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Authority Neither Male Nor Femnal e: _
Steps Toward a More Subtle Denocratic Theory

Abst ract

The patriarchal paradigm a cornerstone theory for centuries to the
i deol ogy of the absol ut e, divinely ordained rule of Kkings, was gi ven nost
coherent fornmulation in opposition to intellectual and revolutiohary
chal l enges in seventeenth-century England. Hobbes's analysis of socia
rel ati onships as human artifacts represents a primary expostulation of this
view that authority relationships wi thin such social organizations as the
famly and the political order were natural, determinant, and imutable
Locke, in remonstrances directed to the patriarchalists, also attacks the
view of political order as given by God to the sons of Adam  However, Locke
differs from Hobbes in arguing that political artifacts and social artifacts,
such as the famly, are not honol ogues. Locke then can lead the challenge
against the patriarchalists' theory of the political order -while |eaving

other aspects of this paradigmin place. .

Al though for many scholars Locke's witings settled the issues patri-
archalismraised for political order, the remaining influence of patriarchalism
has affected the theoretical devel opnent of liberalism republicanism and
denocracy. The witings of J.S  MIl and the observations of the Anerican
experinent in denocracy by Tocqueville suggest that the theories of |ibera
denvcracy and applications mh{ch denied full citizenship for wonmen in the
desi gned poljtical order offered contradictions which could not easily be
swept away. In the twentieth-century witings of Beauvoir, we are brought again
to bebes;s analysis of authority which is neither male nor female, and the |
relationship between political artifacts and human artificers with her

critique of the organi zational structure and costs of sexist relationships.
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Beauvoir's analysis coupled with that of Tocqueville suggests that denocratic
theory does not reach its nornative ends in the context. of artificially

i nposed gender inedualities.



Aut hority Neither Male Nor Fenal e:
Steps Toward a More Subtle Denocratic Theory

Patri archal Paradi gm

Patriarchal thought pc__)stul ates that all human rel ationships,
i ncl udi ng political ones, are the natural outgrowhs of famlial society
and, nore particularly, its paternal form (Schochet, 1975). Patri archal i sm
was a dom nant paradigmin 17th Century England and a cornerstone of the
divine right theory of monarchy. The best known of patriarchalisms advocates,
Sir Robert Fil_mer, argued that no one was born free; everyone was born in
subjection to sone patriarchal superior.Against republicanism contract theory,
and denocracy, Filner supplied theorem and coroll ary that one's place in
life was not a matter of individual effort or choice, but was assigned by
God: Adam had doninion over all the earth, the Ki ng was the absol ute,
divinely ordained father of his people, the father was- the natural authority
of the famly (Filnmer, 1949).

The divine right of nonarchy and the patriarchal théory at its foundation
were both assaulted during the English CGvil War. Thor‘ras Hobbes is one of

the great articulators of challenge to the patriarchalists' paradigm

Hobbes: Authority Neither Ml e Nor Fenale

It is neither a disagreenment with the view of a honol ogous rel ationship
bet ween human rel ati onshi ps such as those found in famlial society and the
structure of the commonweal th, nor the view that the sovereign nust be absolute .
that separates Hobbes from the dom nant paradigmof his period. It is the
i dea thét any such relationships are natural or determined and that the
observed honologue is paternal rather than parental which is at the heart
of Hobbes' differences with the patriarchalists.

There is nothing natural about paternal dominion or patriarchalism
in Hobbes' rleasoni ng. Authority is not generational in its origin. Dom nion

within the famly exists, for Hobbes, as it does from sovereign to subject



in the conmobnwealth: by consent, "either express or by othér suf ficient
argunent s declared" (Hobbes, 1958, 163-164). Moreover, Hobbes includes
in his theory of the essential equal ity of individuals,one to another in the
state of nature, the free and equal female as well as nmle individual
This view of the famly as a social artifact is further delineated by
Hobbes' reckoning of dominion within the famly. He explains that.it is
an error to attribute authority to fathers only. Using the sane |ogic that
differently able individuals would still be able to subdue one another equally
in the state of nature through the use of wits as well as strength,
Hobbes explains that the differences between man and woman are not so
great "that the right can be determined w thout war" (Hobbes, 1958, 164).

A distinction can be found in Hobbes between the theory of soci al
relati onships as artifacts and the history of the origin of these artifacts.
He explains that the rights within the artifact of Conmonweal ths are usuélly
decided in favor of men, but explains that is perhaps because "for the nost
part comnmonweal ths have been erected by the fathers,.not the nothers of
fam lies" (Hobbes, 1958, 164). As the effects of such an observation on the
causes of this particular historical note are not central to Hobbes' thesis,
these ideas are |eft unexpl ored. _

Hobbes' central theme is to denonstrate the artifactual nature of
authority and he, nore ‘than npost authors using reason to argue agai nst
the patriarchalists, nmakes the |ogical conclusion that authority is wthout
gender. He supports the authority of a fermale sovereign in a letter to
one critig whom he has offended'by attributing to the civil sovereign al

power sacerdotal. He wites, "But this perhaps may seem hard when the

Sovereignty'is in a Qieen. But is because you are not subtile enough to
perceive, that though Man be male and female, Authority is not (bebes,'
16:62, 48-49).

Hobbes renmains in his reasoning true to the idea that” human rel ati onshi ps

are artifacts of human design. His radical viewof individual equality

in the state of naturé includes the female individual. |In application

his discussion of the relationship of the sovereign of the commonwealth to the
mal e heads of famlies is derived froman inplicit histofical nodel in

which the fenale individual disappears. The theoretical construction of

the commonweal th and the later articulation of government to individuals

excludes the fenal e individual



Hobbes, in summary, challenged the patriarchalist paradi gm that
relationships fromthe famly to the commonweal th were natural, determ ned,
or CGod-ordained with an analysis of the artifactual essence of all relationships.
He chal l enged this paradigm specifically on the basis of its predispositon
to have the principle of authority be gender differentiated. He did not,
hbmever, chal l enge the idea of a rel ati onship between the design of artifacts
such as the famly, and, specifically, the dispositon of éuthority wi t hin
the famly, and the design of artifacts such as the conventidnal rel ationship
of the commonwealth. In fact, Hobbes saw a nultitude of |inkages between

what is terned "private" and "public" spheres of human interaction.

