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PART 1

TOCQUEVILLE'S POLITICAL THEORY



CHAPTER 1

Language as a Tool of Political Order

Tocqueville and the Design of Political Order

About a century and a half ago, Alexis de Tocqueville completed his

momentous work on politics and culture in the United States. Although

Tocqueville has been recognized as a major contributor to the literature

of sociology and. folklore, little has been written of Tocquevillefs

political theory. While Tocqueville has been highly acclaimed for his

observations and insights into the existence of the individual in society

and his predictions of the course of democracy, few have considered his

analysis of political institutions, the structure of human organizations

and the reciprocal influence each has on the individual and her* culture.

Yet Tocqueville's analysis of the sociology of North American peoples

follows from a political theory thematically underlying this and others of

his works on the character of individuals in various political cultures.

In the first part of this essay, I will examine this political theory,

the foundation of Tocqueville's exceptional insights and prognostications.

My primary concern in this analysis of Tocqueville's theory will not be the

documentation of Tocquevillefs historical place among libertarian theorists

of the 19th century. Nor will I be focusing on the evolution of Tocqueville's

ideas in the context of the philosophical views of his period. Instead, my

chief concern will be with the body of this theory and its potential uses

for understanding present day political phenomena. Specifically I will be

*To avoid the awkward, but nonsexist construction of pronominal antecedents
of genderless nouns such as human or individual (e.g. s/he, her/his, etc.),
I have chosen to represent the world in pronouns of one gender. For the
sake of convenience, the feminine will represent the universal and generic
in this essay.
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concerned with what Tocqueville has to say about designing rule ordered

relationships between people; I will discuss Tocqueville's ideas about the

prerequisites, means and methods of designing political order.

Thus my focus in Part I will be on Tocqueville's methodology, theoret-

ical derivations of hypotheses and empirical explorations of these ideas.

I will consider the major variables of concern to Tocqueville in analyzing

political relationships, the assumptions about the character of these

variables he postulates and the hypothesized relationships of cause and

effect between variables he explores. In some cases Tocqueville is not

explicit in leading the reader through the logical steps to the conclusions

he draws. In such cases, I shall extrapolate from the whole of Tocqueville's

analysis to make connections and extensions of his ideas into a coherent,

more accessible formulation of his theory.

In all Tocqueville's writing, it is the individual and the interaction

of individuals which are being analyzed. He conceptualizes no institutions,

classes of people or other holistic beings which act as anything other than

a collection of individuals. Of central concern in all Tocqueville's

investigations of political events is the manner of interaction between people,

given different conditions which can shape these interactions. Tocqueville

is first concerned with the rules or structure of relationships which

influence the processes of making decisions. He is then interested in the

effects of these decisions on both the individuals involved and the particular

rule structure which defines their relations. Finally his analysis examines

the peculiar methods and particular means a specific rule structure affords

for observing, evaluating and correcting the inevitable errors of fallible

human decision makers. Tocqueville's ideas extend beyond the behavior of

individuals to analyze values, beliefs and consciousness, as well. In both

evaluations of overt behavior and speculations on individual consciousness,



Tocqueville is concerned with the potential for individuals constituting

relationships with each ether to increase the probability of mutually advan-

tageous results.

In analyzing the manner in which individuals may design their relation-

ships with one another, Tocqueville discusses the different effects of various

overall rule strategies or constitutional rules and the workings of specific

tactical rules or operational manifestations of this general strategy. Thus

Tocqueville's comparative analysis of democracy, aristocracy, federalism and

monarchy proceeds at both constitutional and operational levels of analysis.

In the first section of this essay, I will be concerned primarily with

Tocquevillefs theoretical analysis at the constitutional level of human

organization.

I will treat Tocqueville's analysis of the effects of various rule

designs on the behavior and beliefs of individuals in applications to both

governmental and nongovernmental associations of individuals. Such a

discussion of Tocqueville's theory outside the realm of governmental politics

proper is warranted as Tocqueville himself has generalized his theory of

human organizations to what he calls "a science of associations." I will

be concerned not only with interactions between individuals in this section

of the essay, however. Included in this science of associations is a

valuable analysis of what effects may be expected of such interactions on

the character of an individual. It is reasonable to extend Tocqueville's

analysis to consider the constitution of a single individual; Tocqueville

contends that the relationship of personality and external rule structures

profoundly shapes the potential for non-tyrannical relationships among

individuals.

The internal logic of a political theory attributed to Tocqueville or

to anyone else is of limited importance as external reality challenges the

descriptions and prescriptions it provides. Thus it is my purpose in the



second part of this essay to consider the application of Tocqueville's

theory to questions of longstanding political importance. I will apply

Tocqueville's political theory to an analysis of theories, policies and

practices related to fundamental political relationships: those between

the genders of the human species. This policy area represents important

issues in itself, directly and indirectly affecting the formulation and

implementation of other public policies. Moreover, it is exemplary of issues

which Tocqueville suggests influence the structure of political institutions.

For example, the questions related to externalities, tyrannies of majority

and minority, individual rights, community well being, socialization and

consciousness change which are raised by concern for the status, roles and

rights of women and sexual minorities are the questions addressed by

Tocqueville in his consideration of institutional arrangements which could

be designed to deal with such problems. Tocqueville provides an analysis

of institutional, designs with reference to the position of the individual

in community, and a theory of balancing majority interests and minority

rights from which we may extrapolate a critique of policies related to

these issues. Not only can Tocqueville's ideas be used to critique present

ideas concerning this policy area, the structure of feminist movements

over the years which have generated policy demands may themselves be

analyzed. Additionally, a series of augmenting and/or alternative policy

proposals may be presented with the use of Tocqueville's theory of human

associations. My analysis in the second part of this essay will turn to

considerations such as these.

In reviewing such questions, I hope to present a model for using

political theory to understand, analyze and design policies for contemporary

political problems. Means may be proportioned to ends with the use of

theoretical analysis; and, through application, it is possible to test and

evaluate theoretical models.



Language as Artifact

This essay is based on the proposition that political order is an

artifact, not unlike other results of creative design more commonly consid-

ered artifacts. At the basis of these artifacts is a human conception of

what is important, what should be designed and how various designs may lead

to expected, desired results. Values and beliefs are at the foundation

of all artifacts; perceptions of one's experience underlie these values and

beliefs.

Recognizing that perceptions of one's experience are basic to all

artifacts one might design, we must then consider the nature of these

perceptions. Knowing or perceiving an experience is not the same as having

an experience. Even the most observant person must admit that myriad

stimuli go unnoticed or unperceived in even the most momentary of environ-

ments; such can be the case even if the unnoticed stimuli do effect the

unperceiving person. In order to know or to perceive, one must recognize

the experience, conceptualize it and in some way symbolize the experience

to oneself.

This conceptualization of the experience is not the same as the

experience itself. As I discuss in more detail in Chapter 3, these conceptu-

alizations or systems of symbols are the only form of reality which

individuals can present to each other as the basis of ideas on how to form

their relationships. These symbols are at the basis of all artifacts. In

addition to these symbols, at the basis of what we articulate to each other

are the meanings we attach to them. Again "meaning" and "symbol" are not

synonyms and, as multiple meanings may be attached to a single symbol, it

is important to understand this. The primary step in creating political order

is agreeing on the meaning given to symbols. Without this common view, it



is hard to imagine the creation of any further relationships among people.

One such system of symbols is language. Rich in the poem "Origins

and History of Consciousness" discusses the importance of the articulation

of experience as the basis for commonality with other people as "The drive

to connect, The dream of a common language." Rich explains that one can

have an experience, but cannot call this life until she can bring it to

consciousness and articulate it. (Rich 1978:7).

The problems of creating a common language from the idiosyncratic

experiences of each member of the community is, as Tocqueville understood

it, a primeval political problem. Situating the authority to decide the

symbols and meanings of the individual's articulation of experience to the

rest of the community is the most fundamental of political decisions and,

in many respects, determines the manner of further machinations of the

political order.

Language, taken as a unified presentation of symbols, is the medium

through which an individual clarifies experience for herself and portrays

her experience to others. Tocqueville shows that the structure of conscious-

ness cannot be understood independently from the structure of symbol systems,

i.e. language. The structure of both consciousness and language are inti-

mately connected with the structure of political order, as well. Language

is the first ordering principle of social interaction. As I will show

throughout this essay, democratic political order is based on some consensus

about norms and values concerning human experiences. One of Tocqueville's

primary concerns in his analysis of political order was the means for coming

to some consensus or reaching a common understanding of shared beliefs. A

corrolary concern of Tocqueville's ideas about democratic political order

was the means for informing these beliefs by reasoned reflection on experience

Since human beings may be imperfect in their specification of beliefs,

Tocqueville argued that it was important for democratic political orders to



maintain a dynamic consensus which could be amended by the challenges new

experience might bring to old beliefs. Language is the tool through which

common understanding is reached and by which this consensus may be informed

by new information.

The use of common language itself represents a consensus on beliefs

among individuals which takes place at a fundamental level of human inter-

action. As will become clear in Chapter 3 of this essay, the meanings given

to events (that to which action in a social context is oriented) are not

individualistic meanings. Instead these meanings may be thought of as being

derived from interactions between individuals who are subjects of an inter-

generational dialogue focused on the design of myriad relationships. Meanings,

though they are learned by individuals, are defined through acts of commun-

ication; they are also accepted as inherited values, institutional roles,

social norms and so on. Meanings may be critiqued by individuals who may

reflect on and evaluate them under better or worse conditions of a social

matrix of meanings which form rules for such a critique to follow.

Tocqueville's analysis was greatly concerned with the conditions under

which such critiques could be made. Tocqueville found that this matrix of

inherited meanings and the context for evaluating them would almost certain-

ly contain ideas accepted on faith, i.e. dogma. The means for creating a

context in which dogma could be critiqued on nondogmatic terms, the means for

creating a nondogmatic process of learning is central to the development of

Tocqueville's analysis of democratic political order.

Democratic political order, as later chapters of this essay show,

depends on the development of critical insight through learning. Learning in

this context means the progress of the individual toward a state of autonomous

reflection and reasoning by which the constraints of dogma which is unfounded

in experience may be dissolved. Tocqueville shows that the ideals of autonomy
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and responsibility which democratic designs needed to be effective were depend-

ent on the possibility of developing common beliefs (also necessary to political

designs) through ideas gained in dialogue from each individual's critical anal-

ysis of her experience,

Tocqueville believed that critical reflection is possible through the

use of language. Tocqueville found that there is almost no alternative to

dialogue as a medium for clarifying and evaluating opposing claims to beliefs.

A political order cannot be constructed from solitary private consciousnesses.

As this essay will show there are several ways to unify private consciousnesses

to form a basis for social interactions. But not all of these methods of

unification make it likely for individuals to develop the autonomous critical

faculty which Tocqueville shows democratic political orders to demand. The

use of language is a precondition for political orders. The ability to main-

tain dialogues is a precondition to democratic political orders.

Tocqueville analyses many institutional designs which he found could

aid in producing dialogues which could lead to mutual understanding as the

basis for mutually beneficial interactions. I present this analysis in

Chapters 4 and 5. Fundamental differences in beliefs could terminate both

mutual understanding and mutual aid. Without the unity of common under-

standing it would be impossible to undertake the most fundamental act of ,.

mutual aid, forming the political order. However, if individuals could use

tests of experience, critical insight and reason to evaluate their beliefs

and maintain dialogue, it could be possible to maintain the consensual

basis of common understanding and inform that consensus with new experience

and new insight. Through the tool language, consensus could be maintained

through reasoned discussion instead of merely by force. Conflict is welcomed

in this context as both a sign that beliefs may need critical evaluation

and as a means to liberate individual consciousness and the matrix of

consensus through critical dialogue.



For the consensus of beliefs which is the basis of democratic political

orders to rest on reason rather than mere force, conditions must be such

that individuals can freely enter into critical discussions. For the dis-

cussion to be truly critical, individuals must be able to question, evaluate

and modify the conceptual framework in which the discussion takes place.

They must be able to analyse critically not only the question at hand, but the

methods for pursuing an answer to that question, the root assumptions on

which such methods depend, all that is the basis of the conversation. They

must be able to pursue an increasingly radical or root-oriented conversation

through deeper and deeper stages of reflection and evaluation. The presence

of such conditions which make the radical conversation possible implies

that such a discussion can be free of distorting influences. Influences

which distort meanings, language and, therefore, conversations include open

domination, conscious bad-faith behavior or dishonesty or more subtle

self deception.

Because of the importance of distorting aspects of even subtle forms

of self deception, the political theorist must be concerned with institutional

designs which lead to a greater or lesser likelihood of neurotic rather than

radical acts of communication. In Chapters 6 through 8 I will be especially

interested in analysing the institutionalization of metaphores and beliefs

which provide an environment of distortion. I will use Tocquevillefs

ideas about the means to emancipate communication from this environment

and thereby move the dialogue necessary to rational consensus along the

necessary path of self reflection and emancipation from distortion.

