding to her parents' misreadings of Rouss®an optimist, a primitivist
and a communitarian, Shelley observes that Roussdeass concerned with an idealized
future, past or utopian community, than with thieerent conflicts of sociability. In a
letter of 1827, Shelley defines the terms of Roas'sediscontent: "one would think that
the Creator formed us thus, to prove more decigithelt we are social animals — & yet
we, as Rousseau says, turning his good to ourraaite it the source of perpetual
reprehension”L(etters568-69). Shelley notes a gap in Rousseau's wsitiegween a
basic need for society, and a reality of socialaisal. Beneath the Enlightenment veneer
through which Wollstonecraft and Godwin read Roaas&helley elicits a conflict
between the individual and society. Wollstonecaddb responds to this conflict,
experiencing it through a predicament of extreroéatton and exclusion which
contradicts her aspirations to sociability ArShort Residengshe admits “[h]Jow
frequently has melancholy and even misanthropyngkessession of me, when the world

has disgusted me, and friends have proved unkimavé then considered myself as a

187



particle broken off from the grand mass of manki(Résidenc48-49). The
topographical register of being "a particle brokdi from "the grand mass” contrasts
with Rousseau's state of nature, in which the iddial is a complete entity, independent
of its subsequent social body. Wollstonecraft ssggthat individuals often do not find a
place in society, despite their intense need folasoealization. She ascribes her own
isolation to her status as a womanAl¥indication of the Rights of Woman
Wollstonecraft speaks out against the situation of
Females ... denied all political privileges, and alldwed, as married women,
excepting in criminal cases, a civil existence [Whave their attention naturally
drawn from the interest of the whole communityhattof the minute parts,
though the private duty of any member of societginine very imperfectly
performed when not connected with the general gdwdman220)

For Wollstonecraft, Rousseau represents a patahgdneral will which discriminates

against women.

Il. Wollstonecraft on Rousseau,
Gender

"[T]he laws of her country — if women have a coyntrafford her no protection.”
(WollstonecraftMaria 321)

Wollstonecraft's extensive treatment of Roussesppsoach to gender can be
broadly divided between the desire to defend Raugs#espite his chauvinisrA (
Vindication of the Rights of Womawollstonecraft's review dfhe ConfessiongandA
Short Residengeand overwhelming anger against a patriarchaegspuhich denies

women the status of individualslaria andMary). In a manner characteristic of the

*Despite Wollstonecraft's many divergences from Reas's social theory, Barbara Taylor notes "[T]hat
Wollstonecraftwasa Rousseauist is indisputable” (73). Wollstonearafved to revolutionary Paris to join
a coterie with a "Rousseauist and sentimental kani political philosophy" (Kelly "Politicizing" 48).

She espouses Rousseau's critique of aristocrataddace and was influenced by his radical vision of
equality (Taylor 159, 165).
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social contract tradition, Wollstonecraft roughigtdbutes these attitudes between a
more apologetic tendency in her theoretical wriirgnd a more subversive approach in
her literary texts. She suggests that Roussedtigrade approach to gender contradicts
his theory of progress. But regardless of Roussedvious chauvinism, his general
system is not inherently progressive, and is moceged on a subtle formulation of the
relationship between the individual and societiWbllstonecraft mistakes Rousseau for
a would-be emissary of progress and — by extensisn,of gender equality — Shelley
recognizes that Rousseau's thinking is deeply imb@dl and fundamentally non-
egalitarian.

In her review ofThe Confession®r theAnalytic ReviewWollstonecraft qualifies
her disagreement with Rousseau's approach to gedloerexplains Rousseau's exclusion
of women as the unwanted by-product of his moreegdrenthusiastic candor and erotic
disposition, the very abundance of which causesaderation and leads him to
overemphasize female seductivene¥golistonecraft deems this as indicative of
immoderate taste, rather than any more signifipafitical position:

[E]ven his [Rousseau's] most enthusiastic admirerst allow that his

Imagination was sometimes rampant, and breakingelé@m his judgment,

sketched some alluring pictures, whose colouring mare natural than chaste

.... Itis impossible to peruse his simple descriggiovithout loving the man in

spite of the weaknesses of character that he himlspicts, which never appear to

have risen from depravity of hearAr(alytic404)
In the more radicdlaria, Wollstonecraft analyzes the cultural contextha$ t'weakness

of character" Analytic404). The Rousseauvian Henry Darnford is "[a]constd to

submit to every impulse of passion, and never tgdige women, to refrain ... every

® Here Wollstonecraft responds to Rousseau's saaumslaéputation for sexual explicitnessTine
ConfessionsO'Rourke observes th@iheConfessionss based on the structure of the eighteenth-centur
French pornographic novel, which would have beengrizable to contemporary readesex18-21).
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desire became a torrent that bore down all oppwosi{Maria 262). In her appraisal of
Rousseau, Wollstonecraft defends this tendenaydontinence as a culturally-
constructed weakness, and therefore beyond indiVichntrol.

Wollstonecraft's defense of Rousseau extends iecassion of his notorious
abandonment of his five children to a foundlinggitad, which he presents as the best
decision for their future (Roussedlpnfession299-300). Rousseau subsequently gives
this future little further mention, except when aoenting that an admirer who wanted to
adopt these children was unable to locate them)(48@llstonecraft explains,

The manner in which he disposed of his childrenhefoundling hospital ...

nothing could excuse; yet this crime, probablydoiced his Emile — and his

fellow-creatures may be content with such an erpyatacrifice; especially when
they hear that he felt the sincerest remorse ®ocbnduct, and declared that
nature did not intend that J. J. Rousseau shousthhanatural fatherAfalytic

231)

Instead of holding Rousseau responsible for thisaher actions, Wollstonecraft
"expiate[s]" them as moments of error for which Bgeau amply compensates with his
exuberant literary talent. She thereby assknts Confessiorthie work of a benign

genius, so that "a defence of Rousseau appeassunnecessary — for surely he speaks to
the heart" Analytic409). As Mary Poovey observes, Wollstonecraft &atfs] from the
insight to which she was so closeTihe Rights of Womathe recognition that the
individual's situation, his or her position witlgfass, gender, economics and history —
really delimits his freedom and virtually definéetself" (109). Instead, Wollstonecraft's
portrayal of Rousseau presents abuse on the Haggmder or class as wrong, but also as
secondary to Rousseau's great achievements.

In A Vindication of the Rights of Woma#ollstonecraft narrows her critique of

Rousseau's approach to gender to focus exclusivehys misperception of women as
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mindless coquettes. She suggests that insteadpmiveening all individuals as equal
members of society, Rousseau privileges men bycttymg women. The Rousseauvian
woman can only gain power through the irrationahipalation of her status as an object:
"Educate women like men,' says Rousseau, ‘anchtie they resemble our sex the less
power they will have over us.' This is the verymidiaim at. | do not wish them to have
power over men; but over themselved’qmand5). InMaria, Wollstonecraft
emphasizes the self-fulfilling nature of Rousseatéseotyping of women as sexual
objects: "By allowing women but one way of risimgthe world, the fostering the
libertinism of men, society makes monsters of thanal their ignoble vices are brought
forward as proof of inferiority of intellect'Maria 304). Wollstonecraft suggests that far
from being the manipulative coquettes that Rousseauaribes imThe Confessionsr

Emile women are themselves the victims of male manijmrawhich this Rousseauvian
rhetoric both sanctions and produces.

Wollstonecraft develops this criticism more extgelt in Maria than in her
articles and political texts. In the prefaceMaria, she explains that her "main object [is],
the desire of exhibiting the misery and oppressi@culiar to women, that arise out of
the partial laws and customs of societylafia 247). Wollstonecraft further emphasizes
that "the history ought rather to be consideredyfagoman, than of an individual” (247).
This history leads Wollstonecraft to the radicaight that women are victims of
patriarchal society. She identifies two primary mehy which society disempowers and
objectifies women. Firstly, patriarchal society ogies a nexus of legal and cultural
systems which discriminate against women. Desagibiile workings of the justice

system which supports her abusive husband, Magkies that "[a husband] can rob ...
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with impunity, even to waste publicly on a courtezand the laws of her country — if
women have a country — afford her no protectio21j3InMaria, Wollstonecraft also
explores the patriarchal cultural infrastructurdchloppresses women, categorizing
Rousseau within this tradition. But secondly, Wadhecraft emphasizes that patriarchy
subordinates women by severing the bonds whichemimmothers and daughters to each
other. Wollstonecraft herself does not relate thesemechanisms causally, but they
eventually converge in the writings of Shelley.