John Locke: Contracting Patriarchalism

John Locke also articulates a theory against patriarchalism Locke in
fact has been accepted as the ngjor t heori st dealing a decisive blow to the
patriarchalists' arguments (Schochet,1975; Butler, 1978). But as | hope
to show, Locke's ideas can be nuch less easily separated from patriarcha
theory than the theory of Hobbes and the consequences which follow
from the Hobbesian view. '

Among the prinmary differences between the anal yses of Locke-and Hobbes
is Locke's propositon that there are different types of power which |ead
to different types of relationships. |In conparing "political" relationships
of sovereigns and subjects and other "social" relationships such as the
famly, the locus of power is not nerely different, the bomer_is di fferent
inits origin and legitinmacy and can be distinguished as of a different
kind. A prinary objection of Locke's to Filmer's patriarchal theory derives
from Locke's clain1fhat'patriarchal authority in social relationships
such as the famly has no bearing on the political relationships of government
(Locke, 1960, 341). (GObservation of such authority as exists in one sphere
does not set the rule for what ought to exist in another sphere. A second
way that Locke assails Filner's view of the origin of patriarchal power is
in Biblical exegesis. And, finally, Locke nakes a case agai nst Filher‘s
vi ew of patriarchal power by arguing that generations are not bound to their
predecessor's form of governnent because of filial obedience owed their
parents' authority (Locke, 1960, 329-330). As Locke's is taken to be the
forenost case against patriarchalism it is useful to consider each of these

points and the uses Locke nmakes of them



In.a discussion of the iﬁportance of |anguage, Locke reasons that
paternal power in the fam |y should actually be terned parental power.
Consul ting feaSon and revel ation, Locke finds that if nature and gener ation
lay any obligation on children, they are bound to both parents equally by
the positive law of God "Honor thy father and thy nother" (Locke, 1960, 321).

These thoughts on the obligations of children are not used to reason
toward a participatory citizen role for the fenale individual, homevef,_
but to illuninate the differenges bet ween the obligations of'a child in the -
famly and the'obligations of a subject in a sovereign comopnwealth. -
Particularly Locke's discussion is used to underscore the absurdity of
using the fanmily as a nodel for political forns since the fanmly thus has
a divided authority (both nother and father), while governnent nust
have an undivided sovereignty. Locke explains that if wonen are included
in the governing structure of the famly, the famly beconmes an illegitimte
anal ogue for governnent (Locke, 1960, 322). Explaining that the inpression
of |anguage has allowed what seenmed an appropriate understandi ng of the
power of the father as being the same as the King's authority, it would seem
i nappropriate and indeed absurd "if this supposed absol ute power over .
children had been called parental and thereby discovered that it bel onged
to the not her, too" (Locke, 1960, 322).

That two individuals could not | ogi cal ly govern sinultaneously and that
joint governance is the node of authority relationships in the famly is
used as the prinmary error of the patriarchalists' nodel in Locke's réasoning.
However Locke avoids the analysis of autononpus individuals in a designed
rel ati onshi p which Hobbes nmore clearly nakes by applying his political node
of undivided authority to the famly. Locke instead uses the historica
nodel of the patriarchalists which was discounted by logic. He usés a
| ogical nodel of the famly with authority divided between the parents
as an exanple to show the lack of application to political order. In

| ater chapters, this logical nodel notwithstanding, Locke takes away the

judgment and authority of the wife and parent. Locke considers that

there may be different opinions and contesting wills between parents, but
offers no logic for giving the final authority for decisions to the
mal e (Locke, 1960, 339). |

Lest these ideas be taken to underm ne Locke's earlier argunent

that the famly is an inproper analogue to political order because of its



di vided sovereignty (since now it could be shown that authority historically
isunitary in the famly), recall Locke's argunent that social and politica
aqthority are not honol ogous ~. that paterhal authority in the famly is
not politicalf The accommopdati on that Locke's theory can
a residual of patriarchal theory because of this point is not often appreciated
(B(ennen and Pateman, 1979). |

_Locke's argunent is that the subjection of women in Genesis carries no
political inport because the subjection of Eve was not a grant of favor
to Adam Locke points out, "This was not a tine when Adam coul d expect .
any favours, any grant of privileges fromhis offended maker" (Locke, 1960, 190).
Hfs distinction of powers turns on the methods of l|egitimtely enforcing
clains to right. Political authority has power over ‘life and death and is
thus distinguished fromother types of power. The father.and husband no
nore have authority to use this power than do any other nenmbers of the
famly (Locke, 1960, 341). It is this lack of the authority in the fanily
to use the sword to enforce rules which, regardless of the other divisions
of authority within the famly, neans that all individuals have a natura
freedom sharing in the same common nature, facilities, and powers. Even
hol ding with the subjugation of women to the fathers.of famlies in nature,
. because this is not a political power being exercised, Locke can say that
all "powers in nature are equal and ought to partake in the same conmon
rights and privileges, till the manifest appointnent of God . . . can
be produced to show any particular person's suprenmacy or a nman's own consent
subjects himto a.superior" (Locke, 1960, 208).