Tocqueville specified many of the institutional arrangements which

he showed could mitigate distortions in communication. The idea of rational

consensus through distortion free dialogue is of obvious significance to
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democratic theory. The critical insight, autonomous thinking and responsi-

bility of participation in dialogues in order to clarify and evaluate differ-

ent claims to belief are all essential to the democratic political order.

Unsuprisingly the place of language in political order and in the means of

creating a faculty of critical insight are among the early topics of

Tocqueville's discourses.

Language in Tocqueville's Theory

The common articulation of experience for incipient political groups

is not the only issue concerning language which confronts this essay.

Language as a tool in political analysis surfaces as a concern of both

Tocqueville and Tocqueville-scholars as this essay will show. The

problem of common language is especially acute when the scientist or

analyst attempts to describe a phenomenon which has not before been

described. Bacon expresses the problem of language which confronts all

scientists and which Tocqueville's descriptions also encounter when he

explains that "men believe that their reason governs words; but it is

also true that words react on understanding; and this it is that has

rendered philosophy and the sciences sophistical and inactive" (Bacon

1960:56). Bacon finds that definitions of words often reflect an im-

precise understanding of phenomena. Usually,Bacon says,words are applied

in a way that reflects gross perception and common imprecision in ob-

servation. "And whenever an understanding of greater acuteness or a

more diligent observation would alter lines to suit the true division

of nature, words stand in the way and resist the change" (Bacon 1960:56).

Such issues have been raised because of Tocqueville's adaptation of

familiar words for technical terms in his political analysis. Mantz in

•
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particular discusses Tocqueville!s adaptation of words to new needs.

Since Tocqueville was describing phenomena which had not before been

encountered by political analysts, it was necessary to expand old concepts

and explore with some flexibility the possibility of new meanings for

words, Mantz points out (Mantz 1917:97-98). Not all critics of Tocqueville's

writing find the potential for new meanings in words as exciting and desirous

as Mantz does, however. Drescher criticises Tocqueville for never defining

his two fundamental concepts, democracy and liberty. Part of what

Drescher attempts to show in his critique of Tocqueville is the unresolved

and conflicting ideas of key concepts in Tocqueville's thought (Drescher

1968b:20-21). In one critique of Tocqueville, Drescher leaves the word

democratic untranslated to emphasize the multiple meanings he believes

Tocqueville gave to it and what he believes was Tocqueville's desire

to keep the meaning of the term comprehensive (Drescher 1968b:202).

Zeitlin believes that Tocqueville's definition of democracy is

ambiguous and reflects his fundamental ambivalence about democracy

(Zeitlin 1971:23-24). Zetterbaum believes that Tocqueville did not equate

"democracy" with a specific institutional structure. Instead Zetterbaum

says Tocqueville took the main tenent of the concept of democracy, equality

of condition, and discusses all other concepts in terms of this idea.

Zetterbaum believes that Tocqueville's normative purpose in writing

Democracy in America was to show how equality and liberty could be

balanced. By avoiding a definition of democracy which would be synonomous

with any particular institutional form and would not restrict the range

of its meaning to the political arena, Tocqueville could look at the results

of several institutional arrangements in several spheres of human activity

(Zetterbaum 1967:53-57). Tocqueville's use of words does make it easier
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to view democracy as a concept unassociated with particular political

regimes and as beyond the meaning of the political, narrowly defined.

Tocqueville's analysis of institutions does compare the expected effects

of various forms of relationships with respect to specific values or

criteria such as equality, liberty or citizen virtue.

Lively also understands Tocqueville' s definitions to be vague,

but perhaps understandably so. Lively explains that Tocqueville uses

"democracy" sometimes in what Lively calls the "political sense", sometimes

to describe the "masses" as opposed to aristocracy, and most often in a

social context to describe both theoretical models of society or actual

societies with the primary characteristic of equality of condition.

Ambiguities exist, Lively shows, in Tocqueville' s view of equality of

condition,as well. Lively believes that the term equality of condition is

applied to political equality, civil equality, equality before the law,

equality of income and equal opportunity (Lively 1962:49-50). In my

discussion of Tocqueville's ideas, I show how Tocqueville distinguishes

between these types of equality and his evaluation of the effects of

each.

Among the other important examples of definitions which have troubled

Tocqueville scholars are those to be found in Tocqueville's discussions

of centralization and decentralization. Foggi, among others, comments on

the problems with Tocqueville's language in describing centralization

(Poggi 1972:32-33). Again the problem in Tocqueville's writing appears

to result from applying commonly understood words to technical descriptions

of new phenomena. "Centralization" and "decentralization", which have a

specific meaning in the context of French government and administration,

are used to describe the theoretical and applied versions of federalism in
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the United States. Centralization is used to describe the phenomena of

urbanization and industrialization, as well as the consolidation of all

decision making power at the center of government. Tocqueville made numerous

attempts to clarify nomenclature and the confusion does not seem to be

insurmountable. I clarify these different ideas in Chapter 3 of this essay.

Definitions: Dogmatic, Disordered or Dynamic

Unfortunately, as Bacon points out in outlining the importance of

exacting language in scientific advancement, definitions do not cure all the

problems of inconsistencies in understanding. Definitions are, of course,

created from words which themselves have mutable meanings. Bacon suggests

that only in constant, concrete applications can meanings become well known

and their usage consistant. Yet what of errors in these hobgoblins? Bacon

considers two classes of mistakes which the use of language (or, more broadly,

any symbol system) for expressing theory brings.

Bacon believes that there are two kinds of impediments words raise

to understanding. "They are either names of things which do not exist (for

as there are things left unnamed through lack of observation, so likewise

are there names which result from fantastic suppositions and to which

nothing in reality corresponds), or they are names of things which exist,

but yet confused and ill defined, and hastily and irregularly derived

from realities" (Bacon 196O:57). Bacon gives examples such as Fortune,

The Prime Mover and Planetary Orbit, for the first kind of obstacle

presented by words. He explains that this class of problem is most easily

expelled because expulsion requires only that all theories steadily

reject such imprecise or erroneous names and dismiss them as obsolete.

However Bacon writes, "the other class, which springs out of a faulty



and unskillful abstraction, is intricate, and deeply rooted" (Bacon

1960:57).

The clarification of definitions and systematic classification of

phenomenon are of the most basic business of science. The phenomena with

which Tocqueville worked are among the most susceptable to faulty definitions,

according to Bacon. Tocqueville' s propensity to speak broadly about concepts

such as equality, democracy, liberty and centralization does not seem so

incorrect a thing to do, considering these circumstances. Rich suggests,

for example, that an overwhelming desire for certainty and predictability

often results in over-simplification and partial awareness passed off as

"clarity" at the expense of honesty in observation. As I will consider more

completely in Chapter 6 of this essay, both Rich and Daly are concerned with

the inadequacy of current meanings and symbols in political analysis. Both

Tocqueville and Rich attribute to similar causes in relationship designs the

problem of taking as adequate and universal meanings which are not in fact

commonly experienced. Rich, for example, says in her essay on lying, "Much

of what is narrowly termed 'politics' seems to rest on a longing for certainty

even at the cost of honesty, for an analysis which once given, need not be

reexamined. Such is the deadendedness—for women—of Marxism in our time"

(Rich 1979:193).

Tocqueville explains that individuals may very well protect an inadequate

description, view or understanding of reality in order to create certainty

for themselves. This is not to say that abstraction of concepts from the

whole of a phenomenon or modeling of reality is an improper approach to

scientific investigations. All symbol systems are abstractions. The

problems occur when these artifacts of human consciousness are taken as facts,

when these artifacts systematically deny the reality of experience and

when the authority for controlling the common agreement on these artifacts

tyrannically destroys dissention and deviation from this artificial, communal
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symbolization of diverse, individual realities. Tocqueville's complex reason-

ing for this propensity to this type of dishonesty, presented in Chapter 3 of

this essay, is used for understanding all sorts of relationships, both of -

"political" and "personal" orderings.

Language and Descriptions of Cause

An additional concern with language which this essay presents is the

problem with the language of theory which tries to articulate cause/effect

relationships. It can be argued that because human relationships are artifacts

and not facts of nature, inquires into cause and effect for understanding

artifacts must be considered differently from those which aim toward an

understanding of facts.

It is not so simple to divide the world of analysis into inquires on

the nature of social science as opposed to "hard science," as the history of

medical science, for example, shows. Nor even is physical science immune to

the problems of separating causes and effects when the inquiry seems to be

into facts, not artifacts. Galileo was among early theorists who took the

position that causal inquiries which hoped to result in total predictability

might well be abandoned in physics. Galileo's introduction to Discourses on

Bodies of Water tries to clarify the problems with using language of causation

to describe phenomena.

Galileo's idea is that it is much too easy to attribute cause to a single

part of a system, enshrining an inadequate description of a phenomenon as

the truth. The example which the Galileo scholar, Stillman Drake, uses is

that Galileo, unlike earlier physicists who saw force as a cause of motion,

regarded force as an effect of motion. Galileo introduced a word momento

to mean both "static moment" and "momentum." "Moment, among mechanics, signi-

fies that force (virtu), that power (forza), that efficacy with which the mover
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moves and the moved body resists" (Galileo, introduction by Drake

Galileo's idea, while possibly confusing at first consideration, merely

represents the numerous roles a concept might play in real situations. In

his introduction to Principles of Mechanics. Heinrich Hertz aptly explains

the problem of seeing cause and effect more rigidly.

We form for ourselves images or symbols of external objects, and
the form which we give them is such that the necessary consequents
of the images in thought, are always the images of the necessary
consequents in the nature of the things pictured. In order that
the requirement may be satisfied, there must be a certain
conformity between nature and thought. Experience teaches us
that the requirement can be satisfied, and hence that such a
conformity does exist (Hertz, as quoted in Drake 1974:xxix).

The point is to define symbols which are both clear and delimiting

meanings, yet be sufficiently malleable in creating models of probable cause.

Definitions must evolve with invention and more importantly, allow invention.

As will become clear in the following pages, Tocqueville speaks in terms of

likelihoods and probabilities and considers the multiple facets of a single

concept. It is quite true that several of these concepts are in need of

further clarification, and that, in part, is a goal of this essay.

Language and Cause in Understanding Political Artifacts

An additional problem arises from the use of language in the description

of cause. Consider that if an artifact is designed with a specific purpose

in mind, the designer and user cf the artifact must have a mutual under-

standing of the artifact. Only if both interpret the meaning and use of the

artifact at least similarly can the purpose of the design possibly be

realized. If the purpose can be obtained without design,of what function is

the design? If the designer had no ideas of cause and effect on what basis

could one say anything had been designed? In the language of design the basis
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of design might be called "function". But function as such both reflects and

is an interpretation of cause and effect. A designer creats an artifact in

the hopes that that artifact will have a desired effect. If such an effect

is to have the possibility of occuring, the user and the designer must have

some common view of this cause/effect relationship. Simply put, designer and

user must have some common view of what the artifact is and what it is supposed

to do.

Examples of designs which do not communicate their function and users

who lack the conceptual understanding of a design's uses are abundant. Con-

sider the dishwasher which was not designed for random loading but is used as

if it were, the sidewalk which encompasses the trodden path and the graphic

of an outhouse on Indiana highway signs used as a universal symbol of restroom

facilities. Now it may be that designer and user do not agree on cause and

effect, but this is a different problem if they deviate from some understand-

ing of the designer's intent.

Importantly the common understanding of designer and. user depends on

communication in some system of symbols, i.e. language. I have shown that

language is itself an artifact. I will now suggest that language is itself

a cause. Language as an articulation of use influences use. The articulation

of function or use actually takes precedence over more fundamental ideas or

use. It is the articulation of design to user which becomes important from

this viewpoint.

If language is a cause then some causes are actually conceptual artifacts

As such they are mutable. The mutual urderstanding shared by designer and

user can erode through disuse or misuse of the design. As the meaning of

artifacts change and users relate to artifacts differently, these artifacts

can cause different results from what their design intended.
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If we leave the dishwasher, the sidewalk and the highway and focus

on political artifacts, it is reasonable to suggest that political artifacts

are only stable so long as the variables of original meaning and common

understanding are stable. Tocqueville considers this problem of analyzing

political artifacts when he discusses the mutability of laws. Laws change

simply through a changed relationship of user to the law. An analysis of

the role of language thus shows there are added difficulties which the

science of politics faces in considering cause when addressing artifacts,

a large part of whose existance and meaning depend on the conceptual facilities

of their users.

Interpreting Another's Language

Finally there is a problem with language as a basic tool of science

which any researcher encounters, that of interpreting the meaning of

another—in this case a man from another culture who wrote more than a

century ago. I have used the Reeves translation of Tocqueville's work

Democracy in America, a translation to English which Tocqueville himself

approved, as well as referring to the original in the Oeuvres Completes,

edited by J.P. Mayer and the Beaumont edition. In the cases of Ancien

Regime and Souvenirs. I have used the translations by Mayer as well as

referring to the Oeuvres Completes. Mayer and Beaumont editions. In cases

where context and meaning of Tocqueville's thought are either in dispute

or seem debatable, I have referred to the interpretation of other Tocqueville

scholars, as well. I have, in general, taken the philosophical position

which Johnson expresses so well in his Treatise on Language.