In Maria, Wollstonecraft anatomizes the various operatairsatriarchy,
incorporating Rousseau within her critique. To ssdMaria, Henry Darnford sends her
his personal copy afulie. Maria "read[s] on the margin of an impassioneteiewritten
in the well-known hand — 'Rousseau alone, the Pnoenetheus of sentiment, possessed
the fire of genius necessary to pourtray the passi@ truth of which goes directly to the

heart" Maria 262). InA Vindication of the Rights of Womafvollstonecraft uses similar
language to criticize Rousseau for “allow[ing] hatido love with sexual fondness. His
imagination constantly prepared inflammable feweelHis inflammable sensesMoman
62). Darnford thereby lures Maria with Rousseaaftsupting, "inflammable" materials.
To seduce her, he also sends her political pangphligh
Marginal notes ... containing various observationsh@npresent state of society
and government, with a comparative view of thetpsiof Europe and America.
These remarks were written with a degree of gersan@rmth ... perfectly in
unison with Maria’s mode of thinkingMaria 258)
Between the lines of these political pamphlets,itaenses the "warmth" of Darnford's
advances. Wollstonecraft later spells out thisnhtery clearly: "[a] fondness for the sex

often gives an appearance of humanity to the behawaf men ... and they seem to love

others, when they are only pursuing their own {catiion” (Maria 349). Darnford is
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less interested in the love of the communal sghén in the gratification of his private
desires. Mary Jacobus interprets the political fismcof Wollstonecraft's reference to
Julie:
Beware of sentimentalism, seems to be Wollstonesmakssage; beware
especially of the sentimentalist you meet over @kldny Rousseau. The romance
of transference-lovers, seemingly written on a Ed¢age, turns out to be
inscribed in the general history of women's oppogsg84)
In Maria, Wollstonecraft classifiedulie within this more "general history of women's
oppression.”

Wollstonecraft also analyzes the politics thatiwate the patriarchal practice of
separating mothers and daughters. Jemima, theatbathat Wollstonecraft most clearly
associates with the wrongs of woman, traces haltarb status to her mother's death.
Thereupon, she was

[T]hrown into the world without the grand suppoftite — a mother's affection

.... l was an egg dropped on the sand .... | was dediem my birth, and

denied the chance of obtaining a footing for myseHociety. Yes; | had not even

the chance of being considered as a fellow-crefafure

(Maria 277)

The mother provides membership within the broadendn community. Without her
intercession, Jemima is pushed into its marginglifig employment first as a prostitute
and then as a mental asylum warden. Maria als@ losemother, but through rejection
rather than death. Her mother applies the logrimhogeniture to the deployment of
domestic affections, and indulges her brother windglecting MariaNlaria 302). Maria
considers death as preferable to this "life witteuatother's care!" (356). Wollstonecraft's
own life, as infamously recounted by Godwin, invas\a similar betrayal by a mother

whose "partiality was fixed upon the eldest soml her system of government relative to

Mary, was characterized by considerable rigoM&ifoirs7). Godwin's register of
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"government" and "rigour" suggests the dominangeatfiarchal values within the

family. This pattern recurs iMary, A Fiction where the protagonist protects her mother
from a "tyrannical” husband only to suffer rejeatidary 10). Mary thus comes to
mourn the loss of her mother while the latter il afive: "her mother had often
disappointed her, and the apparent partiality slegved to her brother gave her exquisite
pain — produced a kind of habitual melancholy" (If)e trauma of maternal rejection
"[becomes] more than a match for self-love,” alfataw to Mary's self-esteem (11).
Maria andMary thereby both expose a system of patriarchal opfmeswhich sanctions
the abandonment of children, the abuse and trafigicf women, the shameless

exploitation of male privilege, and its justifioati through Rousseauvian rhetoric.

Shelley on the Wrongs of Rousseau

"Nothing can be more unnatural than his [Roussgaatsiral man. The most
characteristic part of man's nature is his affegtia’he protection he affords to woman —

the cares required by children.” (Shelleyes337)

Unlike Wollstonecraft, who is cautious about ci#ing Rousseau in her
theoretical writings, Shelley's encyclopedia eminy'Rousseau” for Lardneisench
Livesis directly confrontational and connects patrigrththe abnegation of maternal
ties.” Shelley spells-out the full implications of Wollsiecraft's sometimes veiled
references to Rousseauvian/ Promethean sentimtentdhnects Rousseau's theory of a

state of nature to early maternal loss, suggestiagRousseau excludes the typical

circumstances of gestation and maternal dependbypaeibstituting them with a

7 Shelley's discussion of Rousseau is based largeWjicior-Donatien Musset-Pathay's survey of hisanaj
works (Livesxix). In hisHistoire de la vie et des ouvrages de J.-J. Rousddasset-Pathay closely
summarizes Rousseasnfessiongnd his narrative of the state of nature anddhmétion of a social
contract (365-72, 414-15).
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narrative of independence. In Rousseau's theorgaha do not instinctively care for
each other and only value their self-preservafidrey reproduce through "blind
inclination .... This need satisfied, the two sexesamger recognized each other, and
even the child no longer meant anything to his mo#s soon as he could do without
her" (Rousseaunequality43). Shelley criticizes Rousseau's view "thatrenti
independence, even of natural duties, was the ataitgenial to man’L(ives366). She
warns readers not to be dazzled by Rousseau'so$taéture, as "nothing can be more
unnatural than his natural man. The most charati@part of man's nature is his
affections. The protection he affords to womane-dares required by children” (337).
As O'Rourke comments, Shelley recognizes "that Beaiss adoption of the primitivist
thesis of the solitary 'natural man' is simply @orzalization of his abandonment of his
children, an expression of paternal guilt" (100)eley takes Rousseau's abandonment of
his children as sad proof that "a father is ndi¢drusted for natural instincts towards his
offspring” (Lives334). She elicits the suppressed narrative behmgsgeau's laconic
reference to this abandonment, explaining thathé[fjoor children in all probability died
in their infancy" (335). Shelley speculates thae4e children might have clustered
around him in his days of desertion, have cheeletiduse with smiles, and been a help
and support in his age. He would not have felhfiiess” (335). Rousseau's
individualism abnegates these vital ties, whichliBlgghen seeks to resurrect through
this uncharacteristic fantasy of a domesticatedsReau.

Shelley's approach to domesticity is deeply ambivalOn the one hand, there are
no happy families ifrrankensteinFrances Ferguson observes that "[i]f the monster

longs for companionship, Victor Frankenstein doegugath on him one rare — and
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sublime — privilege: being alone” (112). Unlike ¥dcand Felix, who suffer from the
"domestic overextension" produced by their onedutges as sons, brothers, fiancés and
citizens, the creature remains gloriously unattddferguson 111). But on the other
hand, Shelley gestures toward the family as a piateaiternative to individualism. Greg
Kucich notes that Shelley's work as a biographaickvoccupied a significant portion of
her career, foregrounds "[t]he emotional ties mdirfdship, romantic love, and especially
family connections” that are omitted from tradi@bpatriarchal historiography
("Reengendering" 206). Shelley criticizes "destugctypes of egotism associated with
masculine Romantic ideology"” such as "Rousseail€mpt to rationalize his behavior as
part of a system of natural sublimity,” or his wisiof man as an isolated entity (Kucich,
"Reengendering” 210, 211). Shelley's essay on Mad#iRioudetdfor Leigh Hunt'sThe
Liberal demonstrates her attempt to integrate women'srisito individualist,
patriarchal historiography. Shelley suggests thatidne d'Houdet6t should be valued,
not merely for her connection to Rousseau, but adsa discrete individual in her own
right: "[i]t is on Rousseau's account that we faeious concerning the character of
Madame d'Houtetdt;" but we can also "become intedesn her own account ...
declaring her worthy for her own sake of that dtten which we first bestowed on her
for another's” ("d'Houdet6t" 118). Shelley wantsdolaim women's status as individuals
from Rousseau's theory, and to explore their pitecintribution to society

independently of men.
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Shelley on Wollstonecratft:
Maternal Absence and Literary Presence

"l cost my mother her life; and my birth was thestfiof my misfortunes|.]"
(RousseaucConfessiong)

Shelley pursues her goal of forming an alternatvpatriarchal individualism by
rewriting Wollstonecraft's texts and thus extendimgjr critique of patriarchal values.
She reads Maria's dedication to her absent dautghtshield her from the misery, the
tyranny, her mother knew not how to avoid" as aditegacy for herself from her absent
mother Maria 255).Frankensteits subtitle, "The Modern Prometheus," alludes & th
classical myth of Prometheus, but also to Henrynlzad's ironic praise of Rousseau as
“"the true Prometheus of sentiment," accolades whentmford carefully words to seduce
Maria (262).Frankensteirthusincorporates Wollstonecraft's allusions to Rousseau
Maria, and Wollstonecraft's discussions of Rousseaeiirtteoretical texts. Shelley
argues againgt Vindication of the Rights of Womauggesting that Rousseau's
oppression of women is not a marginal error, bearainal flaw. She also objects to
Wollstonecraft's position iMaria that the subjugation of women reflects a specific
injustice to women. Instead, Shelley argues thatitates a basic lack of empathy in
human society. Shelley thereby forms a critiqu&ollstonecraft's complicity with
elements of Rousseau's social contract theory |ol@wg her own discrete objections to
this tradition.

