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W@ovemment. It is this latter project that | find makes Rousseau most worthy of study. It seems to
Pthat in Rousseau modernity found its full expression, “Everything is

Ay

good as it leaves the hands of the Author of things; everything degenerates in the hands of man”, etc.) the
idea remains the same: it is mankind’s faculty to leave behind his natural state and progress as a species
that has brought about his ruin. At face value, this is nothing but intuitive and is akin to remarking that
‘John Doe was safe at home and it is only because he left home that he got hit by a car.” However, the
emphasis that Rousseau places on this principle seems to suggest something more dire than a causal
observation; it seems to suggest that man never should have left his home at all. Is the modern vision for
humanity, as it finds expression in Rousseau, really one that is incompatible with the progression of the
human species? To retain the normative goods of freedom, wholeness, authenticity, and more, which
characterize our modern understanding of the good life, must we stop chasing the horizon? Even if we
need not renounce progress, is there any room left in the modern project to place a normative emphasis on
it as an innate good?

Rousseau anticipates this exact dilemma. Nestlewéatoetgofinto the woods to lose sight and memory

edPre  of the crimes of your contgmporaries, and do Aot fear that you are debasing your species by renoun:

enlightenment i@ order to rénounce its vices. As for men hir toaccom
it

n

human progress into Rousseau’s normative vision for mankind as a natural extension of the
principles that fuel the rest of his thought. It relies most heavily on a partial reconstruction o
opus but also accommodates elements from his First and Second Discourses and

do not yet know if | have successfully interpreted Rousseau, but at least in a philosophical sense t
argument that | have evoked is highly persuasive to me.
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