Vhen the inport of these ideas is <considered for denocratic theory's

reconciliation with a genderless conception of authority, Locke's argunents



are a mld deflection fromthe patriarchalists' postulate that Adam or man
is superior to Eve or woman. His primary purpose was to show that God was not

responsi ble for wonen's status, that is, to refute the idea of a divine

grant to Adam Locke's objectives in these argunents were not focused on

a comentary on the status of women except insofar as the patriarchalist

honol ogue of famly and connnnwealth could be disclained. Thus although as

wi th Hobbes the foundation may exist for denmpbnstrating that the custonary rule
of nale over female is not of divine origin, but is artifical or artifactual,
Locke makes the consequent grant of rights to wonen in the political sphere in
fact inconsequent to his political thepry. Locke undertakes this not without
sone vacillation in his expositions of different facets of the consequences

of his conclusions. The artifactual nature of famlies is not explored

SO nmuch as it is replaced by a historical nodel of what is thought to

have been observed of authority in the famly

Al though Locke does not see the authority of the husband over the wife
as a political authority which is at all honplogous to the design of
authority in the political order and although he can separate the
hi storical nodel of nale authority froma noral precept,_jt cannot be
concl uded that such authority as he advocated in the fanmly and in conjuga
society is uninportant to his nodel of political order. The assunption that
the free and equal fermale individual will naturally enter a contract which |
pl aces her in subjection to her husband is not w thout consequence for the
manner in which Locke argues his case against patriarchalismand the concl usions
he reaches.

VWhen Loéke di stingui shes social frompolitical relationships (or,

in other words, nmkes the authority design of the famly be qualitatively



different fromthat of political order), he can then describe t he origins;
of political order and the relationship of those origins to patriarchalism
in a way fundanentally different fromHobbes. Both Hobbes and Locke

di scuss the origins of political drder using the heuristic device of the
state of nature. Hobbes' pi cture of the stafe of nature is one of individuals
i ncl udi ng wonen, however, and Hocke's viewis a state of nature made up

of famlies. Locke's state of nature does have .a governnent, in fact:

one of the fathers of fanilies, a patriarchy. Since one of the points

of the state of nature concept is that no power is illegitimate, it is

uncl ear how the exercise of power in the famly in this state of nature
would not be a form of governnent. The wife and nother either already |ost
or was never in the war of equals each against all. By considering the
famly in a nuch less artifactual analysis.than Hobbes, it is eésier for
the wife to be dropped fromthe political arena within the logic of Locke's
theory. This twist separates Locke less clearly formthe batriarchalists

than m ght superficially have been expected.

Locke's social contract theory prepares the way for a significant accom
nodation'- " of patriarchalismby first dropping the distinction between
pareﬁtal and paternal (Locke, 1960, 322). For Locke the fact of children
being born less conpetent to use reason than nost adults |eads to sone
necessary form of decision making authority being introduced into the
hi storical picture of the state of nature. Locke explains that children

are "not born in this state of equality" of right and natural freedom

"though they are born to it " (Locke, 1960, 322). Parents have the jurisdiction
and obligation to transnit information from one generation to the next;

This power of parents over children (and at least in theory, this includes

the power of a nother, too fLocke, 1960, 328)) is "rather a privilege of children

and duty of parents than any prerogative of paternal power" (Locke, 1960, 330).



The idea of such socialization nmay notlbe probl ematical. However the prior
di scussion of the |ocus of final'authority with the father predeterm nes
the process and content of socialization in a way that Lbcke does not consider,,
Wth this picture of the state of nature which includes paterna
power, Locke can show how nat ur al freedonjand subjection to a father may
occur in the sane nodel, with pqternal power not extending to politica
power as the patriarchalists suggest (Locke, 1960, 326). Although Locke
presents a case that this power is not so nuch a function of biology as
it is due to the act of accepting responsibility (and thus nothers or
foster parents coul d annex.such a duty), Locke again Ieaves off this
logic of artifacts for a npdel of history when describing the procession
fromthe state of nature to political order
At the age of reason father and son stand as equals before the |aw
in the political order or as equals to be subdued in the state of nature.
In the political order the child consents to the sovereign as a free person
not because of the prior consent of.the father to be a citizen. Yet,
Locke points out, in this nodel of I|earning th[s assumed paternal form of
parental power will play a role in the citizen's view of what fofns of
government are possible (Locke, 1960, 333). Locke explains that though the
father's legal power extends no farther than the mnority of his children
it is easy to conceive how "the father of the famly could becone the prince
of it" in the early stages of political order (Locke; 1960, 334). This
statement is renoved only by the loss of divinity from patriarchalism
Locke's picture of the difference between the Fule of the father and the
law of the fathers becones even |less distinct as he makes clear that
al t hough the nother nay have the same parental duty, her role does not

have the same meaning nore does it have the sane effect on the citizen's



vi ew of governnent as a paternal caretaker unified in fhe rul e of one man.

Describing further the advances of the child in the state of nature,
Locke uses a_patrfarchal nodel . The father had been the ruler fromthe
child's infancy and "since without sonme government it would be hard for
themto live together, it mas.likeliest it should, by the express or tacit
consent of the children mhen they were grown up, be in the father where it
seened wi t hout change barely ta continue, when indeed nothihg nor e was
required to it than the pern{tting the father to exercise alone, in his
famly, that executive power of the [aw of nature which every free man
naturally hath. . . . (Locke, 1960, 334-35). This perm ssion resigned to the
father a "nonarchial power" according to Locke (Locke, 1960, 335).

‘Although this "tacit and scarce avoi dable consent, to make way for the
father's authority and governnent" was "easy and hafural for_fhe child,"
the consent of the free and equal female individual,.mho is also assuﬁed
to be the subjecf of this rule, is not analyzed (Locke, 1960, 335). \What
can be concluded is that Locke's historical nmodel expresses a picture of
political order growi ng out of patriarchy, mhfle his |ogical analysis adds
inportantly that this has occurfed by consent and reason, not by divine
order. Patriarchy is accommpdated now by reason if patriarchalisn1is not .