But on an altogether different level, Shelley'sj@coof rewriting Wollstonecraft's
texts also expresses her more general preoccupaitioivVollstonecraft's biographical
absence. By contrast to this complex, indirecttii@bship to Wollstonecraft, Shelley

"respectfully inscribs]" Frankensteirto "William Godwin, Author of Political Justice,
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Caleb Williams &c" on the novel's title pagerénkensteirb). Charles Robinson notes
Shelley's omission of direct references to Wollstwaft's life and works from
Frankensteinspeculating that Shelley may have been protettamgnother's damaged
reputation (132-33). But Shelley's unwillingnesgmwly to credit Wollstonecraft's
omnipresence ifrankensteinas also her implied criticisms of Wollstonecgafiolitical
theory and her engagements with Wollstonecrafésdiy texts, primarily express her
preoccupation with Wollstonecraft's pervasive abe&nShelley thus dates Walton's
expedition to the North Pole from her time of cquieen to Wollstonecraft's death eleven
days after her birth (Macdonatankensteim9 N.1). She circumscribégankenstein
within the short duration of her relationship witer mother.

Shelley's engagement with maternal losBrisnkensteiralso operates on a
thematic level. Through Victor's neglect of hisattege and the creature's revenge,
Shelley criticizes a society which abnegates mathéictor commits the Rousseauvian
crime, censured by Shelley in H&rench Livesof abandoning his "first duty ... to render
those to whom we give birth wise, virtuous and hg@gs far as in us lies. Rousseau
failed in this, — can we wonder that his after seuwvas replete with sorrows?2ies
335). This neglect of duty is a response to hisheitd sudden death from scarlet fever.
Victor's bereavement and subsequent creation eohedeau's opening dhe
Confessionswhere he asserts "I cost my mother her life; mycirth was the first of my
misfortunes” Confessiong). Like Rousseau, Victor traces his misfortureethe primal

trauma of maternal loss. Following his mother'stldelae embarks on the program of

8 See Elizabeth Bronfen (34-35), Carlson (3), GaellyK("Politicizing" 154), Poovey (125), and Robams
(128), among many others for discussions of Shelleyduring preoccupation with Wollstonecraft'stdea
Anne Mellor also notes this dynamic, whereby "[$hdlrebirth[s] her dead mother's text in the bodly
her own" (421).
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intense study that enables him successfully toefottge existence of his entire family for
the next two years. The creature is born of "ahwsiastic frenzy" of repressed grief
(Frankensteirl27).

Walton's arctic expedition reflects a similar r@sge to parental loss. He is first
drawn to the north by arctic travel narratives whe reads after his parents' deaths
(Frankensteirll). Eventually, these inspire him "[to] embarkaisea-faring life," in
contravention of his "father's dying injunction."altbn's self-imposed isolation defies his
father's last request and removes him a greatndistBiom his home. His expedition
echoesA Short Residentebarren glacial landscape and travelogue forrall&h
describes the northern tundra as an inhospitabhijstaining environment. When Walton
first discovers Victor en route to the North Pales latter is "nearly frozen, and his body
dreadfully emaciated” (17). Similarly, in the frozAlps, "[a] great fall of snow" drives
the creature to near starvation (78). Throughhhrsh portrayal of the north, Shelley
both criticizes her mother's theory of progressjeviso commemorating her absence by
reproducing Wollstonecraft's text.

Walton expresses homesickness in his letters tsistisr Margaret Saville,
beseeching her to "[c]ontinue to write to me byrgwgportunity: | may receive your
letters (though the chance is very doubtful) on s@ecasions when | need them most to
support my spirits"Krankensteiri4-15). But as he predicts, these letters neverearr
Similarly, when he finally resolves to return horSéglley neither represents nor
confirms this return in her text. Home remains bgeat space, never heard from and
never seen. As Gay Clifford explains, Walton "va#] from somewhere immeasurably

remote to someone we never see and who is nevexatbazed " (614). Gayatri Spivak
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also comments on the role of this "framing womathabook who is neither tangential,
nor encircled, nor yet encircling .... She is theasion, though not the protagonist, of the
novel. She is the feminirmubject rather than the female individualist” ("Three'925

The tangible absence of this "feminisigbject motivates Walton and Victor's
individualistic projects, echoing Shelley's ownregpondence with the texts of the
absent Wollstonecraft.

Several critics analyze Victor's creature as anaghmbent of Shelley's concern
with maternal loss. Yousef reads him as "expos[thglmonstrosity of leaving out the
role of infancy, childhood, and the network of degence and relation in the formation
of human persons” (167). She explores this hymwhiarough a comparison of the
creature's education to Lockean epistemology (¥H2F8ankensteirthus "brings to light
... the narrowness of experience imagined in sucts tex Locke'&€ssay]Concerning
Human Understandirjgparticularly in their vision of the course ofran development”
(169). Gayatri Spivak also notes that the creadoes not have "a determinable
childhood" ("Three" 255). From a different perspest but with a similar vision of the
monster as diverging from the course of normal graent, Marshall Brown notes his
lack of an adult identity and his infantile dedwe a playmate (160, 153). Thus, from a
variety of approaches, Yousef, Spivak and Browviallv the creature as emblematic of
a social theory that imagines human beings asmaiigiunencumbered by social
relations, needs or women.

Victor engenders a being that is his mother's diemepposite — her concrete
abnegation. If Caroline Beaufort has “dark eyasgid by deep lashes, and ... lovely

lips,” the creature has "watery eyes, that seeméteocsame colour as the dun white
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sockets in which they were set" and “straight blga&’ (Frankensteirl07, 40). Shortly
after the creature's birth, Victor has a nightmanéch suggests the creature's close
relationship to Caroline:

| saw Elizabeth, in the bloom of health, walkinglie streets of Ingolstadt.

Delighted and surprised, | embraced her; but agptinted the first kiss on her

lips, they became livid with the hue of death; features appeared to change, and

I thought I held the corpse of my dead mother inarms; a shroud enveloped her

form, and | saw the grave-worms crawling in thel$obf flannel. Frankenstein

40)

Elizabeth, here a stand-in for Caroline, devolves the creature. Her lips “livid with the
hue of death” resemble his “straight black lipstieTimage of “imprint[ing]” a kiss of
death upon these lips is an inversion of Victonisration of the creature. "[L]ivid"
denotes death, but is a reverse-rhyme of "liveggesting Shelley's view of their
interchangeability. The “worms crawling in the feldf flannel” recall the worms that
infest the corpses which constitute him.

The creature's thematic reproduction of mateiwssd hlso operates on an
intertextual level. Shelley bases the creatureeonia, a character raised without
maternal agency. Supernaturalism is figurative wll$¥onecraft's account of Jemima "as
a creature of another species," which is "cut @ff human converse ... a ghost among
the living" (Maria 278, 283). It becomes actual in Shelley's portraf/the creature as a
genuine monster. Thus, Jemima describes hers§lf]asfined then in a dark hovel ... a
little old woman, or a hag shrivelling into nothirithe furrows of reflection and care
contracted the youthful cheek, and gave a soipésiatural wildness to the ever
watchful eye" (274-75). These figures materializt® ian actual "supernatural wildness"

in the creature, who occupies a genuine "dark Hadjhcent to the De Lacey cottage.