As, however, the following sheets are the painful elaboration
of many years, where my language or positions shall, in a casual
perusal, seem absurd (and such cases may be frequent), I
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request the reader to seek some more credible interpretation.
The best which he can conceive should be assumed to be my intention,
as on an escutcheon, when a figure resembles both an eagle and a
blizzard, heraldry decides that the bird which is most credible
to the bearer shall be the one intended by the blazon (Johnson
1974:28).

As any system of symbols and attempts at interpretation are both prone

to problems, the best one can do as Bacon puts it, is to collect enough of

the right information to have the least faulty and most error correcting system

of interpretation and naming one can. It is then also important to consider

the intellectual and political climate of Tocqueville's work and the

intellectual roots of Tocqueville's analysis. Tocqueville compares his

ideas himself with views which Descarte presents, for example. Additionally

we have Tocqueville's letters to Beaumont and Nassau Senior in which he

describes the evolution of his ideas. The work of Edward T. Gargan describes

the effects of political events on Tocqueville's theory and political action

in the Chamber of Deputies. I have used all these ideas to inform my

interpretation of Tocqueville's views. We do not expect quantum leaps in

theory and as Kaufman suggests, what is important in considering the meaning

of ideas and symbols of another is the small change which may yet be very

radical in its effects and applications.

. . . the crucial point that should never be forgotten in the
history of ideas . . . : one may have been influenced profoundly
by others and yet be strikingly original and even revolutionary.
What makes the study of history fascinating is among other things
the perception of discontinuity in the context of continuity. The
historically ignorant believe in absolute novelty; those with a
smattering of history are apt to believe in no novelty at all;
they are blinded by the discovery of similarities. Beyond that,
however, lies the discovery of small but sometimes crucial
differences (Kaufman 1961:183-184).

It is to these continuities and discontinuities in meaning and the crucial

differences in understanding and interpretation of events which are peculiar

to Tocqueville that I now turn.



CHAPTER 2

THE INDIVIDUAL: ARTISAN AND SUBSTANCE OF THE POLITICAL ARTIFACT

Consider the possibility that people can design their relationships

with one another. By design I mean that one might consciously enter into

covenants with another where each partakes of a common understanding of

what constitutes the relationship. Imagine that the rights, responsibili-

ties and roles of relationships might be explicitly composed, comprehended

and contracted by all parties of a designed agreement. However flexible

such a relationship might be, both the content at any point in time and the

process for changing that content could be designed and endorsed by those

who will bear its consequences.

The various designs which might define a relationship are numerous,

let the delimitation of any rights and responsibilities is qualified by

the conditions of the individuals involved and the environment in which

they find themselves. Neither persons nor environments are fixed determi-

nately, however. The rules comprising political orders are not generated

spontaneously from nature. Bather, political orders are artifacts, the

design of human artificers. Not only are people the designers of their

political relationships, they are the essential building materials of these

artifacts, as well. As the political orders they design are mutable, so,

too, are the artisans and material of these artifacts, the individual.

Reflect on the possibility that individuals are not inherently de-

ficient in their abilities to perceive choices. Imagine that people make

choices on the basis of criteria which they believe have some connection

to values they hold. Consider further that individuals are capable of

1. Lively also views Tocqueville's work as a study of the artifactual
(Lively 1962:23-25).

-20-
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learning and correcting errors in judgement, if information about their

errors is avail able to them. Implicit in these notions is the rejection

of assumptions of either predetermined historical cause or random behavior
2

in human activity. From such a view point we may not label human incompeten-

cies as inevitably persistent. We may not see personality deficiencies as

2. One of the important issues in criticism of Tocqueville' s work is
Tocqueville' s view of causality in history. What has been called
Tocqueville's "inevitability thesis" (i.e. that democracy was the inevitable
outcome of the march of historical process) has been the subject of great
controversy. Zetterbaum, for example, considers Tocqueville to be a sort
of developmentalist, believing all societies will develop toward democracy
(Zetterbaum 1967:vii). However Zetterbaum does not believe this is the
central concern of the inevitability thesis. He believes the inevitability
thesis is a "social myth" which Tocqueville uses to have people accept
democracy more readily and also to preclude any necessity on Tocqueville's
part of chosing between aristocracy and democracy (Zetterbaum 1967:1-17).
Zetterbaum believes that Tocqueville is ambiguous as to which system is
superior: aristocracy or democracy. Moreover Tocqueville is purposely
ambiguous. Zetterbaum says that Tocqueville's refusal to judge between
democracy and aristocracy appears to be an act of deference to history.
Once history has judged and shown democracy to be inevitable, Tocqueville
needs only to "promote the alternatives compatible with the victorious social
condition (that is) democratic freedom or ... democratic despotism"
(Zetterbaum 1967:3). By calling democracy inevitable Tocqueville could
remain ambiguous about which system he preferred, it would not matter
(Zetterbaum 1967:5-11). However, Zetterbaum finds what he calls Tocqueville's
"public advocacy of a thesis implying that all men have been blind instru-
ments in the fulfillment of God's design" cannot coexist with Tocqueville's
equally public abhorance of those "absolute systems which represent all the
events of history as depending upon great first causes linked by the chain
of fatality . . . " (Zetterbaum 1967:11-12 quotes Tocqueville 1959:64
Oeuvres Completes (M) 12:84. The only solution, Zetterbaum believes, is
to decide that Tocqueville did not wish to clear up the ambiguities in his
work because "in Tocqueville's mind the thesis he advanced for public con-
sumption was meant to edify; ... to Tocqueville this thesis, whatever its
truth was good for men to believe in; . . .he believed that mankind, were
they only to take this thesis as fact, would straightaway turn toward im-
proving their lot within the context of democracy rather than dissipating
their energies in a struggle to revive an unjust social system" (Zetterbaum
1967:17)• Zetterbaum further charges that Tocqueville is a hypocrite be-
cause he asks that humanity yield to the unfolding of history, something
he would not prescribe for himself. Zetterbaum continues: "The charge of
hypocrisy cannot be obviated unless it can be shown that he believed the
cause before which he would have men bow was [just and salutory.] . . .
. . . The inevitability thesis is, then, a salutory myth, and propagation
of salutory myths is wholly consistent with other strains of Tocqueville' s
thought, most notably his defense of spiritualistic myths designed to restrain
the unwholsome features of democracy" (Zetterbaum 1967:19)• Zetterbaum
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immutable limitations on reason and understanding, critical self consciousness

and the potential to perceive choices and make decisions. This potential

for learning and designing is what Tocqueville asks us to consider.

concludes that Tocqueville's main interest is in the moral or political
effects of an idea, not in its philosophical merit (Zetterbaum 1967:18).

Gargan sees Tocqueville's attribution of cause to Providence as an
act more pragmatic than sacred. He believes Tocqueville used Providence
to give more force to his observations. Gargan believes that Providence
only meant "the presence in any historical process of that which is constant
and cumulative in impact" (Gargan 1963:335). Gargan shows that a primary
concern of Tocqueville's was to advance some understanding of the future
through knowledge of the past. Gargan shares my position of believing that
Tocqueville was very interested in the unanticipated consequences of
various actions and the possible limits of prognosis (Gargan 1963:338-340).

Solomon sees something very different in Tocqueville's use of the word
"Providential" to describe the course of democracy. Solomon suggests that
Tocqueville believed in a "final meaning" in the progress of history. In
saying this Solomon gives an elevated meaning to the idea of a developmental-
ist political theory (Solomon 1935:457). Solomon also believes that
Tocqueville saw not individual and personal effort but general social
movements as the forces determining the course of history. Solomon calls
this "a philosophy of immanence bound into a sociological structure"
(Solomon 1935:415). However, it is difficult to understand Tocqueville's
characterization of the lot of individuals as one of immanance where indi-
vidual effort is secondary to something called a social movement. Most
of Solomon's other comments are also at odds with this view of Tocqueville.
Solomon elsewhere views Tocqueville as presenting an analysis of the indi-
vidual in a concrete historical context but with a view of the individual
as an actor, not merely as something acted upon (Solomon. 1936:405). One
of Tocqueville's primary objectives is also to show that if institutional
arrangements are correctly designed, that the individual can transcend
immanence in learning a theory of justice and participating in situations
defined by liberty and self interest rightly understood.

Goldstein shares much of this view of Tocqueville's work. She
interprets Tocqueville as meaning there are long range trends in historical
processes but that individuals can control and influence them (Goldstein
1975:122-123). Goldstein does not believe Tocqueville's use of the word
"Providence" should be interpreted as a doctrine of historical inevitability.
Goldstein believes that Tocqueville did not think anything was predestined.
But because of the power of prediction which theory could give, he did
think that some events seemed inevitable, that is, predictable with a high
probability of success (Goldstein 1975:122). Such predictions depended not
only on individual action but on the individuals institutional environment
and the viability of what might be called trends in the view of artifacts
in the individual's environment. However, Goldstein finds that Tocqueville's
view of history reflects both religious and secular meanings of the word
"Providence". Goldstein does then see the influence of Christianity in
Tocqueville' s life as resulting in a tendency to evaluate history for its
spiritual and moral content. Tocqueville does, Goldstein believes,
emphasize the exercise of choice on the part of the individual. Goldstein
summarizes that Tocqueville's use of the term "Providence" retains the
conception of divine guidance and sanction while implying secular evolution



The possibility that fallible human beings are capable of learning

directs us to scrutinize the structure of political relationships and their

effect on human behavior. The structure of a relationship is defined

from the events of history (Goldstein 1975:122-124). Goldstein believes it
is important to understand the "meshing of 'faith', 'truth' and 'utility'
in Tocqueville's mind" (Goldstein 1975:124). Goldstein criticizes the
Zetterbaum interpretation of Providence as salutory myth.

Goldstein says that among other problems with Zetterbaum's view,
Tocqueville uses the word "Providence" in several contexts other than the
discussion of democratization. Thus Zetterbaum's argument does not aid
to understanding what Tocqueville meant by "Providence" (Goldstein 1975:122).
The view taken in this essay is supported by Goldsteins critique of
Zetterbaum. It does not seem likely that Tocqueville would find it unpolitic
to choose between aristocracy and democracy. His work does not show such
sensitivity to public opinion on other issues. It seems more Tocqueville's
purpose, moreover, to discuss the different effects of both democracy and
aristocracy as ideal types and as practical cases for comparative analysis.
Gargan's idea that Tocqueville used the word "Providential" to lend weight
to his analysis of democracy as an important phenomenon and Goldstein's
view that Tocqueville used the word to describe outcomes which he predicted
from theory are both more in line with the position I have taken in inter-
preting Tocqueville.

Mennell and Stone interpret Tocqueville in a similar vein. They
find that Tocqueville did not believe in historical inevitability nor did
he feel that a single event happened and that all other events were linked
to this single cause. Mennell and Stone find that Tocqueville did not
believe that people could deny all responsibility for the course of social
development, and their interpretation is on the whole in agreement with the
view presented here (Mennell and Stone 1980:29). They make a more complex
interpretation of Tocqueville than that offered by other writers. They
show that Tocqueville viewed the problem of historical inevitability as
opposed to free will as an empirical rather than a conceptual problem.
Tocqueville shows the difference between historiography in democratic
society and aristocratic society to be a result of the different institutional
structures which give different amounts of impact to any individual actions.
In democratic societies the individual's influence on history is minimal and
all events seem to be caused by a great impersonal process. In aristo-
cratic societies all events seem to be caused by actions and intentions of
specific people. Thus the difference in interpretations of cause result
from the empirical differences in the structures of the two types of societies
(Mennell and Stone 1980:31). Mennell and Stone further clarify their view
by saying that Tocqueville perceived that the greater the interdependence
among individuals in the society, the more impersonal mutual control seems
to be. The more nearly equal the balance of power between people and groups
in society, the more the course of events is uninfluenced by any one
participant (Mennell and Stone 1980:32). Mayer interprets Tocqueville's
discussion of an "irresistible tendency" toward democracy as simply an
empirical observation (Mayer 196O:xvi). Tocqueville's purpose, Mayer
believes, was to formulate the structures of this social tendency (Mayer 1960:
11-12, 33-34, 118).



primarily by the rules directing the behavior and the evaluation of

behavior by individuals in the relationship. What the rules tell one to

do, how the rules help one to know the results of what has been done and

Lively takes the similar position that Tocqueville's model of democratic
society was not meant to portray an inevitable future, but to show what was
involved in present social conditions (Lively 1962:37). Lively believes
Tocqueville rejected doctrines of historical inevitability because, among other
reasons, they encourage the failure of confidence in the many and inspired
unjustified confidence in the few (Lively 1962:232). Moreover, Lively shows that
Tocqueville believed each historical situation was unique in its complexities
and that any attempt to equate one situation with a similar one would be mis-
leading; one could only talk of probabilities not of inevitable causes or effects
(Lively 1962:233). Lively's view is compatible with the view I have presented as
political orders as artifacts not predestined forms. Lively sees Tocqueville as
presenting general ideas and tendencies not as a complete description of reality,
but as possible guides to action. This presentation of prescriptions and cautions
Lively believes complements Tocqueville's views of the purpose of political
science. Lively shows that Tocqueville's view of history is geared to his view of
the purpose of political science: political science should serve as a guide
to future trends of society and government "but not be erected into a Leviathan
before which petty human wishes and ideals were impotent. Men were play-
wrights as well as players; if the main lines of their destiny were laid down,
they were not freed from or denied moral choices, the choice between good and
bad, just and unjust, freedom and servitude" (Lively 1962:41-42). Tocqueville
drew up a model of democracy not to show what was unavoidable, but to show a
realization of the moral problems involved in the seeking of equality (Lively
1962:66).