Locke is no less explicit than | about this relationship of patriarchy
in the state of nature to the origins of the commonwealth. He explains
that governnent commonly began in the father because the father, "having
by the law of nature the éane power with every man else to punish as He
thought fit any offenses against the |aw, might thereby punish his
transgressing children even when they were nen and out of their pupilege"

(Locke, 1960, 354-55). They would be likely to subnit to his paterna

authority and join with him against other offenders, as well. This would give him
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the power to execute his wll against ény transgressidn and thus we

have a snall governnent. Locke considers the content and process of sociali-
zation to have been inportanf in this consentual governnent, explaining

"the custom of obeying himin their childhood nade it easier to submt to
himrather than to any other" (Locke 1960, 335).

What has“happened.td the free and equal female individual is as |ost
in this history as is the Iogib whi ch might dispense with patriarchalism
Al t hough Locke changed the patriarchalists’ nodel to one of consent rather
than the subjection of .all to divine order, all who were éubjected were now
seen as consenting: the patriarchal formremained intact. Wy the nother
who has the sane parental power, cannot make this sinpl e procession fnto
political order is not explored. Nor does Locke's discussion of succession
to power in the political order aid us in dispelling the patriarchal.picture
of .non-political relationships.

This historical nndel_morks to di spose of patriarchalisn{only with the
assunption in the logical device of the state of nature that the free and
equal'fenale i ndividual subnmits and that in nature there is paternal rule.

The patriarchal society exists by consent and there is little way in

Locke's theory to see it as an artifact that could cease to exist. Al though

schol ars |ike Gordon Schochet: inPatriarchalismin Political Thought find that
"Locke, nore fully than anyone el se analyzed'the patriarchal political theory
and tried to put something in its place" (Schochet, 1975, 254), Locke m ght
better be described as legitinating the patriarchal formby this consent
argunent. Locke's theory is the patriarchal update in the formof a contract
theory of patriarchy.and per haps paternalism |

To be sure the patriarchal formand the theory of patriarchalisﬁ1are

different, but Locke |less than Hobbes has replaced theidea of patriarcha
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divine order with a new form There ié a difference between consent and
contract in Locke's description of action relating to the design of poLiticq
order. The premise of the contract is that it is made only by those who
reason, that it is not necessarily perpetual or intergenerational, and that
the parties to it set the terns according to reason. The idea of consent
is conplicated in the Lockean fornulation because consentual rel ationships
may be forned by those who do not yet reason— children may consent or
may be assunmed to consent without assumng they have obtained facility in reason..
That the child's conseht to the"non political" paternal authority is in many
i mportant respects a condition for the later social contract is not fully
expl ored by Locke.

Per haps the biggest difference from Hobbes' analysis is Locke's state
of nature,'in whi ch patriarchal governnent exists mﬁth.no chal |l enge from
Locke's logic of parental powers. This paternal government is carried
into political relationships in the historical nodel, thereby inpugning
the artifactual nature of these relationships. Pétriarchy can coexist with
the contract theory, thus limting the |ogical extension of li beralism
to the articulation of government to the individual instead of to the male
heads of famlies. Locke, however, leaves us with thé foundati on argunent
for why we should look for the mssing free and equal fenale individual
in his description of what it means to be a citizen. Menbership in society
is not gained by subnmitting to the laws of a country, living quietly and
enj oying privileges and protection under them ﬁather a person enters into
society by "positive engagengnt and express prom se and conpact" (Locke, 1960,

' 367).

M1l and the Residue of Patriarchalism

Nearly two centuries after Locke, John Stuart MIIl used sinilar
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words concerning the function of participation in political Iffe to ﬁake
a different point. Ml argued that patriarchalismhad not been swept away
inall its inportant facets, sinply because the chall enge of reason had
made it superfluous in a world in which the divine right of kings was a
dead i ssue. .The central norn1df patriarchalism that individuals are not
free but entirely subject to the facts of their birth and situation in
a social and political hierarchy, persists (MIIl, 1984, 273-75, 286)f

As one who enbraced the tenets of poI}ticaI_econony (particularly
the idea that, thrbugh t he unhanpered bargai ning of individuals df di verse
breferences, the best ideas, if not the truth, would out), MII found that .
it was not only irrational and unjust to disenfranchise wonen, it was
inefficient. In an analysis simlar to Tocqueville'é on slavery, MII
delineated many of the costs to the devel opment of denocracies which |eft
the independent consciousnesses and diverse wills of the femal e individua
wi thout an individual political voice (Tocqueville, 1945, 1: 94; 1951-58, 1(1)J92
1864-66,1: 151; MII, 1984; 1977, 469, 479-81).

MIl's ideas on the subject of female individuals in the po]itical communi ty
are part of a larger expression of what conditions are necesséry to form
a social contract. The larger concern involves the necessary conditions
for_an i ndividual to be able to gain a nmethod for using reason to constitute
rul e-ordered relationships of responsibility and self governnent. Anong the
necessary conditions which are articulated by M IL'and others is that the
individgal, as an artifact herself, mght be ablg to devel op the personal
characteristics of one who could know herself and others well enough to
develop and articulate a common theory of the choices involved in constifuting
sel f-governing relationships.(AIIen, 1981). The primary costs of not
including the will and consciousness of fenale individuals which M|

underscores are the linmtations of activatihg this learning nmodel in a
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situation of what MII| believed was a fundamental tyranny of sone individuals
by ot hers.
M 1| analyzes gender as a social artifact. Nothing can be known of

any true nature of males and fenales; they can only be seen in their

present relationship (MII, 1984? 276). M| observes that the natural tendency
of a person is to inpose her or his will until it is opposed by another and
exp!ains that the institutionalization of such inposition as a right in any
social relationship "offers to hima licence for the indul gence of those
points of his original character which in all other relations he would

have found it necessary to repress and conceal, and the repression of which
woul d have in time become a second nature" (MIIl, 1984, 288-289). Such

an institutionalization of this tendency is found in‘conjugal relationships)
where MII finds that the "present social institutioh‘gives [to a man this
power] over at |east one human being" (MIIl, 1984, 289). MIIl likew se
describes the subversive power left to women who find thenselves in such

a situation in which positive power is foreclosed (MII, 1984, 289).