Walton describes him as "unearthly in his uglinggsankensteinl67). In her anger
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against the society that has abused her, Jemimansmostly passive. She must
overcome "neglect ... to exist, to learn to cursetexice, [her countenance grew
ferocious as she spokeMéria 274). Shelley unleashes this pent-up rage through t
creature's destructive actions and horrific murdeng creature's cadaveric appearance
also reproduces maternal loss. He is "concealddrgylocks of ragged hair; but one vast
hand was extended, in colour and apparent texikke¢Hat of a mummy .... Never did |
behold a vision so horrible as his facefgnkensteinl66-67). Jacobus notes that
"mummy,” which describes the creature's body,$s alpun on "mother" — a reference to
the dead Wollstonecraft (79). The creature's mumechidiesiccated flesh echoes the hag-
like "shrivel[ed]" and "furrow[ed]" skin of Jemima her mother's last noveliaria 274-
75). If Victor's two years of frenzied creationlfi suppress the trauma of his mother's
death, by contrast, Shelley's text re-embodiesttaisna with a vengeance.
Frankensteirexpresses an abject sensibility shaped by mateselIn her
journals, Shelley identifies with the experience/aftor's abject creature, echoing his
sense of being "a poor, helpless, miserable wrdftehkensteirv7)° Shelley thus
describes herself as "poverty stricken — deforngeainging lame — bald — all every thing
— it is quite just that | should be ejected frora fight of man — what a pity that they don't
put an end to me at oncelofurnals2.489). Her focus on abjection undermines
Rousseau's model of asocial independence. Julsieie analyzes the abject as
"preserv[ing] what existed in the archaism of pbgectal relationship, in the immemorial
violence with which a body becomes separated froatreer body" (10). Kristeva's

account of origins provides an alternative to tagiprchal narrative of independence,

° For the same reasons, Shelley also identifies Jdthima. Jemima's mother's death nine days after he
birth uncannily anticipates Wollstonecraft's owmtiheeleven days after Shelley's birihafia 274).
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and involves an experience of the mother's "inaaldossthat laid the foundations of its
[the abject's] own being" (Kristeva §)Beneath Rousseau's account of originary
individuality, Shelley elicits a concurrent narvatiof dependence and loss.

Marie Mulvey-Roberts comments on the proximityité nd putrefaction in
Shelley's imagination, a direct legacy of Wollstonadt's death from puerperal fever
eleven days after her birth: "In Shelley's workfimel a ... paradox: that which gives life
also kills" (199). Following this paradoxical lagigiving birth means taking life;
parenting is infanticide, and birth is matricider@ersely, the dead can also come back
to life. Suggesting a similar capacity to reversattl, Shelley's journal of 1815 imagines
the revival of her recently deceased daughter:

Dream that my little baby came to life again — th&iad only been cold & that we

rubbed it by the fire & it lived — | awake & findorbaby — | think about the little

thing all day — not in good spiritsldurnals1.70)

The following day, Shelley reflects on the pairthainsition back from dream to reality:

"Dream again about my baby — [? ] vaftee breakfast a little while"

(Journals1.71). In this entry, writing performs a functioomparable to dream or fantasy
in its attempt to overcome loss. Thus, Shelleybis # replace "awake & find no baby"
with "work after breakfast a little while." On migke levels, she labors to translate
maternal absence into literary presence. BiogratllgicShelley engages in her mother's
absence; intertextually, she rewritdaria andA Short Residencand thematically,
Shelley describes characters (Walton and Victonp are concerned with displacing the

trauma of maternal loss via work and creation.

'% Kristeva formulates her argument as an alternatithe dominant Freudian model of oedipal conflict,
which reflects patriarchal values. Rousseau's tieeraf the state of nature is a pre-Freudian actof
development which similarly abnegates the mother.
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Victor's creation of the monster reflects a simigcination with the moment
when life and death, work and loss, desire andisevu cross paths:

| beheld the corruption of death succeed to therhlag cheek of life; | saw how

the worm inherited the wonders of the eye and bigaused, examining and

analysing all the minutiae of causation, as exdiegdlin the change from life to

death, and death to life[.F(ankensteirB5-36)
In the charnel-houses, Victor becomes fixated Withw the worm inherited the wonders
of the eye and brain,” using these worm-eaten ar¢@iconstruct his creature. The figure
of antimetabole in “the change from life to deathd death to life” pinpoints Victor's
fascination with the actual moment of transitionit Bhen the creature finally comes to
life, Victor's vision shifts suddenly to squeamisiiulsion: “I had worked hard for nearly
two years, for the sole purpose of infusing lifeian inanimate body.... [N]Jow that |
had finished, the beauty of the dream vanished pagathless horror and disgust filled
my heart” Frankensteird0). Victor's creation inspires horror becauss iinable to hide
its origins in death and loss.

As befits a being brought to life in denial of fieenale body, the creature is male.
He senses that he is constituted by maternal ladkaaments "I, the miserable and the
abandoned, am an abortioffrgankensteiril69). In this complaint, Shelley echoes
Wollstonecraft'sMaria, which suggests that patriarchy operates throhglstippression
of the maternal bond. But if Wollstonecraft constsMaria in the feminine voice,
Shelley implies that this first-person perspects/anpossible because individualism
excludes womerkrankensteits major speakers — Walton, Victor and the creatuaee
male; the women are either subjugated, or forasiignced. Safie speaks a foreign

language, and Justine Moritz is silenced and merlby a court of law. Gerhard Joseph

observes that Elizabeth and Caroline's angelicrigty "is, in short, one of the earliest
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[instances] of the Angel in the House, the stapMictorian woman-worship to come,"
which imagines women as objects of male desire @7élley is no exception to the
female characters which she creates. Her textuadbap with Wollstonecraft's, which
are invested in those of Rousseau. Nora Crook tloé¢dviargaret Walton Saville shares
Shelley's initials, suggesting that Shelley ideesiherself with this voiceless narrative
presence (10 N. a). Thus, although Jemima receivesce and a significant portion of
Maria's narrative, Shelley suggests that individualisties on the silencing of major

groups of its subjects.

I. Excluded Creatures and Political Metaphor,
The Male Creature

"l am ... affrighted and confounded with that forel@olitude, in which | am plac'd in
my philosophy, and fancy myself some strange udcmgnster, who not being able to
mingle and unite in society, has been expell'thathan commerce, and left utterly

abandon'd and disconsolate.” (Humegatise264)

Through the creature's misguided birth and catpbtcgprogress, Shelley exposes
the shortcomings of a culture of individualism. ¥icambitiously seeks to create "[a]
new species [which] would bless me as its creatdrsmurce” Erankensteir87). But the
male and female creaturesRrankensteirare both extreme cases that demonstrate that
communities, societies and species must share a significant common denominator
in order to function. In this section, | study ttenstitution of the male creature, which |
will contrast to the abortion of his female partivethe next section. | thereby examine
the exclusions that maintain the social contraeell8y constructs the male creature as a

grotesque parody of the general will, which lagkeinal cohesion and cannot protect its

members. He is pieced and sewn together from dgivwodies which acquire a unified
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existence, constituting an allegory of a failed amehstrous social body. Through this
allegory, Shelley questions the Enlightenment modisbciety as a sympathetic
congregation of individuals, and draws attentioa tgap between political theory and the
cruel reality of actual societies.

Diana Reese observes that the creature reprebeni®tence of Rousseau's
general will, which disavows "the 'private sphe&fdfemale nonsubjects, slaves, and
servants,” the others which Enlightenment indivicma must exclude (58). This
otherness becomes most apparent in the creatbysgal appearance. Michael Prince
argues that in the eighteenth century, aestheliesaepresented broader normative
injunctions about values which unite individualtoia community (208). The social
contract relies on qualities of commonality andskip, which Shelley explores through
aesthetic criteria. She therefore contrasts thaghtig creature with the exceptionally
gorgeous humans in the novel. The creature islgtdifterent to the "lovely creatures”
of the De Lacey househol&8rankensteir82). Thus, he "admir[es] the perfect forms of
... [his] cottagers — their grace, beauty, and dedicamplexions: but how was | terrified
when | viewed myself in a transparent pool" (85¢itNer is he of a company with the
Frankensteins; Elizabeth is "the most beautifuldchWilliam Frankenstein is also a
"beautiful child," and Caroline "a most lovely wonig23, 106, 107). Even the
emaciated Victor immediately draws Walton's at@m@s "so attractive” (18). Good
looks guarantee membership in the human commungpjring bonds of affection.
Colene Bentley notes that both the creature ané Sake foreigners who arrive
unexpectedly at the cottager's door hoping to gagess to their small society” (335).

The "wondrously fair" Safie is easily incorporatedt the unsightly creature encounters

206



rejection FrankensteirB87). Similarly, Elizabeth and Justine are welconmd the
Frankenstein household, whereas the creature isded: Bentley emphasizes the extent
to which "representative communitiesirankensteirare family units; however, these
household units are not chiefly organic configumasi, but function instead as
surprisingly permeable entities that take in angeéxon-kindred members" (334). The
creature's eloquent narrative appeals to the rsagi@pathy, emphasizing a profound
disjunction between his apparently hideous appearand his fine sensibility. Victor
tries to write off the creature's rhetoric as matagion, so that "as if possessed of magic
powers, the monster blinded me to his real intestigrankensteirl46-47). But
whereas the reader is encouraged to doubt Vietrability in such crucial blunders as
his failure to heed the creature's thrdahall be with you on your wedding-nighthe
creature's suffering inspires empathy, even atgiméehe skeptical Victor himself (146).
Through her sympathetic portrayal of the creat8teslley suggests the extreme
injustice of his ostracism. The creature explalrad his "heart was fashioned to be
susceptible of love and sympathy," but is "wrenchganisery to vice and hatred" by
Victor's neglectErankensteirl67). His first days in the forest near Ingolstadtd as a
sad parody of Rousseau's natural man: "I lay bitthe of the brook resting from my
fatigue, until | felt tormented by hunger and thirs. | ate some berries which | found
hanging on the trees, or lying on the ground. kesamy thirst at the brook; and then
laying down, was overcome by sleep” (76By contrast, Rousseau describes natural
man as happy in his isolation: "satisfying his hemgnder an oak, quenching his thirst at
the first Stream, finding his bed at the foot &f #ame tree that furnished his meal, and

therewith his needs are satisfiettigguality20). Through this and other intertextual

! See also Yousef, who notes Shelley's critique afsReau’s state of nature (155).
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allusions, Shelley forms a critique of Rousseawdsvidualistic social theory. The
creature, a social being in the most literal serigbe term, is shunned by society. He

retaliates accordingly, by sabotaging Victor's ekigies.