Drescher underscores a different theme in Tocqueville. Although
Drescher states that Tocqueville's use of the term "Providential" implies
"sanction by divine plan" (Drescher 1968a:49-5O), he further states that
Tocqueville' s belief in the inevitable victory of political equality was
necessary to form a new community (Drescher 1968a:49-50). In other words,
if some structure other than heirarchy could not be conceived, there would
be no new set of relationships between individuals, no new community.

It is of course also helpful to look at Tocqueville's own writings
on the providential evolution of democracy. In Journeys to England and
Ireland. Tocqueville makes several statements about the trend toward
equality. For example in discussing the differences between British and
French ability to organize warring forces Tocqueville says: "Never was
there better proof that no blind force directs this world, but incapacity
or wisdom." (Tocqueville 1958:34; Oeuvres Completes (M 8(1):64). When
Tocqueville says there is an "irresistable march" toward democracy in
England he explains that daily the middle and working class becomes more
enlightened in the possibility of their participation in government
(Tocqueville 1958:67-68; Oeuvres Conroietes (M) 5(2):36-38, (B) 8:327-329).
And when he contrasts the demise of the aristocracy in France with aristocracy's
demise in England he explains that the French aristocracy will fall, swiftly
by violent means because it is a well defined, exclusive group and is easy
to hate. The English aristocracy he believed was more open, less defined as
a caste, less tangible and, therefore, less easy to hate. He argues that the
intangibility of English aristocracy compared with the same class in
France is demonstrated by the case that gentilhomme only means a person
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how the rules give meaning to these results are all aspects of the effect

of structures on an individual's activities. Various sets of such rules

or relationship structures may be characterized and compared. For example,

of a particular class in France while in England to act like a gentleman
means less to act like someone of a particular class than to act courteously
or with manners accessible to all of any class (Tocqueville 1958:67;
Oeuvres Completes (M) 5(2):36-37, (B) 8:327-328). Tocqueville concludes
that the English aristocracy will inevitably fall, but more slowly and
less violently than in France, because of the points on which they differ.
Importantly Tocqueville analyzes several variables in reaching this
conclusion and does not attribute cause to the march of time, history or
any other reified being, but simply to individuals (Tocqueville 1958:66-695
Oeuvres Completes (M) 5(2):37-41, (B) 8:328-336).

The statement of Tocqueville's which is usually quoted on the subject
of historical inevitability concerns his idea that each person is free to
choose her path among a set of choices which are circumscribed by what is
possible at any decision making point, by the moment "Providence has not
created mankind entirely independent or entirely free. It is true that
around every man a fatal circle is traced beyond which he cannot pass:
but within the wide verge of that circle he is powerful and free; as it is
with man so with communities . . . (Tocqueville 1945 2:132; Oeuvres Completes
(M) 1(2):339, (B) 3:546). Although some have interpreted Tocqueville here
as espousing a view of historical inevitability, careful reading of this
quotation in the context of the whole body of Tocqueville' s thought suggests
that Tocqueville is more than likely underscoring the limitations of human
consciousness at any moment in which a decision must be made. Certainly
Tocqueville does not excuse individuals from the responsibilities of choice
nor deny them its exercise. "Historians who live in democratic ages, then,
not only deny that few have any power of acting upon the destiny of a
people, but deprive the people themselves of the power of modifying their
own condition, and they subject them either to an inflexible Providence or
to some blind necessity. . . . They take a nation arrived at a certain
stage of its history and affirm that it could not but follow the track that
brought it thither. It is easier to make such an assertion than to show
how the nation might have adopted a better course" (Tocqueville 1945 2:92-93;
Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):91-92, (b) 3:143-144). "... I am aware that
many of my contemporaries maintain that nations are never their own masters
here below, and that they necessarily obey some insurmountable and un-
intelligent power, arising from anterior events, from their race or from the
soil and climate of their country. Such principles are false and cowardly;
such principles can never produce aught but feeble men and pusillanimous
nations" (Tocqueville 1945 2:352; Ouevres Completes (M) 1(2):339,
(B) 3:546). Tocqueville distinguishes himself from writers such as Hobbes
who see a long causal chain of effects resulting from the laws of nature
and a first cause. Tocqueville's analysis taken as a whole set of ideas
seems most to suggest complexity, uncertainty and multiple effects which can
not easily be correlated with a simple cause. His prescription for uncer-
tainty in human relationships was to clarify causality and think in terms
of probabilities by designing institutions of participation and learning.
With such institutional arrangements single points of decision making (which
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rules may be characterized by their degree of explicitness, their scope

within the relationship and the boundaries they establish between the

different relationships one individual may have. From such rules as may

be observed in relationships we may derive rights, authority, powers or

capabilities and roles which further characterize the structure of

relationships.

The structure of relationships will be shown in this essay to be a

major determinant of an individual's behavior in relationships of various

kinds. The relationship of political structure to learning, for example,

could be fallible if we think in terms of causality) become less important
than the results of a series of correctable decisions (which gain information
about probabilities). Tocqueville is not saying that the unenlightened
self interested person's action does not set in motion bad effects and
that all effects are redeemable. Tocqueville's point is that it might
be difficult to unravel the cause and since this is critical for learning
and more enlightened participation, it is a vain philosophy that cannot
design such institutional arrangements which aid in understanding probable
causes and effects and means to remedy.

Further in the section of Tocqueville's Recollections which Zetterbaum
quotes is a fair representation of Tocqueville's ideas on how the social
scientist might think of causation. He says: "I believe that many important
historical facts can only be explained by accidental circumstances, and that
many others remain totally inexplicable. Moreover, chance, or rather that
tangle of secondary causes which we call chance, for want of the knowledge
how to unravel it, plays a great part of all that happens on the world's
stage; although I firmly believe that chance does nothing that has not
been prepared beforehand. Antecedent facts, the nature of institutions,
the cast of minds and the state of morals are the materials of which are
composed those impromptus which astonish us" (Tocqueville 1954:64; Oeuvres
Completes (M) 12 :84). Tocqueville asks us in these sentences not to
attribute to fate what is ignorance's due.

3. Several critics of Tocqueville have considered portions of his analysis
of the structure of political organizations. Mayer found Tocqueville's
presentation of the structural features of democratic political order to
be Tocqueville's primary contribution to theory and among the most enduring
portions of his analysis (Mayer 1940:29). Poggi on the other hand finds
much of Tocqueville's analysis of political structure to be restricted to
a few socio-political systems (Poggi 1972:6-7). Poggi believes that
Tocqueville's method relies too much on creating typologies. He believes
Tocqueville ignores what he wants and designs his model so that internal
consistency is emphasized at the expense of honesty and the stability of the
democratic or aristocratic models is exaggerated. Poggi believes for example
that Tocqueville ignores the differences between the aristocracies of
England and France (Poggi 1972:10).
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is pivotal to Tocqueville's political theory. As the creator and substance

of the political order is considered fallible by Tocqueville, the potential

for learning and the viability of change are significant factors in the

Lively finds some of Tocqueville's recommendations for policy to be
inadequate for modern conditions. Lively cites Tocqueville's disregard of
industrialization as an example of such a failure. However, Lively takes
a position in harmony with this ess-ay, believing that much can be extrapolated
from what Tocqueville did discuss and applied to new situations. Lively
finds that Tocqueville's strength lies in his sensitivity to the different
potentialities open in any social situation (Lively 1962:251-253)• Lively
believes that Tocqueville's method for understanding the effect of
structural designs on behavior is closer to a conceptual analysis than an
empirical observation. Unlike Poggi, Lively believes that Tocqueville's
concern in constructing his model was not simply with drawing comprehensive
and coherent empirical observations about American democracy. Tocqueville's
methods, Lively says, demand insight into social events "combined with
conceptual imagination and instinct for seeing and comprehending the
implications of 'the root assumptions of a society' and the ability to
understand the meaning of these assumptions." For Tocqueville, Lively
continues, there was "an intimate connection between ideas as 'philosophic
methods' and 'social facts'" (Lively 1962:235-239). Thus not only were
obvious structural aspects of a society such as laws important; mores,
customs and culture were possibly even more important. Lively further points
out that this kind of conceptualization and more general understanding is
the proper basis and means for making predictions, or as Tocqueville
might prefer, estimations of probabilities regarding both future choices
and results (Lively 1962:236).

Brogan fails to appreciate this observation of Lively's when he calls
Tocqueville's analysis "boringly fanciful" in his discussions of religion
and anything other than what Brogan calls the "simple facts" (Brogan 1973:50).

Drescher sees little merit in Tocqueville's methodology. Drescher
believes that Tocqueville provides only shorthand summeries of social
structure and sociological types, not a systematic description of the causes
of social events (Drescher 1968:23-25). It is part of the purpose of this
essay to elaborate a systematic theory of social events from Tocqueville's
theory.

Solomon calls Tocqueville's analysis of individuals and their inter-
actions with the artifacts they create "concrete sociology". Solomon believes
Tocqueville's discussion is a unique discussion of historical and sociological
consciousness (Solomon 1935:406). Solomon considers four characteristics
of Tocqueville's concrete interpretation of human behavior . First,
Solomon points out that Tocqueville believes that personal and social
existence are inseparable. Secondly, he says that Tocqueville believes
that relationships and interactions should be understood in an analysis of
various levels of human existence. Third he finds that Tocqueville defines
what Solomon calls "the actuality of the human being" as a process of
self realization. And last Solomon finds Tocqueville is interested in
consciousness as a range of human potentialities developed through the
interaction of human relationships and social institutions (Solomon 1936:401-402).

Stone and Mennell also believe that Tocqueville had a major influence
on political theory by linking individual behavior to social structure
(Mennell and Stone 1980:29,37).
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design of political orders.

As learning and behavior also effect the structure of relationships,

an analysis may not be done on structure alone. The interaction of the

artifact in question, the political order, with its artificer, the

individual, becomes the focus of analysis. To discuss Tocqueville's analysis

of this interaction, a discussion of his view of people is first in order.

Tocqueville's View of the Individual

People have an enormous capacity for analytical behavior by
4

Tocqueville's observation. An analytical person is one capable of attributing

some effects to their possible causes, acting according to these beliefs,

associating means to preferred ends, evaluating these actions, recognizing

errors and integrating ideas of necessary change. Only capabilities are

assumed; nothing is being said about what a person will do or how "correct"

a person will be. Tocqueville's version of the analytical decision maker can

be divided into three interdependent assumptions about individuals' propen-

sities and capabilities. First Tocqueville assumes people act in a self

interested manner. Secondly, he assumes they recognize their preference for

the occurance of various events. And third, he considers people to be

capable of learning.

Self Interest

The image of the self interested individual may appear to vary from

4. Zeitlin believs that Tocqueville's model of democracy and the individuals
In democratic collectives is based on middle-class values. Zeitlin sees the
whole of Tocqueville' a analysis as one of the social psychology or "super-
structure" of middle-class society (Zeitlin 1968:30-31). Zeitlin believes
that Tocqueville exaggerated the equality of the Jacksonian era of American
democracy and failed to see the structural trend away from equality (Zeitlin
1968:58). It can be argued that Tocqueville•s theory predicts such a trend
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perspectives which consider the mature person as a creature capable of

benevolent, other-directed behavior. Self interest does not necessarily

imply selfish behavior, however, nor is altruism precluded.

Tocqueville defines self interested behavior as the maneuvers individuals

undertake to secure their well being (Tocqueville 1945 2:129-132; Oeuvres

Completes (M) 1(2):127-130, (B) 3:198-203). Well being pertains to much

more than an individual's material interests. As I will demonstrate later

in this essay, Tocqueville's view of self interest includes spiritual

manifestations of well being and refers to analyses of individual consciousness,

as well as behavior (Tocqueville 1945 2:134; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):132,

(B) 3:205-206). Most fundamentally, self interest is taken by Tocqueville

to represent self preservation, both of the body and of a spiritual or

moral self.

toward the monopoly of wealth even in an atmosphere of equality in servitude.