The idea of this unlimted power |eading to personality defects suggests
to MIIl that in conjugal society and the society of the famly a way of
situating authority different from Locke's prescription is in order.

M1l conpares conjugal relationshiups with other voluntary associations between
two people such as partnerships. He finds that there are many exanples in

whi ch the voluntary association between two people does not |ead one of them
to be the absolute master. He noreover suggests that no one (that is no man)
"would enter into partnership on terms which would subject himto the responsi-
bilities of a principal, with only the powers and privileges of a clerk or
agent" (mll, 1984, 291). This is MIIl's analogy for the marriage contract

depi cted by Locke and found in MII"s observation. MIll"'s larger view of the
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si}uation of ‘authority in these relationships is that there are alternativeé'
to the unity of a single person authoring the actions of any ¢oup|e or group
The common under st andi ng which would be the basis of finding unity in

several actors in these social relationships wuld be uhlikely to come if insti-.
tutional arrangenents led to systematic mscalculations, ignorance of

others and mistrust, however. For MI| this alternative, or change in
institutional arrangements in social relationships, took the formof a
éeparate, but equal adm nistrative design, with men and wonen entering

a marriage contract enpowered to nmake determinations in different functi ona
areas of fhe_relationship. Thus MI1's proposals were linited in their
application to wonen who narried and were aléq limting to those married
individuals in their role-divided view:-of joint governance (M [lett, 1971,

Eisénstein, 1981, 117 and 134; Ckin, 1979, 226 and 230).

M1l understood the interactions of political artifacts with these
social relationships and their profound effects on the learning facilities,
attitudes, and behavior of individuals. Hi s discussions of the inportance
of political participation and the effects of foreclosing sone nodes of
participation to particular classifications of individuals exenplifies this
understanding. In his witings on the extension of suffrage, particularly
to wonen, he attributes nuch of his understanding of the role of
political participation to Tocqueville (MIIl, 1977, 468). His logica
anal ysis conmences with the observation that if mjority tyranny is to be
mtigated, the institutions of political participation ﬁust not be avail abl e
only to one class of individuals who would be likely to advocate only their
own position. His argunent for voting rights for women is the same as for
extending rights to men. "A| human beings have the sane interest in good gov-
ernment, the welfare of all is alike affected by it, and they have equal need

of avoice in it to secure their share of its benefits" (MIIl, 1977, 479).



15

Whi | e Locke has argued for participation of citizens on the grounds
of justice, and, in fact, as a najor tenet- of the definition of citizen
and the delineation of the commonwealth, he failed to consider the
injustice done to wonen by excluding then1fron1pa€ticipation. In fact
his theory can accommodate this injustice, MIIl, on the contrary,
considers the necessity of including the participation of wonen in the
political order, and it is noteworthy that although he nentions "fairness”
and "justice" in his discussion, it is in truth the great inefficiency of
their unjust treatment to which he objects. Injuétice can be anal yzed
as an inefficient long-term strategy and the residual of patriarchalismin
political relationships can be critigqued on grounds exposing the truncated
individual's personality's limting effects on social and political
institutions.

M 11| describes his argunment as part of the age of I|iberalismwhich
pronounces "against the claimof society to decide for individuals
what they are and are not fit for, and what_they shall or shall not attenpt”
(M1, 1977, 468). He concludes that if the principles of politica
econony have been of any use "it is for proving that these points can
only be rightly judged of by the individuals thenselves" (MIIl, 1977, 479).
MII finds that if this tendency of nobdern social inprovenent, the new
political science,particularly of Tocqueville, has not been in error,
then there is no reason in logic for it not to be carried out "to the
total abolition of all exclusions and disabilities which close any honest
enmpl oynent to a human being" (M1, 1977, 480).

Yet the force of his argument does not rest sinmply with what the
i ndi vidual gains, but also with what the comunity could gain by the
full participation of citizens. MII remarks on the application of the

"l earning nodel of Tocqueville to political participation, expanding on
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the effects of rules in the political order on behavior and rules in

the social order. M I'l, through the use of Tocqueville' switings, analyzes

the interdependencies of these two orders, again show ng the pertinance

of Hobbes' picture of authority relationships in which these interdependencies

may be found. In both the arguments of MII and Tpcqueville, the persisting

assunption that there will be a natural tendency for stability in popul ar

mal e and female roles limts what each theorist is able to predict

for both citizen and conmmunity. Yet their theories of the interaction

‘of political and social orders are a foundation for undefstanding the

devel opnent of social roles which has occurred and the interaction effects

of participation in both the political and social orders, as these

effects are related to the patriarchal residual MII analyzed. The view

of the political.and the social, or nmore personal, order of relationships
is nore simlar to the Hobbesi an honol ogue than.the Lockean depi ctation
of different kinds and degrees of power.