[I. Excluded Creatures and Political Metaphor,
The Female Creature

"At one time the moon, which had been less cleas suddenly overspread by a thick
cloud, and I took advantage of the moment of das&nand cast my basket into the sea; |
listened to the gurgling sound as it sunk[.]" ($aelFrankenstein32)

The cultural exclusions which sustain individuatistocieties emerge most
clearly in Victor's formation and subsequent desiom of the female creature. The male
creature evolves spontaneously through Victor'osuge to the works of Cornelius
Agrippa, Paracelsus and Albertus Magnus. In thasphVictor is driven by delusions of
grandeur, whereby he anticipates being the "creatdrsource" of "[a] new species”
(FrankensteirB7). These aspirations echo Shelley's account o§&au's attempt to
reinvent the origins of human history in his packii writings. Rousseau is the victim of a
"quality ... [that] causes him to fancy himself thentre, as it were, of the universe"
(Lives320). This leads Rousseau "[to] penetrate deepiytive secret springs of human
actions" (330). Similarly, Victor "pursue[s] natureher hiding places” to "[discover] the
causes of ... life"Krankensteir87, 35). Rousseau is driven to suicidal isolatitlhHis

mind became diseased'iYes320); Victor loses his loved ones, his sanity ainally his

life.?

2 |n her criticism of these antisocial ambitionsel#y is influenced by Baron D'Holbacl8ystem of
Nature which she read prior to writingrankensteinJournals2.652). Holbach, a virulent critic of
Rousseau, criticizes solitary enterprise, the gisgshnovation and the state of natufe suggests that
people cannot subsist in isolation, and need th saeeach other's help: "this impossibility whieéich
man finds in an isolated state, when left to hifysehen unassociated with his fellow men, to labour
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Victor's sobering knowledge of the fruit of his Rrethean labors makes the
female creature's completion necessarily much hande that of the male creature.
Unlike the misguided frenzy which catalyzes thear@kature's formation, Victor
produces the female creature "in cold blood," witheyes wide open to the outcome
(Frankensteirl27). If Victor had originally desired to creat@@w species, he now
becomes horrified by the tangible possibility tthas may actually happen. He abhors the
prospect of an independent female creature, wittingl and passions of her own, and
with offspring and an autonomous existence in W&t wilds of South America” (109).
Victor reflects that she "in all probability wastiecome a thinking and reasoning animal,
might rebel against a compact made before heriorgatnd turn "to the superior beauty
of man" (128). The female creature may therebyseefo comply with the Rousseauvian
male creature's rules and violate a patriarchahkoontract made before her birth. In
response to these anxieties, Victor seeks to redssemale supremacy.

Victor's need for a discrete methodology for forgithe female creature suggests
her profound difference. He therefore "[finds] thabuld not compose a female without

again devoting several months to profound studylabarious disquisition. | had heard

efficaciously to his own welfare ... places him i thappy situation of associating with his like"4L1
Shelley's account of Victor echoes Holbach's gsiticof ambition:
[M]an is bound to this universal Nature; it is big perception he must penetrate her secrets; it is
from his senses he must draw experience of her. [aBlerefore, whenever he neglects to acquire
experience or quits its path, he stumbles intobyss his imagination leads him astray. (22)
Victor penetrates nature's secrets and is ledyasyrdis imagination. He assembles his creatueestate
of extreme isolation as a radically individualististerprise, asserting that “[iJn other studies gouwas far
as others have gone before you ... but in a sciemttifrsuit there is continual food for discovery and
wonder” FrankensteirR4). Victor aspires to form an entirely novel vayief life that "would bless me as
its creator and source” (37). Yet when this plaches fruition with the creature's request for &ema
Victor recants. Shelley's critique of this botclegberiment in social invention is shaped by Holbaerew
that creation must pertain to empirical circumseanand not displace the phenomenal w@lelley is
influenced by Holbach's notion that "Man, at highyibrings with him into the world nothing but the
necessity of conserving himself, of rendering kistence happy: instruction, example, the custohtkeo
world, present him with the means ... of achievitid8ysten137). The creature is thus born morally
benign but is moved to vice by his circumstancesekplains that neglect renders "the fallen angd ...
malignant devil" Frankensteirnl69).
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of some discoveries having been made by an Enghgbsopher, the knowledge of
which was material to my succesgtdnkensteiril15). Victor departs from Rousseau's
native Geneva, seeking a discrete body of knowl@ugagland and eventually arrives

in Scotland (125). This change of geographical $osuggests a move away from
Rousseauvian individualism, which is associateth @ieneva, and toward the Scottish
Enlightenment, with its greater emphasis on thearfesympathy. But Shelley provides
scant textual evidence of these actual different@esethodologies beyond this shift of
locales. In Scotland, Victor finds ample resourgey finish my work in solitude™ (126).

A tendency to procrastination notwithstanding, @emss to encounter no further technical
difficulties and almost completes the female cresa{d28).

But this project terminates abruptly in cathartiodion. In destroying the female
creature, Victor performs the rape which he imagjisiee may inflict upon him:
"trembling with passion, [I] tore to pieces thentpion which | was engaged”
(Frankensteirl29). Spivak notes the gap between Victor's pelmepf the female
creature as living and powerful, and her actuaktiution from inanimate corpses: "The
(ihlogic of the metaphor bestows on her a priastence which Frankenstein aborts,
rather than an anterior death which he reembodigsitee” 255). Through a reverse
logic, Victor perceives her as alive, powerful dhcbatening, whereas she is really dead,
powerless and victimized. Spivak argues that péstéal subjects and women "have
been disqualified as inadequate to their task sufficiently elaborated: naive
knowledges, located low down on the hierarchy bémtee required level of cognition or

scientificity” ("Subaltern" 76). The reader is omgivy to "[t]he remains of the half-

210



finished creature"Hrankensteirl32). These nonetheless indicate a subaltern
subjectivity, which nears realization, but mustrtthe silenced.

Shelley sharply contrasts this female creaturddalgern status with the male
characters in the novel. She juxtaposes Victongeptul scientific discourse with the
female creature's silenced voice. This female areatannot argue against the system
that produces her, or counteract the lurid stepEstyvhich Victor projects onto her and
then seeks to efface. In this regard, she is praftyudifferent to the articulate and
invincible male creature. The readerfoankensteiris left with the "task of measuring
silences,"” which Spivak proposes as the only mearepresenting the subaltern voice
("Subaltern” 82). When Victor discards the femalksature's remains, he hears the
“gurgling sound” of oxygen escaping into the océarankensteirl32). Shelley leaves
the source of this escaping air poignantly andogeditely vague; the gurgling may
simply be air trapped in the folds of the creagiobdthing, but is also the closest that this
subaltern voice comes to articulation.