5. The role of amoral code in operationalizing Self Interest Rightly
Understood has been debated in most discussions of Tocqueville's views.
Most commentaries on Tocqueville present an interpretation of his conception
of Self Interest Rightly Understood similar to the one presented in this
essay. Some writers do disagree, however, on the role of the moral or
spiritual portion of enlightened self interest. Zetterbaum, for example,
defines self interest primarily in the context of economics. Zetterbaum
suggests that Tocqueville is appealing to the most immediate, tangible,
material signs of well being when he speaks of a person's self interest.
It is primarily in terms of material well-being that Zetterbaum says
Tocqueville hopes to develop public spiritedness. However, Zetterbaum
continues, Tocqueville found this definition of self interest deficient and
sought to remedy the deficiencies by tacking on religion and enlightened
self interest for spiritual salvation as an embellishment to the doctrine
of Self Interest Rightly Understood (Zetterbaum 1967:103-111). Poggi
likewise describes Tocqueville's enlightened self-interest as a doctrine
which focuses primarily on "the manner in which people go about their
acquisitive pursuits": that is, whether they do so with regard for others,
or do not. Poggi does consider the preservation of a moral self as well
as a material self to be an important aspect of Self Interest Rightly
Understood. He accords Tocqueville's proposition that the institutional
arrangements of democracy must be grounded on shared values which go
beyond material pursuits greater importance than does Zetterbaum. Poggi
calls Tocqueville's moral dimension of self interest "interpersonal trust"
and finds this dimension to be more integrated with material interests in
Tocqueville's ideas than Zetterbaum finds it to be (Poggi 1972:57-60).
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The assumption has not been made that individuals seek to maximize

their own good in order to minimize the good of others; Tocqueville

postulates no evil essence as the core of human nature. Self interested

behavior need not result in situations in which one individual gains

while another loses all. There is no reason to assume that striving to

increase one's own good is necessarily carried out to the exclusion of the

good of others (Tocqueville 1945 2:132; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):13O,

(8) 3:203)• Depending upon the relationships designed, self interested

behavior may be entirely compatible with several people pursuing collect-

ively their individual interests.

Self interest may be manifested in any of several ways, depending

on the possibilities an individual allows herself in a specific relationship

design. Selfishness and individualism are destructive expressions of

self interest. What Tocqueville calls "Self Interest Rightly Understood*1

is the positive practice of this potentially negative trait.

Neither selfishness nor individualism implies any sinister motivations

on the part of individuals. These are the likely results from people

acting naturally, without a self conscious analysis of the relationships

they design. In Tocqueville's words, "selfishness originates in blind

instinct, individualism in erroneous judgment more than from depraved

Lively also considers the primary importance the spiritual self plays
in Tocqueville's definition of Self Interest Rightly Understood. He
suggests that Tocqueville uses self-interest itself as a moral sanction by
making salvation a reward for virtue in one's earthly life. Such values
as patriotism could be defined in democratic times less in terms of zeal
and more in terms of self interested, rational love of country in Tocqueville's
thinking, according to Lively (Lively 1962:196, 200-201). Spiritual
considerations are central to Tocqueville's theory of how individuals can
order their relationships, according to Goldstein. From her point of view,
the spiritual element of self interest rightly understood is anything but
an embellishment to Tocqueville's work. Goldstein shows that the necessity
of common beliefs, primarily spiritual beliefs, is a major preoccupation
of Tocqueville's writings. The less metaphysical "Self Interest Rightly
Understood" is, for Tocqueville, the best one can hope for in options for
common beliefs when there is a weakening of the faith, Goldstein explains
(Goldstein 1964:41; Goldstein 1975:37).
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feelings." (Tocqueville 1945 2:104; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2) :105;

(B) 3:163). The former is the result of acting without conscious concern

for relationships which might be designed with others; the latter represents

a specific design error.

It is possible, however, to understand one's interest as it is

coordinated with the interests of others. When one understands that her

interests are closely allied with the well being of others, enlightened

self interest or Self Interest Rightly Understood is possible. The

meaning of this right understanding will be considered later in this essay.

Of immediate salience is Tocqueville's reasoning that self interest may be

directed to either positive or negative purposes.

Tocqueville expects that the increasing equality of decision making

capabilities which characterize democracy ("equality of condition" in

Tocqueville's words) lead to two general effects: each person will become

more concerned with utility and pragmatism as the primary criteria for

making choices and each person will be increasingly wrapped up in herself.

Tocqueville concludes from this expectation that "personal interest will

become more than ever the principal if not the sole spring of men's

actions . . . " (Tocqueville 1945 2:132; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):129,

(B) 3:203). Although Tocqueville believes there is little chance of events

following a different course in this matter, he believes it remains to be

seen how each person will understand her personal interests. If institutions

are designed so that each individual believes she can be unconcerned about

the effects of her actions on others, "it is difficult to foresee to what

pitch of stupid excess their selfishness may lead them" (Tocqueville 1945 2:132;

Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):130, (B) 3:203).

Selfishness need not be the most likely outcome of an assumption of

self interest. Tocqueville believes that institutions can be designed



which influence the way people behave so that they develop a "right

tmderstanding" of their self interest. (Tocqueville 1945? 2:131; Oeuvres

Completes (M) 1(2):129, (B) 3:201-202). Relationships must be designed

which foster the practice of self interest rightly understood "for the

age of implicit self-sacrifice and instinctive virtues is already flitting

far away from us" (Tocqueville 1945 2:132; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):13O,

(B) 3(203).

To bring an assumption of self interest to the fore is thus important

both for those interested in the practice of relationship designs and those

concerned with theories of design structures. Tocqueville considers this

assumption of self interest the catalyst for any sort of collective action.

To assume self interested motivations is essential for any coherent under-

standing of a social or community good (Tocqueville 1945 2:104-118; Oeuvres

Completes (M) 1(2):105-117, (B) 3:162-182). In other words, for an

individual to participate in any collective activity, she must recognize

that it is in her interest to do so. Whatever is to be gained by the

individual must be perceived available only through the mutual aid she

undertakes with others. To the extent that an individual's preservation

is coextensive with the preservation of others, it is possible for self

interest to be realized only as it is coordinated with the interests of

others. Ironically, the belief that self interest is a strong motivator

to human behavior is then a necessary assumption to designs which pursue

a socially responsible course.

Furthermore, Tocqueville suggests that eliminating an assumption of

self interest, assuming instead the existence of a socio-centered individual,

not only engages one in incoherent theoretical accounts of collective

strategies, but leads to a sort of paternalism anathema to democratic

practices. Acts in the interest of none but those who undertake them
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may be rationalized as virtue and altruism. Paradoxically, this vain hope

for selflessness can yield relationships among people which make working

together all but impossible. The pretense of virtue, the imposition of

the paternalist's self interested view of community interest on others,

is then one result of ignoring an assumption of self interest.

The complete disdain of virtue unrestrained by any perception or

understanding of a community of interests, is a second possible consequence

of disregarding self interest as a characteristic of individuals.

Tocqueville's theory of collective action or science of associations, the

focus of the next chapter in this essay, thus emanates from this assumption

of self interest. Tocqueville's characterization of self interest can only

be comprehended completely in conjunction with the assumptions that people

are able to recognize their desires and learn something of error correction

when they make mistakes.

Ability to Recognize Preferences

Tocqueville contends that each person is the best judge of her

private interest. So important is this proposition in Tocqueville's

comparative analysis of government institutions that a position on the

validity of this assumption in part characterized for Tocqueville the

philosophical groundwork of any particular relationship design. For

example, this assumption is the foundation of the design of local government

institutions in the United States, according to Tocqueville (Tocqueville

1945 1:84; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):81, (B) 1:133). Tocqueville believes

that the county and township designs which he observed in the United

States were based on the principle that "everyone is the best judge of

what concerns himself alone and the proper person to supply his own wants"

(Tocqueville 1945 1:84, Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):181, (B) 1:133).



The same is untrue of philosophical cornerstones of institutions

Tocqueville describes in France. Instead government officials before and

after the Revolution of 1789 made much of their superior wisdom and the

inferior abilities of citizens to discern their interests (Tocqueville

1955:204-211; Qeuvres Completes (M) 2(1):244-250, (B) 4:302-312).6

Tocqueville illustrates this contention with the administrator Turgot's

official writings to Louis XTV, prior to the Revolution.

Tocqueville quotes Turgot as writing to the king that all of France

was comprised of numerous fragmented, incompatible social groups "whose

members have so few links between themselves that everyone thinks solely of

his own interest; no trace of any feelings for the public weal is anywhere

to be found" (Tocqueville 1955:107; Oeuvres Completes (M) 2(1):166, (B) 4:158).

The reason for this very negative understanding of self interest which

Tocqueville interprets Turgot to be providing was the king's pre-emption of

information and decision making authority about the citizen's best interests.

Tocqueville finds that Turgot explained to the king: "Tour Majesty is

obliged to decide everything by yourself or through your agents. Special

orders from you are needed before anyone will contribute in any way to the

public good, respect his neighbors rights, and sometimes, even make the best

use of his own" (Tocqueville 1955:107; Oeuvres Completes (M) 2(1):166, (B) 4:59

6. Several Tocqueville scholars have commented on Tocqueville's comparison
of the behavior of citizens in the countries he studied, the United States,
England, Ireland and France. My contention that Tocqueville attributes much
of the individual's ability to know anything to institutional arrangements
is similar to the interpretations of others, whether they agree with this
view of Tocqueville's or not. Goldstein considers Tocqueville's analysis
of France during the July monarchy as an example of a nation without
meaningful participation and Self Interest Rightly Understood. From this
lack of participation came uninformed citizens and officials (Goldstein
1975:89; see also: Zetterbaum 1967:82-83; Mayer 1960:22 and Goldstein 1964:
39,43,53).
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Tocqueville uses this example from France to illustrate the results which

he believes are associated with the belief that individuals are not the

best judges of their own interests.

It was not clear to Tocqueville why the absense of self-knowledge on

the part of citizens should be accompanied by the presence of wisdom and

knowledge of their interests on the part of the king. Instead of assuming

that people could know what they want if the structure of their relationships

were not an obstacle to finding out, ignorance is believed the irreversible

fate of all but officials (Tocqueville 1955:93—94; Oeuvres Completes (M) 2(1):

155-157, (B) 4:139-141). Indeed, Tocqueville suggests that it is this

assumption that people cannot know their interests which leads to a

cycle of unanswered discontent culminating in revolution. He notes many

instances where the king's officials impose their interests between individuals,
7

extinguishing any possibilities for collective endeavors. The recognition

7. This argument touches on Tocqueville's central theme in the Old Regime,
how administrative centralization was a primary cause of revolution in France.
This theme is discussed in greater detail in chapters 4 and 5 in this essay.
It is important to understand the role which Tocqueville's assumption that
people can know what they want plays in his view of structuring relationships
in order to understand further his analysis of centralization. Some commen-
tators present a confusing rendition of what Tocqueville assumes to be possible
for people. Zetterbaum, for example, says that Tocqueville makes two assumptions
relevant to the discussion of structure: first that Tocqueville assumes that
goals of a sense of patriotism or devotion to the common good and an "urge
to greatness" are worthy goals and secondly that a common good exists, is
intelligible and is superior to private interests (Zetterbaum 1967:98).

In Tocqueville's presentation one finds, on the contrary, no discussion
of a common good which is anything other than a collection of individual
interests. The assumption that Tocqueville makes is that each person knows her.
own individual interest. In fact, Tocqueville shows concern that ideas such as
"common good", defined as something other than a collection of individual
interests, cannot be manipulated into some common sentiment; self interest rightly
understood cannot exist. Since Tocqueville looks to institutional arrangements
as an important factor in successfully defining individual interests in terms
of their effects on others, his analysis of such a situation would probably
be that these institutions were misdesigned. In the case of France, the
misdesign is thought by Tocqueville to be centralization. Tocqueville considers
a sense of patriotism, as defined by devotion to a common good, to be a worth-
while goal only insofar as institutional arrangements exist which make it
possible for each individual to see her interests as intimately related
to the interests of others. In other words, if relationships are



of a community of interests was all but impossible, leading individuals,

isolated in their ignorance of others like themselves, to a dependence on

officials who proved unequipped to maintain these dependents (Tocqueville

1955:249,254-258; Oeuvres Completes (M) 2(2):284,287-290, (B) 4:367-368,375-380) .8

not possible between people, the concept "common good" has no meaning.
Moreover, Tocqueville does not assume that conflicts between one individual's
interests and some collection of individuals' coinciding interests (i.e.
Tocqueville's idea of the "common good") should be resolved to the benefit
of the collective. More often Tocqueville resolves disputes in favor of
the individual, although given the primacy of liberty as a political value
in Tocqueville's thought, he is equally concerned with the individual who
tyrannizes the group as with the group which tyrannizes the individual.
The important point is that Tocqueville analyzes each case and assumes
nothing like the greater good of the greater number, as Zetterbaum suggests.
The assumption from which this analysis does proceed is that individuals
can know what they want. Then if one assumes that such a facility exists,
one can begin to consider what makes such knowing more or less possible.
Mayer also interprets Tocqueville as meaning nothing more metaphysical than
a community of coinciding interests when he speaks of the common good
(Mayer 1960:22). In their introduction to selected Tocqueville readings,
Stone and Mennell discuss Tocqueville's analysis of institutional arrangements
which make it possible for people to learn their preferences and form a
community of interests (Mennell and Stone 1980:38).