The fdeas of MIIl and Tocqueville are concerned with the articulation
of a larger picture of what the necessary conditions for a contract

theory or a popul ar sovereignty nmight be. Such conditions have to do

with views of the consciousnesses of individuals and the individual's

ability to learn a theory of constitutiong relationships based on

beliefs held in comon and informed by experiences gained from experinentation

Tocqueville: Paternal Consciousness and Political Design

Tocquevi | | e understands humans to be both the artificers and the

material s'of the political order. Thus the very personalities of these

bui I di ng bl ocks of the conmonwealth will be factors which limt or

pronote various possible designs of political order. That rel ati onshi ps

can be designed or are, in other words, artifacts is one of the assunptions

Tocquevi | | e makes (Tocqueville, 1945, 2. 243-47, 1951-58,1 (2):238-43;
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1864-66,3: 374-83). |In order for the design repertoire to include possibilities
of self governnent, several necgssaky condftions nust be met which nights
best be undersfood as aspects of a nodel of |earning. Tocqueville
articulates this learning nﬁdel for individuals alone and in various
political and so-called non-political relationships. It is an inportant
concl usi on of Tocqueville that the placenent of authority in relationships
affects the learning facilities of individuals (Tocqueville, 1945 2:10;
1951-58 1(2): 17; 1864-66,3: 16). In Tocqueville's theory, individuals

are seen as being capable of synbolizing and giving nmeaning to the éynbols
that informtheir own thinking and enable themto articualte their
experiences to others. Individuals are capable of creating a conmon
Ianguage; are capable of being and knowi ng thenselves to be the decision
makers who design and constitute various types of relafionshipsl wi th others.
I ndi vidual s are capable of error correction in this nmodel as well.

Thus individuals are capable of knowing and articulating their fnterests

and having a right understanding of their interests in their interaction

and conmuni cation with others. They are capable of fornming rel ationships
based on this nodel of |earning, or of having synpathetic understandi ng

of t hensel ves and with ot hers.

Tocqueville explains that this theory of the individﬁal‘s capabilities
of learning has to do with how the unity of the political body is
mai ntained in a polycentric, constitutional order. Unity may be obtained
fromthe consensus of the represented as an alternative to the singleness of
the representer (Tocqueville, 1945, 1: 269-70; 1951-58, 1(2): 17; 1864-66
1: 142-43). This conception is significantly difference fromearlier
ideas that for authority to have force and effect it nust logically be
unified and necessarily find unity in the personation of authority by a
single individual. For this consensus of the represented to be possible,

however, individuals must have the intellectual, enptional, and nora
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capacity to make thensel ves instrunents through which theyrnay come to
know ot hers. |

These instruments nust use the tool of |anguage to translate consci ousness
into conversation and constitutional choices. Know ng others does not
~.mean sinmply transposing oneself into the situation of another to try to
see things as she does. Rather, to know others and devel op a common
under st andi ng of beliefs and -practices involves also maki ng these phenonena
intelligible in one's own frame of reference and informng and changi ng
one's frane of reference. Learning about others also involves naking the
i ndi vidual nore intelligent about herself. Tocquevill e shows that strategies
of willed ignorance of others and hence oneself are contrary to the necessary
conditions for a denocratic order of distributed, linited authority.
Extrapolating from Tocqueville's concl usions, ﬁjlfed ignorance is contrary
to the conditions which prevent a denpcracy from degenerating into despotism
(Tocqueville, 1945, 1: 255; 1951-58, 1(1): 249; 1864-66, 2: 121-22).

The great problemin relationship designs is that individuals can
tyranni ze each other through ignorance and bad faith. Such tyrannies
can be institutionalized in gover nment forns. Such institutionalization
of bad faith and ignorant relationships may take place at many levels
of individual interactions. Denpcratic governments with checks and
bal ances againét mnority and najofity tyrannies may be instituted within
a gestalt which maintains bad faith relationships in non-governnental
rel ati onshi ps, however. Anong the remedi es which may exist to such
erroré in knowing others is the theory of participation which Tocqueville
called the science of association (Tocqueville, 1945, 2: 125; 1951-58, 1(2):
123; 1864-66, 2: 192).

I ndividuals nmust learn this science of association in order to be
artificers of self government. Opportunities nust be available for

~individuals to learn of their responsibilities to others, nore fundanentally,



to learn that that there are others and that one's actions often affect
them: What people learn through their public participation in vqunfary
associ ations are reasons why individualismand tyranny of others is not
in their interest.

Si tuations may certainly_be constructed in which fndividuals | earn
only with difficulty that their desires are connected with fhe good of
ot hers. In many cases one nmy persist in individualism ignorance,
prejudice and error in synbols and meani ngs, no matter what infornation
experience contrary to these beliefs should provide. |[|f we observe people
continually refusing to |earn, however, Tocqueville suggests we | ook
not to the inconpetencies of the person,.but to the inconpetencies
of institutional designs which do not permt l|earning (Tocqueville, 1945,
2: 132; 1951-58, 2(1): 186; 1864-66, 4: 195).

To the extent that such relationships persist, however, the ability
of the artificer to be effective as a tool of knowing is limted. Thus
is the necessary consensus |imted. Thus are the possibilities for self
government limited. Tocqueville explains that as the consensus degenerates,
i ndi vidual s seek sinple-mnded designs of centralized government and
uni form law i nstead of the nore conpl ex designs of éonstructive inter-
dependencies. How individuals in the community remain responsible to
each other and thenselves is the ultimte concern of political science
in Tocqueville's analysis of political order (Tocqueville, 1945, 1:7
1951-58, 1(1): 5; 1864-66, 1:9). Tocqueville looks at the idea of multiple
possibilities to handl e expected diversity fromnarrowy defined
governnent problens, to interpersbnal rel ati onshi ps, to how the individua
handl es diversity within her personality (Al len, 1981). Tocquevill e points

the way to an anal ysis of how the education one receives in persona
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rel ationships affect one's ideas about participation in

rel ati onshi ps nmore narrowy defined (Alen, 1981). -Toéqueville al so -
presents an anal ysis of how social roles affect persohalitiés and,
inturn, affect the individual's political participation. Inthis

expl oration of the interactipn between authority in social relationships
and political relationships, the contract theorist accommodati on of

patri archal i smseens even | ess | ogical .