Shelley's judgment about the female creature'sui#gin is unmistakable, and
indicates a broader criticism of patriarchal cudtsifailure to allow women the status of
individuals. When setting “horror and hatred” asidestor recognizes that “the justice
due both to him [the creature] and my fellow creesudemanded of me that | should
comply with his request” and form the female creafftrankensteirii10). On destroying
her, Victor violates his duty and "[feels] as Hidd mangled the living flesh of a human
being" (132). When Victor is acquitted of murderi@tgrval, a passer by comments on
Victor's "bad conscience" (141). He then refletyss, surely | had one. William,

Justine, and Clerval, had died." The recently dgstl female creature is absent from this
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list, but her murder seals Victor's guilt and theature's resolve to destroy him. If the
creature cannot form a new social contract withchi@zsen partner in "the vast wilds of
South America," then he will destroy Victor's owanital contract with Elizabeth (109).
Shelley parallels the creature's failed attempotm a society in the new world with
Victor's doomed marriage, suggesting that Rousseailies of individualism are

socially and domestically destructive.

lll. Excluded Creatures and Political Metaphor,
Social Contract Allegory

"Each of us puts his person and all his power inroom under the supreme direction of
the general will; and in a body we receive each tmanas an indivisible part of the
whole" (RousseauContract139)

Shelley constructs the creature as an ostracizdduoal will which society must
exclude, but also an allegory of the general usklif, which is monstrously flawed by its
reliance on these exclusions. Much like the geneilglVictor's collective being
immediately presents problems of cohesiveness. Wiatar creates his monster, he
encounters difficulty structuring the relationsveeén the creature's various features:
“Although | possessed the capacity of bestowingnartion, yet to prepare a frame for the
reception of it, with its intricacies of fibres, sules, and veins, still remained a work of
inconceivable difficulty and labourF¢ankensteir86-37). Victor complains of his
“eyeballs ... starting from their sockets in attergdio the details of my employment”
(38). Consequently, he resorts to enlargement:th&sninuteness of the parts formed a
great hindrance to my speed, | resolved, cont@amngy first intention, to make the being

of a gigantic stature” (37). The creature evolves i “filthy mass” of poorly-related

elements (110). He later recalls the moment whelirsteemerges from disparate
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individuals into a corporate being: “Before, dandapaque bodies had surrounded me
... but | now found that | could wander at liberty6)** His oversized body magnifies
the jarring incompatibility of his parts: “His yellv skin scarcely covered the work of
muscles and arteries beneath; his hair was oftelisblack, and flowing; his teeth of a
pearly whiteness; but these luxuriances only formeabre horrid contrast with his
watery eyes” (39-40). The effect of horror is proed by the creature's lack of coherence
— by the strains among his various members. Indalig, the parts may be beautiful; as a
collective enterprise they come into “horrid costraThe disparity of the creature's body
parts is paralleled by inner disunity. At timestboturderous and loving, the creature's
will is as unstable as Rousseau's general will. dreature thus represents a
Rousseauvian ambivalence about sociability. Orotieshand, those who have it long to
be rid of it. On the other hand, those that dopeosistently seek it out. Through this
irony, Shelley rejects the notion that a society lba formed by congregating previously
isolated individuals.

Shelley does not resolve major questions aboutréegure's allegorical status. If
the creature is a mini-society, what would this mhls relationship with the female
creature? Would she too be a mini-society, or woltdy form one together? Shelley
posits the contradictions of Rousseau's theory reltance on such ambiguities — as its

main attraction: "Human nature is in general fohdadles. We delight to unravel a

B "ID]ark and opaque bodies" is a synaesthetic metapiich combines visual and tactile sensation. It
describes external objects that impede the créatattempts to move, reflecting the creature'sinit
difficulty adequately processing visual data. Téisount of the creature's awakening sensory-motor
experience echoes Condilladeatise on the Sensatignghich Shelley read in 1819durnalsl. 287, 288
N. 6). Condillac describes a "statue" — an aréfichan — coming into consciousness through hisesens
Sight is traditionally associated with the undergtag. But Condillac presents tactility as moravaty to
its emergence: "l open my eyes to light and | aelg at first a luminous and colored cloud. | touich,
advance, | touch again: a fog gradually clearsteefoy eyes. Touch decomposes the light, as it vitere;
separates the colors” (Condillac 334). The stas@s his hands to grope and distinguish himself from
others (233).
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knotty point .... It is for this reason, in a greag¢asure, that so many books have been
written about Rousseau” (Shelley, "d'Houdetét" 1117}his passage, Shelley also echoes
Godwin's argument that
He who spends his life among books, must be eggddotcontract something of
the manner of his constant companions. He who wdigiehtangle &notty point
or elucidate a grave question of taste, moralppbitics, must discourse to some
degree in the way of dissertation, or he wouldalisse in vain. (Godwin,
Fleetwood222, emphasis added)
Shelley therefore cites Godwin's comments onditemfluence, tying them more
explicitly to Rousseau's profound and formative actpon her father's work. In the
introduction toJulie, Rousseau emphasizes his reliance on conflictu'Want people
always to be consistent; | doubt that is possibterian; but what is possible is for him
always to be true; that is what | mean to try to (Jalie 20). Lawrence Lipking posits
Rousseau’'s tolerance of ambiguity as his mainenfte or-rankenstein"Rousseau
does not make us feel good; he passes on his msu@el forces readers, right up to the
present, to see that the questions he raises lwa\xan resolved” (330). Sara Guyer
suggests that Shelley inherits Rousseau's conagrrcanflict. This produces "an
exceptionally nonredemptive rhetoric .... [RlJomarsimls redemptive efforts have been
construed negatively (as violent and blind) or pesly (as the source of the imagination
and self-consciousness)" (21). Instead, Guyer artha the Romantic text, of which

Frankensteiris a prototype, rejects the certitude associaiéuwmegation and

affirmation.
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Languages of Paradox
“Of what a strange nature is knowledge! It clingghite mind, when it has once seized on
it, like a lichen on the rock. | wished sometimeshake off all thought and feeling; but |
learned that there was but one means ... and thatleahk.”
(Shelley,Frankensteir0)

Brought up in the shadow of Godwin's scandaleasnoirs Shelley inherits an
empiricist ambivalence about rhetoric.Hrankensteinlanguage functions as a marker of
alienation and murder. Victor is wary about theiegcal nature of language. He requests
to see Walton's notes "and then himself correabeidsagmented them in many places
....'Since you have preserved my narration,’ he Sanuld not that a mutilated one
should go down to posterity'Ffankensteiril60). Like Shelley’s text, which consists of
allusions to myriad literary sources, the creasupedy has a palimpsestic quality. His
“wrinkled” and “yellow skin” appears to have thetiare of parchmentRrankenstein
39). The creature is a textual entity, assemblewh fthe writings of Agrippa, Magnus and
Paracelsus. And as a textual being, he is a nbtymallific reader, assimilatin@aradise
Lost Plutrarch’sLives Goethe's th&orrows of Werteand Constantin de VolneyRuins
(95, 89). But the creature soon perceives an arigitelationship between signifier and
signified: “the words they uttered, not having amparent connexion with visible
objects, | was unable to discover any clue by whicbuld unravel the mystery of their
reference” (83). Language condemns the creatusdrelgmented existence, from which
death is the only reprieve. He reflects, “[o]f whadtrange nature is knowledge! It clings
to the mind, when it has once seized on it, likielgen on the rock. | wished sometimes
to shake off all thought and feeling; but | learnledt there was but one means ... and

that was death” (90). He takes revenge in textrah, leaving his “mark” on the bodies

of Clerval and Elizabeth, and also providing Vickath “marks in writing on the barks
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of the trees, or cut in stone, that guided me,iastigated my fury” (135, 150, 156). He
brings Felix and Safie's letters to Victor as probthe veracity of his tale (92). Victor in
turn shows these letters to Walton as evidencésafun narrative (160).

Shelley extends this skepticism about languagedorporate empiricist political
theorists. She read Huméisstory of Englandhis "Treatise on the Passions," and his
Essays and Treatises on Several Tgpitsvhich Hume posits the state as an extension
of the family (ShelleyJournals2.654; HumeEssays35). Shelley is influenced by his
values, by his style, and by his theory of indutttd Monique Morgan finds references
to Humean induction in the creature's narrative. (a She argues that Shelley appears
familiar with Hume'slreatise of Human Natuy@oting that the creature applies Hume's
methodology in his manner of learning (par.4). Da¥omersley conjectures that Percy
probably read thé&reatise of Human Natuy&hich would have thus become accessible
to Shelley (165). Shelley also appears to be infted by Hume's account of himself as a
"strange uncouth monster, who not able to mingtewamte in society, has been expell'd
[from] all human commerce, and left utterly abaridand disconsolate" in her
construction of the creaturérgatise264). Her skepticism toward figurative language
echoes Hume's own argument in favor of a firm aiviétween fact and fiction. Hume
suggests that literature exists to prevent thestrajahe of putting social theory into
practice ("Original Contract" 236). The state ofuma is "a philosophical fiction, which
never had, and never cou'd have any reality" (Hdmesgtise493). Where "philosophers
may have been bewilder'd in those speculationgspg@e been guided more infallibly,”

because they recognize thgolden ageéfor what it is — a mere fiction (494, 493).