8. Several writers see the theme of centralization as the main idea
bridging Tocqueville's major works, Democracy in America and the Old Regime
(Brogan for example notes this on pp 72-73; Drescher, p 44). In Reeve's
tribute to Tocqueville in the Society of Arts and Letters for example he
explains Tocqueville's thought on the subject: "modern democracy tends to
the establishment of absolute power unless counteracted by a genuine
love and practice of freedom. The modern theory of democracy is not so
much a love of freedom as the love of a particular kind of power - different
in origin but not in nature from other forms of absolutism (Reeve 1872:105).
Zeitlin considers Tocqueville's analysis of centralization as akin to Marx's
view of bureaucracy. Bureaucracy is an instrument of the ruling class in
an atmosphere of class conflict (Zeitlin 1971:46). Drescher and Herr
both trace the development of Tocqueville's ideas about centralization.
Drescher believes there are several differences between Volumes 1 and 2 of
Democracy in America and the attitude of the author toward centralization
is only one of them (see Drescher 1964:201). Drescher views Tocqueville as
having a three stage process of political development in the early stages
of writing Democracy in America. First came regional patriotism: loyalty
to locality or ruling family accompanied by religious sanctions and
enthusiasm. Second came a transition stage with confusion of loyalties,
changes in mores and a time for choices between governments. Third came a
stage when patriotism became rationalized as a more creative result of
individual participation in government. It was during the second stage
when centralization became a part of the development toward democracy.
Drescher believed Tocqueville saw a movement through centralization to
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The logical inconsistency in the presumption that one's interests

can be judged by another leads to this ignorance, incompetency and

irresponsibility: self interest misunderstood and veiled as virtue.

Even the most altruistic intentions are detestable if they proceed from

uninformed, incorrect beliefs about another's well being. Tocqueville

contends, in fact, that the king's erroneous, destructive altruism

provided reason enough for revolution (Tocqueville 1955:188-189; Oeuvres

Completes (M) 2(1):232-233, (B) 4:277-279).9

enlightened decentralization in the third stage. But Drescher continues
that this view which he attributes to Tocqueville was written while
Tocqueville was optimistic about politics. Drescher believed that by the
time of writing volume two of Democracy in America he saw a swing from a
rationalist conception of democratic individual as a politically acquisitive
being and a conception of political institutions as instruments of social
process to a view of political institutions as autonomous mechanism of
social change that would operate without regard to citizens (Drescher
1968a:33-37). By the end of writing Democracy in America in 1840, central-
ization was the most important corollary to providential democratization
(Drescher 1968a:44).

9. Herr also views the central theme of the Old Regime to be the inability
of France to become a liberal democracy because the fiscal and administrative
system of the monarchy destroyed public virtue. Tocqueville, Herr argues,
thought only administrative decentralization and political participation
could save some of the public spirit in France. Public spirit is necessary
to democracy in Tocqueville's analysis, Herr explains (Herr 1962:chapters 7-10).

Several historians do not agree that centralization was the main or
even an important problem in France during the ancien regime (See Drescher
1968b and Zeitlin 1971). They believe that threats from the international
environment caused France to develop an overwhelming dependence on the
military and the internal lack of liberty which come from endless wars and
these factors, more than centralization, lead to revolution. However,
Tocqueville does analyze the role of the military and a threatening environ-
ment on a country's tendency to become more centralized and less liberty
loving.

Tocqueville suggests that assumptions about individual's abilities
such as the belief that individuals do not know what they want lead to
institutional arrangements which do not allow any testing of this assumption.
It is against the restriction of individual experimentation and learning
by institutional arrangements which presumed knowing and learning are
impossible that Tocqueville argues. And it is the logical fallacy that someone
can know what is best, if no one can know or learn which Tocqueville's
analysis demonstrates. Not only did Tocqueville find the centralized
government guilty of preposterously ignorant paternalism, he found most
of the intellectual leadership of the revolution to be harboring the same
sort of view of citizen-official relationships. Although the intellectual
elite opposed the regime then in power in France, its proposals for change
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This example from France also shows the interdependence of these

assumptions of self interest and knowing preferences. Tocqueville explains

that when relationships are designed which remove from people the

possibility of exercising choice and stating their desires to one another,

a negative exhibition of self interest is the likely result. Tocqueville

describes the effect of local government structure in 16th Century

France on the individual's view of community well being. After settling

among themselves such matters as concerned their individual or small group

interests they "made a point of conferring with all the other inhabitants of

the town or city when matters effecting the community at large were to be

discussed (Tocqueville 1955:96 emphasis mine ; Oeuvres Completes (M) 2(1):157,

(B) 4-142). Tocqueville shows in his study of the Old Regime that by the

18th century these individuals and groups had withdrawn from the wider

sphere of political action because "municipal business was much reduced

in volume and transacted by specially empowered officials" (Tocqueville 1955:96,

Oeuvres Completes (M) 2(1):157, (B) 4:142). Tocqueville notes that this

situation led each of these small groups to live only for itself and to

literally mind only its own business (Tocqueville 1955:96; Oeuvres Completes

2(1):157, (B) 4:142). Tocqueville concludes, "that word 'individualism'

did little, according to Tocqueville, to change more than the faces of the
paternalists. Tocqueville should likewise not be read as being completely
unenamoured of an elite cadre of leaders. Although there is a tendency in
works on Tocqueville to offer a fragmented view of his theory, choosing only
what supports a liberal pluralism which Tocqueville would abhor or a
conservative reaction which Tocqueville would find irresponsible, nothing
in Tocqueville's work is so simple minded. A better way to understand
Tocqueville's assumptions would be to note first that a portion of his task
was to consider how the best of aristocratic forms could meld with democratic
institutions. Thus, one particular problem he wished to resolve was how to
recruit and maintain a political elite while simultaneously maintaining and
receiving all that was good from democratic relationships: for example, the
public virtue in the form of Self Interest Rightly Understood which France
lacked. Such assumptions as "individuals are the best judge of their own
interests" should be seen as the foundation of such complex goals for
institutional analysis as these.
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which we have coined for our own requirements, was unknown to our ancestors,

for the good reason that in their days every individual necessarily belonged

to a group and no one could regard himself as an isolated unit" (Tocqueville

1955:96; Oeuvres Completes (M) 2(1):158, (B) 4:143). The removal of

decision making capabilities from citizens to officials made an integrative,

community-building form of self interest impossible.

That an assumption of self knowledge was a possible alternative to

paternalism is demonstrated by Tocqueville's account of the favorable

conditions in some local government units, notably Languedoc. In Languedoc,

political institutions were created which were articulated to the individual.

The individual was the primary decision maker and best judge of her interest,

in Tocqueville's account. Where control over even trivial matters of living

bad been removed from other communities, citizens of this province maintained

the resources for conducting affairs concerning their communal interests.

Moreover, institutions were maintained for coordinating the interests of

those in Languedoc with those of other provinces. Communal well being

was not to antagonize the interests of those outside. Community integrity

was to be maintained without regionalistic warring. Tocqueville's accounts

of the success of Languedoc in providing public services suggests institutions

which begin with the assumption that people can know their interests fare very

well (Tocqueville 1955:212-221; Oeuvres Completes (M) 2(1):253-261, (B) 4:313-327).

On the contrary, Tocqueville notes the King's attitude toward local government.

The pretext which Louis XIV put forward for destroying the
municipal liberty of towns was the maladministration of their
finances; yet the evil, according to Turgot, continued to exist,
and even assumed larger proportions after the reform of this
monarch. He adds that most towns are heavily in debt at the
present time, partly for moneys lent to government, and partly
for expenses or decorations which municipal officials—who
dispose of other people's money, who render no account, and
receive no instructions—are constantly incurring, in order to
increase the splendor or the profit of their position (Tocqueville
1955:249; Oeuvres Completes (M) 2(1):283, (B) 4:367).



In Languadoc, however, community control was kept over community officials

and community money. Following this example a bit further, Tocqueville

shows the reader that despite a large outlay on public services, "Languedoc

was so efficiently administered, so prosperous, and its credit so well

assured that the central government often had recourse to it and borrowed

under its name sums of money that could not have been raised on such good

terms" (Tocqueville 1955:218; Oeuvres Completes (M) 2(1):258, (B) 4:323)-

Such observations as these of Tocqueville's suggest that extinguishing local

leadership to favor the imposition of wise national officials who would lead

the uninformed locals, was counter to measures which should have been taken.

Accounts by officials of the central government suggest they were aware of

this absurdity. Tocqueville finds in his research of private memoranda of

government officials that these officials admitted the superiority of much

of the local administration of services to that of the central administration

(Tocqueville 1955:277; Oeuvres Completes (M) 2(1):3O4, (B) 4:407). Tocqueville

concludes with this observation on the results of ignoring the capacities

of individuals in favor of the superior wisdom of officials.

The same thing (as in Languedoc) might have happened in the
rest of France had our Kings devoted even a tithe of the energy
and obstinancy they displayed in their efforts to weaken or
destroy the provincial Estates to improving them on the lines
of Languedoc and adapting them to modern needs. Unhappily our
Kings' one desire was to keep power in their own hands at all
costs and they turned a blind eye to the needs of modern
civilization (Tocqueville 1955:221; Oeuvres Completes (M) 2(1):161,
(B) 4:327.

Tocqueville's analysis in this example from the Old Regime suggests

that rather than behaving altruistically toward the "naive, vulgar" locals,

officials of the central government were rationalizing their private interests

as a superior public virtue. Such actions are not necessarily as good as

those of imperfectly informed local citizens.
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The whole of Tocqueville's analysis suggests that individuals may lack

information necessary to make decisions consonant with what they want. One

may also want what the future shows to be an event deleterious to present

preferences. One may be ignorant. Such a fate is, however, no less true

for officials than for citizens.

If such is the case, one may assume people know what they want, but

it may not be clear how the recognition of misinformed preferences can be

useful in designing political relationships. Tocqueville assumes, however,

that people need not remain ignorant. In fact, his analysis suggests that

if ignorance appears a constant in human relationships, such relationships

are ill designed.

Making the assumption that people can learn removes much of the burden

Imperfect information places on the assumption of learning capabilities; it

makes little sense to talk of manipulating self interest into a positive,

enlightened form or to speak of knowing one's desires in any but a tautological

way. The assumption that individuals can learn is necessary for theoretical

coherence and practical application of the logic consequent from this set

of assumptions.

Capabilities for Learning

Recognizing the fallibility of human beings, the theorist is forced

to consider assumptions and conditions which enable people to right their

wrongs. Assuming people are capable of learning simply implies that people

are able to integrate new information in order to re-evaluate and correct

their beliefs and actions. More specifically, people are assumed able to

reckon ideas of cause and effect, concluding with some ideas about the probable

consequences of specific actions. People are thought capable of synthesizing
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and analyzing their attitudes, beliefs and values. Moreover, they are

assumed capable of testing and evaluating their beliefs, values and attitudes

against their experience of the consequences of their actions. They are

assumed capable of honesty in judging the deviance of their experience from

their beliefs. Thus when errors are committed, they are assumed capable of

learning about their errors and considering alternatives for potential error

correction. Stating that people are capable of learning is different from

saying that they will learn. Tocqueville does not assume that people will

learn anything.

Assuming that people can learn, however, we are directed to consider

situations which facilitate the recognition and correction of uninformed

actions.

Uncertainty is the hallmark of most human activities. Yet, rather than

recoiling with a petulant sigh that people never know enough to make the

right decisions, Tocqueville suggests designing relationships so that more

information is retrieved each time a decision is made and its effects are

noted. One may take seriously the contention that a person may lack

sufficient information really to be the best judge of her interests at any

point of decision making. Certainly if one's primary concern is a discrete

point of decision making, a single decision, the reality of lacking perfect

information is a serious obstacle to believing in the assumption that people

recognize their preferences. If we change our perspective to consider a

decision making process, a series of related decisions made over time, lack

of information is a less serious theoretical problem. Making the assumption

that people use all the relevant information which they perceive available to

them for each decision, and that they are capable of correcting errors when they

recognize them, allows the theorist to emphasize choices which yield data to
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inform further decision making. The goodness or badness of a decision can

be judged not only by how close it comes to bringing off a desired event,

but by how much relevant information it yields for next time.

Tocqueville considers an application of this philosophy that people

can learn more about their preferences if situations are designed which

facilitate this education. He discusses the manner in which people are to

inform their beliefs and its effect on the U.S. legislative process.

Tocqueville finds that it is likely that bad laws may be passed in the

United States. However, he also finds that laws are mutable in the United

States and that possibilities are available for people to experience the

error, evaluate it and correct it. Tocqueville believes that although a

democracy is "more liable to error than a monarch or body of nobles," may

be, the chances of "its regaining the right path when once it has acknowledged

its mistake are greater also; because it is rarely embarrassed by interests

that conflict with those of the majority and resist the authority of reason"

(Tocqueville 1945 1:239; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):235, (B) 2:97).

Tocqueville admits to some problems in the practice of making experience the

teacher in even situations designed to dissipate learning disabilities.