Al t hough Tocqueville provides a way to understand and critiqUe t he
remai ni ng vestiges of patriarchalism he does not take this step. Wth
the exception of such i nportant di scussions as his analysis of the
aristocracy of manufacturers, Tocqueville does not discuss the ef f ect
of mai ntai ning hierarchical.relations in the social order on the possibilities
for denocratic poIitical.reIations (Al'len, 1981; Tocqueville, 1945, 2: 169;
1951- 58, 1(2): 165; 1864-66, 3: 259-260). In'his Qiscussion of the.
affects of denmocratic political relationships on personal relationships
such as occur in the fanmly, Tocqueville is-concerned with the negative
affect denocracy may have on what he beIieves'are rightful hierarchica
rel ati onshi ps (Tocqueville, 1945, 1(2): 222-225; 1951-58 1(2): 219-222;

1864- 66, 3: 343-348).

The role of wonen is inportant to Tocqueville, although the sanme
theoretical logic is not applied to their case as has been applied in
other'portions of his analysis. Less than MI| does Tocqueville chal |l enge
the residual of patriarchalismfound in the Arerican denocracy hé observes.
He, too, states a position of separate but equal roles, but, unlike MI|I
takes no account of the political participation of wonen, describing t hem
as concluded by their husbands' votes.  There are fewroles in the
political order for the unnariied woman except through a father or brother.
However, as Tocquevil | e perceivedmany inportant political acts besides voting,
. such as thosé found in voluntary associations, wonen are in this way

included in his viewof the political order. Tocqueville perhaps nore
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than any other theorist analyzed the ]nportant rol e of the wonmen who ran

many of the voluntary associations which were the free schools of citizen
education in his denocratic theory (Allen, 1981). It is Tocqueville's

theory which nost allows us to see that the expression of bad faith
relationships and relationships of ignorance in the residual of patriarchalism
— even after the successful gradication of the king's claimto a divine

right —is inportant to the outcome of denobcratic structural design
Tocqueville does this by denonstrating a theoretical link among the

i ndi vidual's personality, personal relationships, and political relationships
through his theory of learning and analysis of the effects of participation

on | earni ng.

Beauvoi r: Patri archali sm and the Devel oping Artificer

The writings of Sinone de Beauvoir nmpst explicitly amal gamate this
nodel of learning with the earlier works of witers arguing against t he
patriarchalists. She does this by providing a nodel of |earning, an |
anal ysis of social roles and famly author{ty as artifacts, and thereby
furni shing the basis -for a honol ogous view of social and political
relationships. The works of Tocqueville and Hobbes make it clear that
personal relationships are inportant to political relationships. .The mork
of Beauvoir makes it clear that the residual of patriarchalismin persona
relationships is inportant to the devel opment of denbcratic rel ati onshi ps
personal ly, and, extrapolating fromHobbes and Tocqueville, therefore
in the political sphere, as well.

Beauvoir shows that patriarchalismin personal and political relatiohships
exists (Beauvior, 1974, 59). Even nore than that, she shows that though
‘patri archal i smhas neaning'in | anguage and synbol, it is, in fact, one

doghatically applied nethod of establishing authority in artifactua



22

-

rel ationships.: Patriarchalismin the personal sphere is not a |ogica
system founded on reason, Beauvoi r shows, just as Hobbes has shown it

is not a |logical systemwhen applied tp the theory of the structure of
‘conmonweal ths. Beauvoir shows in an analysis simlar to bebes' t hat
these are honol ogous rel ationshi ps, and her analysis of the manner in

whi ch wormen and men coal esce in a preponderance of negative relationships
gives insight into the nature of Locke's tHeory of consent.

Beauvoir's analysis of the situation of wonen s fnitiated by
showing that it is an artifactual state which is pronpted by the sane
human tendencies assuned by nmany political theorists to lie at the foundétion
of all human artifacts of social order (Beauvoir, 1974, 158-59). It
is essentially a philosophy of devéloping rul e-ordered rel ati onshi ps
that Beauvoir uses to develop her theory of the status and meaning of "wonman."

The simlarity to Hobbes' analysis of political order rising of
necessity froma state of nature is striking, as is the simlarity to
Tocqueville'é analysis of the tendencies of human artificers to short
circuit the human personality and tyranni ze each other. Beauvoir writes
t hat tﬁe tragedy of the unfortunate human consciousness is that each
separate conscious being aspires to set hinmself up al one as sovereign
(Beauvoir, 1974, 158-59). Each tries to fulfill hinmself by making al
others slaves. This sort of Hobbesian war of each against all |eads
to diffidence, dissenbling, and little collective action

Beauvoir presents nethods for renoving oneself from this- situation
of war, and they are anal ogous to the choices of situating political
aﬁthority in either a single sovereign individual or in a polycentric
constitutional order. She suggests, however, that it has always
seemed nore difficult to maintain relationships structured to account

for diversity and easier, instead, to seek uniformty, governnent
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and responsibilify out si de onesel f (Beauvoif, 1974, 160¥61)1 It has
al ways seened easier to short-circuit the personalities of every other
being and reduce themto slavery, colonize them or institutionalize other
fornms of tyranny to nake power over others the nmode of relationships rather
than positive interdependencieé. Beauvoir gives a theoretical view of why
ot her choices would be so hard. "Man attains an authentically noral
attitude when he renounces nere'being to assume his posi tion as an
existent; . . . . but the transformation through which he attains true
wi sdomis never done, it is necessary to make it wi thout ceasing, it demands
a chstant tension" (Beauvoir, 1974, 158). Thus to enjoy authentic relationships
and power with others requires a considerable effort. The alternative
power over others and solitude as a master or slave, is |ess demanding.
Some needs cannot be net in the alternative of solitude, however.
As Beauvoir writes,

And so quite unable to fulfill hinmself in solitude,

man is incessantly in danger in his relations with his

fellows: his life is a difficult enterprise with success

never assured (Beauvoir, 1974, 158).