* See also Caldwell's discussion of the influencelurhe’s notion of sympathy on Romanticism and on
Frankenstein264-65).
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Hume argues that literature distorts objective &axt is therefore inferior to
history, reason and philosophiréatise97, xvii). But he also regards it as a necessary
cognitive tool for processing an otherwise chawmality (237). Womersley finds echoes
of Hume's warning to distinguish between literatane reality in the creature's
misreading oParadise Losts an actual, rather than a literary, account)(183elley is
influenced by Hume's view of literature as an dutle a potentially destructive need for
fantasy, which would otherwise threaten to contat@meality. In her journals, she
complains of being "neither independent, alonestitexd — ... | cannot live as | do —
without a metaphor | cannot liveJdurnals2.456). Shelley implies the function of
metaphor in providing stability and identity. Batkrankensteirshe emphasizes that
such metaphors must not cross the boundary obffigtito reality, and are to remain
firmly within the realm of literaturé? If the creature is a textual entity born of Viésor
fascination with books, Shelley cautions her readiemaintain this distinction between
text and reality. To fortify the boundaries of loevn novel, she distances and encases the
creature's narrative irankensteits box-like epistolary form?

Shelley also alludes to other prominent eighteeethtury political metaphors in
the construction of the creature. She cites VosiBlye Ruinss a major influence on the
creature's course of education, and quotes AdarthSrmabncept of the "invisible hand"”
in configuring the creature's relationship with e Lacey family. Shelley was probably

exposed tdheRuinsvia Percy, who read it in 1811 and heard Harredli®y reading it

" In this idea, Shelley echoes Burke's assertionttreaErench Revolution is a theory that should neve
have been put into praxis. In 1815, Shelley reak®s argument that "[t]he more deeply we peneirdte
the Labyrinth of Art, the further we finds oursedvieom those ends for which we entered Jyrnals
2.639; Burke 76).

'® |n this context, see Janis McLarren Caldwell'sadgstervation on the contrast between the creature’s
story and the novel's narratorial voice: "[t]he tam ‘frame' or 'box-within-a box' surrounding
Frankenstein's narration, surrounding the monstettsbiography, gives this novel about monstrosity
perverse neatness" (266).
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shortly afterwards (Nablow 172). Like Percy andnags Shelley herself, the creature
becomes acquainted with Volney orally. He overh&als readingrhe Ruindo Safie,
and intuitively agrees with Volney's critique ofiét strange system of human society”
with its "immense wealth and squalid povertif¥gnkensteir89). Like Wollstonecratft,
Volney espouses an Enlightenment faith in the harous codependence of social
regulation and individual wellbeing. Volney argubkat "the sum of individual felicities
has constituted the general felicity” (Volney 48)e also criticizes "whimsical geniuses,
who from moroseness, from wounded vanity, or frodisgust to the vice of society,
have conceived chimerical ideas of the savage,saiteding to Rousseau (195).
Instead, Volney suggests that the presocial stade exhausting battle for survival, in
which people are helpless and essentially alone:
At first formed naked both in body and in mind, nfaand himself thrown, as it
were by chance, on a confused and savage landke ofther animals, without
experience of the past, without foresight of thteifer, he wandered in the depth of
the forest, guided only and governed by the afbestiof his nature; by the pain of

hunger, he was to seek food and provide for hisistémce; by the inclemency of
the air, he was urged to cover his body (Volney 37)

Volney imagines that man was impelled by a sociedlgstructive variety of egotism to
flee this predicament of isolation and form socig94). Thus, the creature's lesson in
Volney'sRuinsechoes Shelley's own lesson in her mother's sthaaly. The creature
learns that independence is misery but that indadglare naturally designed to seek out
happiness in communities. Egotism is presente@daducive to progress, distinct from
what Volney terms as the "propensity to hurt oughieor.” The creature's

disappointment, which follows shortly after his egpre to Volney'uins is bitter and

" Le Coat notes that the traveler's melancholic céifies on society are Rousseauvian (369). In casistr
Volney develops "a resolutely optimistic perspeetiiv which history is no longer seen as a litanjirhan
misdeeds but rather as the collective memory dfteon" (369-70).

218



sharp. Inspired by Volney's Enlightenment faitlsaciability and driven by loneliness to
desperation, the creature reveals himself to thédaeys, hoping to find friendship. His
subsequent rejection by the proponents of thesgiltdas explodes the myth that
individual and collective needs can overlap.

Shelley makes a similar point by also referringtoith’s theory of the invisible
hand Frankensteir85). Smith invokes the invisible hand as a metapfitilarmony
among the different parts of the social body (chit8, Theory215). Crook notes
Shelley's additional reference to Voltair€andide which defines social wellbeing as
each individual cultivating their own garden (Crd&@&N. a; cf. VoltaireCandidel130).
Thus, after helping Felix, the creature "observefsih pleasure, that he did not go to the
forest that day, but spent it repairing the cottageé cultivating the garden”
(Frankensteir85). However, on discovering the identity of tHeénefactor, the De
Laceys figuratively bite the “invisible hand” tHaeds them. They first beat the creature
and then rapidly decamp from his neighborhood. Tdisandon their home and destroy
their garden, their sole source of a meager livelt) which they thus leave neglected
and no longer "cultivate" (cf. Voltair€andide130). This painful episode exposes the
broader failure of the Enlightenment vision of sdcohesiveness as propounded by
Volney, Smith, Voltaire, and Wollstonecraft. ShgllEmphasizes that no model of
community can hold individuals together, not everugseau's more conflicted theory of
a general will which negotiates among individudfetences. She suggests that these
thinkers are all unrealistically optimistic in pokiting the needs of individuals as

mutually reconcilable within a broader social body.
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Frankensteirreflects a culture that negates its conditionseafig, and denies
fundamental relations that give rise to the humajest. Instead, this culture constructs a
narrative of originally unconnected individuals, awillingly unite into a collective
body, which represents Rousseau's general will.cfé&ture embodies the tragic
implications of this political model — its origis the effacement of maternal loss, its
violence to women, to children, to the notion ofrtounity, to its fathers, to its integrity,
and finally to itself. Shelley forms this allegarsf/the social contract in dialogue with
Wollstonecraft, who could not avoid "the miseryg tigranny” of a deeply misogynistic
culture Maria 255). In constructing this critique, Shelley r@g$er mother's reading of
Rousseau. She removes Wollstonecraft's anachioBistightenment theory of progress,
and foregrounds Rousseau's concern with inhererflicto Shelley suggests that
individualism cannot be accommodated in the servi@general will. In redressing the
wrongs of her mother, of her father, and of Roussshle reflects the powerful influence
of these writers. She keeps her criticism of farilthin the family. Like her parents, she
is unable to offer a positive alternative, but esitbonstructs an exposé from within.
Nearly two centuries later, contemporary societyticmes to engage in these themes of
alienation, abjection, subaltern subjectivity, gghder politics, and to perpetuate

Shelley's creature, which has become an icon afespent social ills.
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Conclusion

The Social Contract: Romanticism and Beyond

As a unique invention of seventeenth- and eighteeantury political theory, a
social contract negotiates the terms of agreenmanng individuals who seek to form a
common social body. It also provides a model feg Eghteenth- and early nineteenth-
century writers, who share an aspiration to rederecprivate and sometimes
idiosyncratic experience of individuality with adader notion of sociability.

Wordsworth, Godwin and Mary Shelley self-conscigusloke social contract

narratives of a state of nature, and of social &rom in their poems, novels and
theoretical writings. But their evocations subvb# social contract assumption that
individuals can unite into a greater social bodyeJe writers are therefore influenced by
the social contract's individualism, but troublsdits weak concept of sociability. Their
respective texts all envision the breakdown ofdgheal body into its constituent parts.
The social contract thereby stipulates the term&/ofdsworth's, Godwin's and Shelley's
texts, but they — in turn — subvert its premisesynilating their own pessimistic
appraisals of its account of social cohesion.

For these British Romantic writers, Rousseau seagea synecdoche for the
larger social contract tradition. H8ocial Contracpromises to extend individual
freedom into a social model. But in practice, theisty that Rousseau envisions requires
individuals to submit their private wills to thergeral will. Rousseau proposes the
notorious solution of forced freedom to addresspitodblem of recalcitrant individuals.

Thus, although Rousseau is critical of coercionisHeally unable to provide an
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alternative to it when faced with the challengeeafonciling asocial individuals to a
shared existence. lhulie, The Confessionand other literary works, Rousseau develops a
more personal, individual perspective, which cizés social institutions. This subversive
aspect of Rousseau's work had an especially formatfluence on Romantic writers.
Rousseau's foundational conflict between individmaland sociability is shaped by the
preceding century of British political thought. EilRousseau, Hobbes establishes
commonality among diverse individuals via a coeg@wovereign. In place of Hobbes's
sovereign, Locke substitutes economic categorieghwguarantee political stability
through more subtle means of coercion. Social eshtheory thereby contradicts its
opposition to oppression, resolving its lack ofunak sociability by qualifying
individualism. Empiricist critics of the social doact postulate habit as a viable
alternative to coercion. Thus, Hume argues thapleemay be selfish, but they are not
self-sufficient. Through narrative, he suggests thay can adapt themselves to a social
existence. Smith and Ferguson eliminate the neesbfcereignty, but are left with weak
theories of society. Thus, the Anglo-French somaitract tradition and its Anglo-
Scottish empiricist critics all face the dilemmagofaranteeing conformity in a society
which innovatively privileges the individual. Soc@ntract philosophy resolves this
tension by focusing on social cohesion, and enipiridy its privileging of the
individual. But all are similarly aware of an inswuntable obstacle in integrating the
two values.