Some decisions may be so bad and the effects so great that the individual

or community is buried by the results before experience teaches the

necessity of change. Tocqueville explains that democratic communities can

obtain truth only as the result of experience. Yet many communities "may

perish while they are awaiting the consequences of their errors" (Tocqueville

1945 1:239; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):235, (B) 2:97). Tocqueville concludes

from this that "the great priviledge of the Americans does not consist in

being more enlightened than other relations, but in being able to repair the

faults they may commit" (Tocqueville 1945 1:239; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):235,
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(B) 2:97)• These ideas about correcting errors depend first on making an

assumption that people can learn and secondly on believing that institutions

can be designed to make learning more likely.

The problem of not knowing one's true (long term) interests is not

an inherent deficiency of the individual's abilities, from this perspective.

Instead the observation of people failing to correct their errors is

considered a symptom of poorly designed relationships. Such relationships

are poor in the sense perhaps that no plans were made for coping with error

or unintended consequences of some decisions. For example, Tocqueville

considers institutional arrangements which kept the French peasantry

ignorant and, after a time, unable to correct their errors or govern their

lives.

Tocqueville believes that the way in which the poorer classes were

prevented from bettering themselves mentally and materially was perhaps more

inhumane than the actual hardships which they suffered. Pointing out

that simply being free to compete in the social game of the eighteenth

century was not enough to produce positive participation, Tocqueville

explains that institutional arrangements are necessary to foster learning

and mutual aid. Tocqueville explains that although the peasants were free

and, in some cases small landowners "they were left in a state of ignorance

and often destitution worse than that of the serfs, their forefathers"

(Tocqueville, 1955:133; Oeuvres Completes (M) 2(1)187, (B) 4:196).

The isolation which followed from this anti-learning environment had

a direct effect of the ability of these individuals to find common grounds

for endeavors which would aid each mutually. In fact, just the opposite

10. Perhaps the work most resembling a comedy of errors is Tocqueville's
first hand account of the revolution of 1848, Souvenirs. Tocqueville has been
compared with Marx in his belief that history first comes on stage as
tragedy and then is replayed as farce.
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of this positive manifestation of self interest was true. Tocqueville

notes that the poorer classes existing within such an organizational

structure "lived in a state of isolation and abjection, as inaccessible to

outside influences as a prisoner in a jail" (Tocqueville 1955:134;

Oeuvres Completes (M) 2(1):188, (B) 4:197). No learning about members of

one's own group might be possible in such a situation and no exchange of

information would be likely between classes, says Tocqueville. Tocqueville

explains that it was only with extreme difficulty that members of the richer

class were successful in glimpsing something of the feelings of the poorer

classes, especially the peasants. Each class's upbringing and way of

living gave each person her own peculiar outlook on the world, and, as

there was no exchange of information, this outlook was incomprehensible to

others. Tocqueville finds, "whenever the poor and rich come to have

hardly any common interests, common activities, and common grievances, the

barriers between their respective mentalities became insuperable, they are

sealed books to each other even if they spend all their lives side by side"

(Tocqueville 1955:135; Oeuvres Completes (M) 2(1):188, (B) 4:193).

Tocqueville finds that a particular structural design could inhibit

learning and could, in turn, inhibit the common understanding necessary for

a right understanding of one's self interest. Tocqueville finds that this

lack of understanding and learning helps "to explain the singular fact

that at the very moment when the Revolution was knocking at the door so

few apprehensions of any kind were felt by members of the upper and the

middle classes, and why they went on blithely discoursing on the virtues

of the people, their loyalty, their innocent pleasures . . . " (Tocqueville

1955:135; Oeuvres Completes (M) 2(1):188-189, (B) 4:193). "Such was the

blindness, at once groutesque and tragic", Tocqueville concluded, "of these

men who would not seel" (Tocqueville 1955:135; Oeuvres Completes (M) 2(1):189,
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(B) 4:193) • Tocqueville believed he presented proof that it is important

to make the assumption that people can learn and then to set about creating

an environment which makes learning likely. The: environment in

France before the Revolution, which severed the relationships of individuals

to each other and made it impossible for them to learn and correct their

errors, was itself not created without design. Tocqueville believed that

almost "all the vices, miscalculations, and disastrous prejudices I have

been describing [in France ] owed their origin, their continuance, and their

proliferation to a line of conduct practiced by so many of our Kings, that

of dividing men so as better to rule them" (Tocqueville 1954:136; Oeuvres

Completes (M) 2(1):19O, (B) 4:200).

With relationships designed so that errors could not be understood or

corrected, making the assumption that anyone could know her interests seems

absurd. It matters little to know best what is an uncorrectable error.

Thus it seemed to Tocqueville all were fi±« only to assume a master. If

an all-knowing master is invented, the responsibility for inevitable

ignorance can be placed outside oneself. Tocqueville finds that in France

the segregation of classes, which was caused by the monarchy, also became

a justification for that organizational structure. Explaining that since

no elements of the citizenry were able to act in concert and participate

in government, Tocqueville shows that "the country became . . . incapable

of administering itself and it was needful that a master should step in"

(Tocqueville 1955:107; Oeuvres Completes (M) 2(1):166, (B) 4:158). This

analysis suggests that an assumption that people cannot learn and be

self governing perpetually moves an organizational structure so designed

toward increasing inhibition of learning and increasing need for a

structure which assumes ignorance, irresponsibility and lack of self control.

However, if the master is in truth, also ignorant, the worst relation-



ships are created from a design which segregates people, makes learning

impossible and precludes all hope of knowing one's interests and acting

with self interest rightly understood. The inertia of perpetual cycling

through negative assumptions about the individual's potential can be seen

in many similar designs of different relationships among people.

Once the bourgeois had been completely severed from the noble,
and the peasant from both alike, and when a similar differentiation
had taken place within each of these three classes, with the
result that each was split up into a number of small groups
almost completely shut off from each other, the inevitable
consequence was that, though the nation came to seem a homogeneous
whole, its parts no longer held together. Nothing had been left
that could obstruct the central government, but, by the same
token, nothing could shore it up. This is why the grandiose
edifice built up by our Kings was doomed to collapse like a card
castle once disturbances arose within the social order on which
it was based. (Tocqueville 1955:136-137; Oeuvres Completes
(M) 2(1):19O, (B) 4:201).

Practical Implications of Tocqueville's Assumptions

The interrelationship between these assumptions seems clear. If we

are to use any of these to guide our thinking about relationship designs,

we must consider the influence of the others, as well. The coherency of

these assumptions depends on making the assumption that people can learn.

It is otherwise useless to say that people could direct their self interested

behavior toward the aid of others or that relationships can be constructed

from an eternally mistaken image of one's desires. If one is ignorant of

one's own interests, it is doubtful anyone could consider rightly the

interests of another. Deterministic ignorance removes any chance of

designing cooperative relationships. Moreover, if learning is impossible,

there is likely no mortal who can supplant cooperation and error correction

with omniscience (Tocqueville 1955:110; Oeuvres Completes (M) 2(1):169,

(B) 4:163-164).
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These assumptions about people lead directly to prescriptions of

necessary designs for good relationships. Being able to complete the

design in practice is not usually as straightforward as specifying it in

theory, however. Tocqueville notes that various conditions in the

environment of a relationship influence the designs which are possible.

For example, designing relationships which are error correcting is not

without its own costs, particularly costs of time in discerning errors and

manuevering in the direction of correction. Tocqueville touches on this

practical problem in the following.

Let us now imagine a community so organized by nature or by its
constitution that it can support the transitory action of bad
laws, and that it can await, without destruction, the general
tendency of its legislation: we shall then conceive how a
democratic government, notwithstanding its faults, may be best
fitted to produce the prosperity of this community. This is
precisely what has occurred in the United States; and I repeat
what I have before remarked, that the great advantage of the
Americans consists in their being able to commit faults which they
may afterwards repair (Tocqueville 1945 1:247-248 Oeuvres
Completes (M) 1(1):242-243, (B) 2:109-110).

Tocqueville suggests, then that relationships must be designed which

can afford the mistakes which are expected and for which corrections must

be learned. The potential for affording mistakes is not always under the

ultimate control of those designing the relationship, however. That the

potential mistakes expected from experiments in local governments were

ill afforded by the King, and consequently by the localities, for example,

is hardly the fault of the localities (Tocqueville 1955:72-77; Oeuvres

Completes (M) 2(1):139-142, (B) 4:107-113). Such a situation where

experimentation is "too costly" itself represents an initial error in

relationship designs. It is important to consider the conditions which

Tocqueville lays down as influences on the potential for designing relation-
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ships capable of error correction. Very often we find ourselves designing

relationships in environments where established structure is more conducive

11
to failure than to success.

11. Both Zetterbaum and Drescher question Tocqueville's ideas on decentralized
and centralized administration and policy making. Zetterbaum asserts that
local automony in other than trivial matters is impossible and also believes
that Tocqueville does not provide a formula for distinguishing local from
national interests. In general, Zetterbaum asks what important questions
do not have large scale externalities? (Zetterbaum 1967:99)• Drescher
mounts a full scale criticism of Tocquevills's views of large scale
organizations. Drescher says that Tocqueville, for example, assumed the
incompatability of large scale agriculture and democracy. Equally impossible
Drescher says, in Tocqueville's early ideas of social causality was that
large landed estates could survive in democracy. Tocqueville, Drescher
says, was shaken by English economists who thought productivity and efficiency
required large scale operations. Drescher believes Tocqueville never
considered the possibility of controlling wealth other than through large
scale individual proprietors (Drescher 1968a:258).

Drescher says that although Tocqueville did not believe the consoli-
dation of land would inevitably follow the devolopment of democracy, he
does show how a concentration of land holdings could occur in most stable
industrial societies. Drescher does not distinguish the democratic from
the non democratic stable industrial society and one assumes that equality
of condition is the primary characteristic defining democracies. The
heart of Tocqueville's fear for democracies, Drescher believes, is not the
concentration of wealth but the concentration of political power. So,
Drescher summarizes his interpretation of Tocqueville's view, a stable
democracy could have large scale agriculture without damaging the ideology
of equality of condition because the result would only be a concentration
of power isolated at the "level of the individual proprietor, not at the
level of the state or corporation" (Drescher 1968a:259)• Drescher believes
that Tocqueville was mainly concerned with the concentration of political
power among officials or perhaps corporate bodies (as in the aristocracy
of manufacturers analysis), not with the appearance of some wealthy individuals.

Drescher interprets Tocqueville in this manner because he also believes
that Tocqueville saw a theoretical difference in the development of science
and technology and economic growth. Drescher believes that in Tocqueville's
presentation there is a gap between economic elements and the other
analytical portions of his model. Thus Drescher finds Tocqueville's approach
to the results of economic, technical and scientific growth (i.e. his
approach to the several expressions of centralization) was intermittent and
not unified (Drescher 1968a:260). Drescher concludes from this interpre-
tation that Tocqueville was not so concerned with the scale of an organi-
zation as with the susceptibility of some particular sphere of human activity
to bureaucratic concentration of power. Drescher says then that Tocqueville
wanted a way of doing business without the agglomeration of capital; he
desired cooperative institutions, not corporations (Drescher 1968a:261-262).

Drescher believes that Tocqueville viewed all state organizations "of
public welfare, banks, corporations, the public debt and rapid growth
itself as critically dangerous over-centralization of social power"
(Drescher 1968a:262). Drescher says that socialism viewed in this context,
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Besides conditions external to relationship designs which influence

their chances of success, internal conditions must also be met. For

example, Tocqueville demonstrates that a prerequisite to common action,

appeared less a revolutionary economic system than a logical stage in the
development of public administration. Drescher believes that it was from
within this gestalt that Tocqueville voted against the systematic
subsidizing of the railroad in the July Monarchy and the right to work in
the Second Republic. Tocqueville, Drescher believes, conceived of ideal
economics as he did social and political organization, "primarily in terms
of association, the direct participation of unspecialized equals in un-
specialized organizational structures" (Drescher 1968a:263). What this
means to Drescher is that Tocqueville found a libertarian society,
"institutionally and ideologically oriented to planned accelerated product-
ivity" was unimaginable (Drescher 1968a:263).

Drescher believes that Tocqueville was not willing to place centrali-
zation in the same neutral analytical position as political democracy or
equality in order to evaluate this concept in any multidimensional way.
Tocqueville was willing, Drescher says, to educate himself and his generation
to accept democracy as inevitable so that the dilemmas which democracy
presented could be resolved. But Drescher believes Tocqueville offered no
multi-faceted picture of large-scale organizations. Drescher says that
Tocqueville did not see democracy and liberty as antagonists but such was
not true of liberty and centralization. Thus, Drescher reasons, if liberty
is Tocqueville's most important value and if centralization is assumed to
preclude liberty, there is no reason to study different models of centralized
designs. Drescher says, "There is nothing in Tocqueville's writing to
indicate that there was more than one possible 'bureaucratic behavior'"
(Drescher 1968a:263).