Ih t hese passages, Beauvoir is describing the relationship
of nen_in_the situation of equality. The analysis of Toéqueville for
individuals in the social condition of equality is not dissimlar (Tocqueville,
1945, 2: 306; 1951-58, 1(2): 291; 1864-66, 3: 475). Relationships of wonen -
are descri bed differently fromthese, however. Tocqueville, too, saw
these relationships as different, but it is Beauvoir who explains the
functions and inportance of these differences to the devel opnent
of authentic relationships between men and wonen whi ch engage all individuals
in Iéarning si tuati ons.

In analyzing the situation of equals,.Beauvoir expl ains that since

an individual does not like difficulty and is afraid of danger and
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furthernore, aspires both to neaning and tb repose, he |ooks for sonething
between the difficult relationship Wi th an_equal and the |ack of a
relationship in solitude or in conquering that.whiéh'lacks consci ousness,
nature (Beauvoir, 1974, 158- 60). |
Nature is the total stranger having no.consciousness, being too easily
conquered, and offering oftep I ess than nothing after the destruction
An equal is too simlar and maintaining a relationship between two
free and equal consciousnesses is a constant if exhilfrating stfuggle. How-
ever the artifact woman "opposes himw th neither the hostil e sil ence
of nature nor the hard requirement of a reciprocal relation; through
a unique privilege she is a conscious being and yet it seens possible
to possess her in the ersh,"Beauvdir i 974, 159).
Beauvoir presents an artifactual account of the devel opment of
deci si on naking structures based on ideol ogi es of gender differentiation and
gender superiority. Her analysis of the political, social, and psy¢ho|ogicm
stress related to conditions of equality in rank or role augnents Tocquevilfe's
expl orations of the affects of denbcracy (Allen, 1981). The analysis of
fear of diversity, the desire for uniformty, the return to role and
rank, and the institutionalization of tyranny as answers to the "unboundedness
of the soul" which Tocqueville analyzed, are applied by Beauvoir to
the creation of the artifact woman. In addition, Tocqueville's hypothesis
that the decline of hierarchical relationships in the political world will
necessitate an increasing desire for role and rank in other spheres
of the individual's existence can be found in conplinentary themes in
-Beauvofr‘s works (Allen, 1981).
The probl ems which Beauvoir explains follow for both wonen and nmen
in such artifactual roles and ranks represent an avoi dence of know edge

of both self and other. Beauvoir |ooks particularly at why the female
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may accept this role unless relatiénships are structured ot herw se.
A primary reason is sinply that reciprocal relations and the foundation
of an aut ononous, authentic self are just as hard for a woitan to achi eve
~as they are, in Beauvoir's analysis, for a man. Beauvoir explains that
friendship and generosity are not facile virtues (Beauvoir, 1974, 158).
Secondl y, Beauvoir makes the- point that "in order to change the face |
of the world, it is necessary to be firmly anchored in it, but the wonen
who are firmy rdqted in society are those who are ih éubjection to it"
(Beauvi or, 1974, 148).

This second argument is directly related to the institutiona
arrangenments which exist to foster or hinder the participation of
femal e individuals in social and political relatiénships. Such
institutional arrangenents influence both activities and the neaning
of these activities for individuals who undertake then1. Not only
are the actual situations of participationinportant, then, but the
meani ng given to them through social learning matters as well.
The residual of patriarchalismw |l have such.inport to the devel oprent
of political order based on such artifices and artificers.

Beauvoir's di scussion of self definition is illumnating in
this context. For males, Beauvior suggests, the devel opnent of the ego
cones from (anong several stimuli) conquering others and defining hinself
thereby even if the other is, in fact, some facet of hinself which he
tests hinself against. G rls  on the contrary, experience fromthe beginning
of ego developnent a conflict between their autononous selves and their
objective selves —a self which derives meaning only in rel ationship
to some prinary subject, i.e. a parent or husband. To please she nust

try to please; she nust nake herself the object of affection (Beauvoir, 1974, 316)-



26

Tocqueville, too, elaborates a view of fenale socialization t hat
is_not at bdds with Beauvoir's. He finds that in Anerica the education
of girls in logic and reason and their independence of nind)coupled
with the socializing restrictions of trying to be an object rather than
a subject,make it easier fof fenale adults to bend to the yoke as a
way of preserving several inpo}tant relationships . A high degree of
moral devel opnent is attained, in Tocqueville's éstination, because
she sees her good in relation to others. Rather than striking a blow for
i ndependence, she submits for the good of relationships or the good
of the whol e social group (Tocqueville, 1945, 2:-225; 1951-58, 1(2): 222
1864-66, 3: 347-48). |

In this devel opnent of herself as object, not as a subject, nerely

inrelationship to others, Beauvoir shows that the artifact woman, when

found in real humans, is divided against herself; her will to be and her
desire to please do not coincide in activities which devel op the

human consci ousness (Beauvoir, 1974, 57, 316). The male, too, though

not divided in so fundanental a way, nust mmintain tyranny against the
information that may cone to himthat he fs a tyrant. For both indivi-
duals, the roles they play devel op personalities which may be antithetica
to the |earning which nust be done for full participation in dennératic

rel ati onshi ps.

It seens certain that artifacts of patriarchal relationships
per si st ip the commonweal th. The work of Beauvoir suggests that an
artifactual analysis such as that which has been carried out on
political relationships could be effectively applied to social relationships-

Moreover she suggests that the persistence of patriarchal artifacts nmay
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hi nder the devel opment of the instrunent 6f consci ousness whi ch nust be”
used to informthe consensus tﬁat naintains the intéegrity of the concept

of popul ar sovereignty. An anmal gamof the theories of Hobbes, Tbcquevillef
and Beauvoi r can hel p social science gain | everage to anal yse several

aspects of these issues.
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