On varying levels, social contract writers andicsialike engage with the
relationship between theory and literature witlhieit respective works. This approach to

literature as a site for expressing opinions tdavetsive for political theory influenced
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British Romanticism. British Romantic writers retdhe relative freedom that this
tradition reserves for literature, but also empoliterature as a discourse capable of
influencing social practices. Their engagements wie social contract are particularly
important because of their approach to literatsra aite for exploring the dissident
undertones of political theory.

My own approach in reading Romanticism through eiwigt political theory
offers an alternative to new historicism's critisighat Romantic literature is concerned
with avoiding socio-historical realities. New histist criticism seeks to reestablish the
dual importance of critical and historical conteXsit its tendency to focus on critical
contexts to the exclusion of British Romanticisim&torical contexts has led
Romanticism to be read from an anachronistic petsge Over the last decade, a
growing interest in local empiricist contexts ha$pled redefine Romantic individualism
as a political position. | contribute to the re-todualization of Romanticism explored
by Alan Bewell, Gavin Budge, Cairns Craig, Jacgkikalip and Nancy Yousef, among
others, and to their concern with the broader stfgyrocesses of individuation in
Western culture. Individualism needs to be undedsts a complex political position,
always in dialogue with concepts of society, andn@oticism as a threshold moment in a
cultural change still in operation.

Wordsworth posits literature as a site for negwoigaindividual freedom and
social responsibility. But hislagnum opuysThe Preludegis the target of new historicist
controversy regarding his purported retreat frogiagda@ontexts and his conservative
view of the individual. Throughouthe PreludeWordsworth engages in an extensive

dialogue with Rousseau. Initially, he reads Roussesocial theory somewhat naively,
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expecting private individuals to cohere into a Remasaivian general will in revolutionary
France. He is horrified to discover that individuédil to mesh, instead coming to prey on
each other, and — in the case of Napoleon — toeathesr newfound power. Wordsworth
withdraws from his initial aspiration to form a geal will, instead focusing on the
solitary individual. But he remains influenced bgugseau in his view of the individual
as always already antecedent to a broader commuuty Rousseau, Wordsworth
emphasizes the specificities that constitute seadgltity — the individual's imbrications

in domestic, local and literary contexts. Far fradvocating social retreat, Wordsworth's
individual is an inherently social construction.

Godwin is heir to the Rousseauvian conflict betweelividual and social needs.
Scholars have often resolved this conflict by dowog Godwin's positions into
disingenuous stances, or unrelated chronologicadgs In my reading &nquiry
Concerning Political JusticandFleetwood individualism and sociability are closely
related and always in dialogue with Rousseatdlitical Justice Godwin presents an
inherent conflict between positions of radical vgarism and determinism which is
partially influenced by Rousseau. Fieetwood he seeks to balance individual and social
needs by positing marriage as a test case for fay@isocial contract between the
individual and a broader community. Godwin's ace¢aimarriage is influenced by
Mary Wollstonecraft's criticism that Rousseau edelkiwomen from the status of
individuals. But his portrayal of Fleetwood's redaship with his wife Mary Macneil
remains constrained by Rousseau's view of womeasaries to men, an extension of
Rousseau's more general constricting notion ofifseeas conformity. Through the ill

effect of Mr. Macneil's advice, Godwin also rejettts possibility of benevolence, and
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supports misanthropy. Thus, despite his radicaltpvidualistic vision, Godwin proves
surprisingly skeptical about the possibility offdng a social body that can represent
individuals. Anxiety about ensuing chaos leads tamualify his concept of
individuality, which becomes submissive and coetmgdocial duty. But Fleetwood's
malaise suggests Godwin's final belief in the irdiial's need for self-mastery, which
conflicts with social needs.

By contrast to Godwin's focus on the isolated iidiial, Mary Shelley forms one
of Romanticism's most enduring and disturbing fegur Frankenstein's monster — to
suggest the primary human need for companionshep ebhphasis is upon the ways that
individualism fragments the social body and produsgfering Frankensteins
preoccupied with Godwin, Wollstonecraft and thelationship to Rousseau. Shelley
criticizes Wollstonecraft for attempting to apolpgifor Rousseau's chauvinistic attitude
toward women and his abandonment of his childmestebd, she suggests that Rousseau's
theory reflects a basic lack of empathy in humanetp, epitomized by the creature's
exclusion. Shelley constructs the fantastic madattire as a metaphor which represents
aspects that the general will must exclude in ordeetain its control over individuals.
By contrast, the female creature represents subatements that must be aborted
without representation. By forming a contrast betwthese two creatures, Shelley
attempts to reassert the melancholic perspectiveoaien, which has been suppressed by
patriarchy. She also adopts Hume's perspectivditbigture exists as a repository for
elements that would otherwise threaten to contammisacial realities, and suggests that

political metaphor must remain clearly in the prooe of literature.
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The social contract also endures as a formatiltaralipresence beyond the
Romantic era. Rousseau affects nineteenth-centutigtBwriters, who translated his
ideas into a variety of scientific, sociologicahdditerary discourses. In his essaign of
the Timeg1829), Thomas Carlyle identifies Rousseauvianvikdialism with social
decline and the prevalence of the mechanical axpense of the spiritual. TFhe
French Revolution: A Histor{1837), Carlyle seeks to overcome the ensuingrelesef
social cohesion by positing the Rousseauvian iddaii as the foundational social unit.
Carlyle's account influenced Charles Dickefigike of Two Citie1859), which likewise
repeats Rousseau's endeavor to form a societylimidnals. Dickens echoes Rousseau's
Confessiong his criticism of French society (vii). ThusgtNictorian era remained
preoccupied with the challenge of integrating isedaindividuals into a common body,
with Rousseau's texts, and with their enactmefRtamce.

H. G. Wells's late Victoriahove and Mr. Lewisharf1900) reflects back on the
Romantic period, drawing a contrast between theagpRomantic Mr. Lewisham and
the social contract rhetoric of Mr. Chaffery, afessional con-man. Despite Chaffery's
clear unreliability, Wells suggests that he is mastute than Lewisham in his shrewd
reading of daissez-fairesocial reality. Wells explains, "as time went aawlisham found
himself more and more in sympathy with Chafferyteeiness against those who order
the world" (Wells 147). Chaffery defends cheatith social contract rhetoric, about
which he is surprisingly knowledgeable:

Honesty is essentially an anarchistic and disimatigy force in society, that

communities are held together and the progresa/itization made possible only

by vigorous and sometimes even violent Lying; thatSocial Contract is nothing
more or less than a vast conspiracy of human bemlys to and humbug

themselves and one another for the general Goed.dre the mortar that bind the
savage individual man into the social masonry. (8VE22)
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Through social contract philosophy, Chaffery siiekcHume's argument for the
importance of fiction into a legitimization of fabation and "humbug." Wells juxtaposes
Chaffery's selfish individualism with Mr. Lewishadt the age of eighteen, Lewisham
dreams of realizing his liberal ambitions so "tthetse pamphlets in the Liberal interests
will be no obscure platitudes” (Wells 11). Togetivth a platonic female friend, he
develops an appreciation for "Shelley, Rossettgtke.. Socialistic publications in torn
paper covers" (84). But these fantasies do ndtstand the harsh realities of a premature
marriage to Chaffery's step-daughter, economicdtépd and limited opportunities.
Wells expresses nostalgia for a Romantic visiosagfety, which he juxtaposes with the
aggressive individualism of social contract thed@yt he also notes Romanticism's
fragility and naiveté, which cannot withstand thealkles.

In Wells's imagination, Romanticism and the socaltract occupy binary social
poles. Chaffery admonishes Lewisham: "I don't thyala fully appreciate the importance
of illusion in life, the Essential Nature of LiescaDeception of the body politic" (Wells
122). But instead of Lewisham and Chaffery's aatittal discourses, these positions are
closely intertwined in Romantic era texts. Motivcht®y the desire to extend their literary
enterprises into a broader social vision and téeaehindividual empowerment, British
Romantic writers assume social contract rhetoreylmeet disappointment, but do not
cede the social contract's individualistic premised its aspiration to community.
Lacking Lewisham's naiveté, they remain closelyidied with this tradition, which

endures as a part of their subsequent legacy.
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