Drescher concludes that Tocqueville restricted the potential role
large-scale organizations could play in libertarian politics. Drescher
believes that the cause of this error is deeper than a belief in the
antagonism of centralization and liberty. Drescher believes that Tocqueville
limits "the integration of the non possessor into a social order dominated
by a democratic value system" (Drescher 1968a:267). Drescher believes that
ultimately Tocqueville was ambiguous about the meaning and tangible practice
of equality of condition (Drescher 1968a:268). In concentrating on ways
of decreasing the dependence of individuals on the state as the main issue
of democracy, Drescher finds that Tocqueville shunts aside social facts
such as inequality and dependence between social classes which would lead
to an increasing role of the state in political order. Drescher interprets
Tocqueville's presentation of polarize political orders as providing either
dependent or independent roles for the individual. Any event which could
not occur through an individual's or association's activity without the aid
of the state, Drescher says,Tocqueville saw as facilitating the triumph of
democratic despotism. Tocqueville could not conceive of "some kind of
permanent stage between social dependence and independence in democratic
society" (Drescher 1968a:209).

In analysing Tocqueville's distrust of any role for the state in social
order, Drescher says that Tocqueville did not believe that authority was

based on reciprocity and did think that temporary obligation is inherently
degrading.
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in fact, to establishing any relationship at all, is common understanding

of the fundamentals of the relationship. This necessity for common beliefs

at the basis of the relationship poses a difficult dilemma for the designers.

Drescher finds that the condition of the poor is not articulated in Tocqueville
with the care of analysis used in describing the effect of equality of
condition on elites (Drescher 1968a:270). "Where there is no diagnosis
there is no prognosis," quips Drescher (Drescher 1968a:270). Drescher
shows that Tocqueville offered solutions to social alienation and other
questions pertaining to the future of the "organized rich and the
organized poor" which were based on personal and voluntary social
networks "while the vocal portion of the urban working class made increas-
ing demands for institutional support" (Drescher 1968a:271).

Drescher explains that if a whole sector of the economy could not be
eliminated from industrial society or if society could not adjust and
integrate this sector into the community "on the basis of mutually accepted
principles of claims and rights, the democratic revolution would continue"
(Drescher 1968a:272). Tocqueville's vision of a final democratic structure
did not yet exist, Drescher says, and depended on this integration. In sum
Drescher finds that Tocqueville did not fully analyse the process of
this integration, particularly since he rejected,without proper analysis,
centralization (i.e., in Dreschers writing, bureaucracy) and the role it
could play in this integration.

Some of the confusion in Tocqueville appears to be due to Tocqueville's
failure to clarify the concept of centralization and distinguish it from
urbanization, bureaucratization and hierarchy. Tocqueville did not think
that all heirarchy was bad. There were aspects of aristocracy, for example,
that Tocqueville believed were positive manners of organization. Aristocracy
provided clear lines of authority, intelligible roles and rules, several
attributes which writers have found favorable in the rational bureaucratic
design. Tocqueville also did not find all centralization to be bad.
Tocqueville's studies of England taught him something of the positive
aspects of centralization. He wrote that centralization was the cause of
the greatness and strength of England — b y this he meant centralization of
the government. He pointed out that the lack of centralization resulted
in the prosperity, wealth and liberty of England—by this he meant the
lack of administrative centralization. Tocqueville concluded that a country
could have as much centralization as it wanted so long as it was possible
to find a means of subjecting the centralizing power to publicity (assuming
the public paid attention and acted to obstruct tyrannies of the centralizing
power) and that local decisions were carried out locally by elected author-
ities (Tocqueville 1958:109; Oeuvres Completes (M) 5(2):83, (B) 8:363).

Tocqueville also talks about the separation of powers in England:
the strength of the English government, the independence of the localities
and the importance of some of what he calls hierarchy, the importance of a
strong national power for national issues. He believes an important
factor in England's achievement is the centralization of the legislature,
not the executive (Tocqueville 1958:97-98; Oevures Completes (M) 5(2):83-84,
(B) 8:363-364). Tocqueville says the centralization of the administration
of justice is the reason for the quick progress England made in civilization
and liberty. But at the same time Tocqueville notes some decentralization



The difficulty of creating a common bond between members of the relationship

community while not tyrannizing the individual whose understanding deviates

from the common ground is severe. Simultaneously maintaining the integrity

with three classes of tribunals which are separate (Tocqueville 1957:88-89;
Oeuvres Completes (M) 5(2):61-62, (B) 8:351-353). Again some of the con-
fusion is in the language Tocqueville uses to describe what is new, a system
of concurrent authorities to handle diverse interests. Tocqueville is not
against organization, by any means. When he sees no such organizing, concurrent,
federal system across different police districts he describes the problem
this way: "No hierarchy among its officials. Each is master in his own
district to such an extent that not only does no one know how to get infor-
mation passed from one place to another, but it was almost impossible to get
orders carried out. Moreover police officers were paid so little by the
state that interested parties are allowed to pay them themselves so justice
is only for the rich and instead of wanting to suppress crime, want more crime
so they can be paid more. For all these reasons the law is never enforced
continuously" (Tocqueville 1958:63; Oeuvres Completes (M) 5(2):33, (B)
8:325-326).

Drescher notes in an analysis similar to mine that Tocqueville showed
no fear of centralization when it dealt with prison reform. In this case
Drescher says Tocqueville's argument for efficiency and uniformity were
overwhelming. Drescher believes that Tocqueville and Beaumont accepted
centralization in order to. have speed and uniformity of application to control
the dangerous class of Prance. (Drescher also associates crime with poverty
to complete his analysis of Tocqueville's application of centralization as a
play against the poorer classes Drescher 1968a:128-129). However it must
be recalled that in Tocqueville and Beaumont's report on the penitentiary system
(a report which Beaumont wrote but with which one assumes Tocqueville agreed),
the various experiments in America were compared and Tocqueville and Beaumont
reported on what they considered to be the results. It would be incorrect to
say that because they drew a conclusion they were against experimentation.
The case of penitentiaries was one situation in which Tocqueville and Beaumont
believed the individual had more to fear from tyrannical wardens than from
bureaucrats in prison administration.

Drescher finds that Tocqueville believed that centralization was the
only means to solve the problems of abolishing slavery. The centralized
state was to be the legitimate and only conceivable agency of transforming
social relationships during emancipation. The real distinction Drescher
points out he feels Tocqueville makes between the French colonial islands
and the European models for abolition was that the agency of change was to
be external to the society, in the colonial case, responsible to but not
determined by either major social group within the affected society. External
despotism was the surest guarantee against internal tyranny and the risk of
violence (Drescher 1968a:186).

Tocqueville was not opposed to large scale organizations in the
simplistic manner Drescher presents. Tocqueville was not an advocate for
"the small is beautiful" forces. He was distressed by the advocacy of
inappropriately scaled organizations as evaluated by the scope and scale
of the problems the organizations addressed.
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of the parts and the coherence of the whole is the troublesome issue

to be taken up in the next chapter.

Inappropriately scaled organizations usually have to simplify complex
problems and pretend this simplification is the reality of the problem with
which they are concerned. The call for uniform treatment of diversity and
complexity is an example of such simplistic action. It is this result which
inappropriate scale causes which Tocqueville most rejects.

Tyranny of majority and centralization are two interconnected themes
in Tocqueville. Tocqueville did not believe that democracy would create
a classless society. There would still be at least two classes of individ-
uals, one with peculiar powers (officials) and one with no positive
powers (citizens) unless an alternative system were designed , From
these political powers economic and social classes would surely follow.
The argument Tocqueville makes about class and tyranny is intertwined with
the theme of centralization. While it is true that Tocqueville could do
little in his legislative career to advance programs which he believed
would mitigate these inequalities, his voting record reflects a stand
against legislation which he believed would make such class divisions even
worse. Tocqueville's posture against the Right to Work legislation which
came before him was in no way a simplistic desire to prevent the poor from
being integrated into the democratic community.

Tocqueville understood the concept of Right as meaningless without the
specification of who or what would guarantee such tangible expressions of
the conceptual element known as the Right To . If there was to be
a Right to Work in Tocqueville's society, some entity had to provide the
guarantee of work to which people could have the right. Means must be
provided to judge and provide remedy to individuals who were denied such a
right. If no such means of filling demands could be realistically addressed,
the idea of demanding a Right (with no determined agent of responsibility
and authority to secure the events pertaining to the Right) was misconceived.
Tocqueville's analysis of the Right to Work legislation against which he
voted showed its authors, in Tocqueville's view, to have a limited understand-
ing of the link between conceptions, institutional designs and behavior
pertaining to the design of actualized rights.



CHAPTER 3

THE POLITICAL ORDER: THE NECESSITY OF DESIGNING

PERSONAL AND POLITICAL STRUCTURE

The artifacts of political order are developed from the beliefs and

values of individuals. These beliefs and values themselves are artifacts.

Such concepts as justice, honor and self interest rightly understood,

fundamentals of the political order, in Tocqueville's view, are known by

individuals through their experience of the craft of collective action

(Tocqueville 1945 2:243-247; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):238-243, (B) 3:347-383)

They are not the reflection of transcendent metaphysical facts. They are

the creations of human consciousness.

Human consciousness and character, then, are the basis for beliefs at

the foundation of political order. Significantly, the specific order of

relationships in which people find themselves greatly influences their

consciousness and character. Thus to consider the artifact of political

1. In studying Tocqueville' s discourses on religion, the need for common
beliefs and enlightened self interest, it is difficult to miss Tocqueville's
apparent desire to finesse such doctrines as self interest rightly understood
to the level of metaphysical principles. As scholars such as Goldstein have
noted, Tocqueville did not find sustenance in secular idealism or philo-
sophical speculation (Goldstein 1975:5)• In his letters to Gobineau,
Tocqueville states his belief that a metaphysical spiritual belief is nece-
ssary to any just political order (Tocqueville 1968:191; Oeuvres Completes
(M) 9:45—46). In Democracy in America, Tocqueville contends that only religion
provides a sound base for idealism, because it inculcates a belief in the
soul and immortality (hence a belief in the future and the necessity of
planning for the future) and because it draws the individual away from an
undue preoccupation with material goods and interests to turn her instead
(or in addition) to the spiritual portent of self interest rightly
understood (Tocqueville 1945 2:158-160; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):155-157,
(B) 3:242-246). It seems also true from Pierson's accounts and Tocqueville's
letters to Beaumont that while Tocqueville longed for a serene faith, he
found himself unable to accept many aspects of human made religions and
considered himself to be an "unhappy unbeliever" (Pierson 1938:17, see also
chapter II for an account of Tocqueville's earlier life; Goldstein
1960:384). Not being able to accept immortality of the soul as a divinely
revealed dogma, Tocqueville attempted to prove to himself the tenants
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order, we must examine several strata of ordering in cataloguing several

layers of designing relationships. We must discuss first the ordering of

human consciousness. Secondly, we must treat the ordering of shared beliefs

and common understanding at the foundation of relationships among individuals.

Finally, we must analyze the ordering of these relationships themselves.

The constitution of individual consciousness, the common understanding of

diverse conceptualizations of consciousness and constitution of relationships

which exhibit this understanding are each reflected in political order. An

analysis of each of these components will comprise this discussion of

Tocqueville's view of political artifacts. Before considering the desire-

ability of any particular structural designs, it is important to demonstrate

the necessity of ordering relationships at each stratum of association.

Self Definition: The Need for Internal Consensus

The individual lacking beliefs about who or what she is, experiences

a fundamental anarchy of self, or to use Tocqueville's language, an unbounded-

ness of the soul (Tocqueville 1945 2:143; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):141,

(B) 3:218)2. By anarchy, I mean the absence of a defining rule structure.

Such a structure is "defining" at this stratum of the personality in the

sense that it bounds the conceptions, perceptions and actions of an individual.

of a spiritual position through reason and his own experience (See Goldstein
1960:385; Lively 1962:63 for further discussions of Tocqueville's manner of
reconciling religion and reason. See Tocqueville 1968:190-213; Oeuvres
Completes (M) 9:45-69 for a presentation of Tocqueville's religious beliefs).
The presentation that I make of Tocqueville's views on spiritual beliefs and
the political order reflect Tocqueville's desire for revelation, but reliance
on experience.

2. Tocqueville used the term "anarchy" to describe the absence of any
structure to order relationships whatsoever. The use of the term here follows
Tocqueville and should not be confused with the description of types of
polycentric structures or small-group political orderings which are found in
anarchist philosophers such as Goldman or Kropotkin.



However loose, flexible and malleable such boundaries might be, at any

particular point of decision making, such a structure either does or does

not exist. Moreover, when some structure does exist, it may take any of

several designs. Tocqueville assumes that the self must experience some such

structure, however. Personal anarchy cannot be tolerated for long before

the individual attempts to impose some sort of structure on herself, through

either repressive or less tyrranical means of self control (Tocqueville

1945 1:3-17, 2:22-23, 2:142-143; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):1-14, 1(2):28-29,

1(2):140-141, (B) 1:1-24, 3:34-36, 3:216-218).

To understand the necessity of such structure, consider how the

individual must use such organizing parameters to understand anything of the

phenomena she experiences. In what manner does one know an experience?

One has certain senses and feelings of the experience, first, for example.

But knowing often entails more than sensing an experience; knowing involves

recognizing one senses the experience. Such knowing necessitates some

articulation by the knower to herself of the experience. One conceptualizes

an experience to oneself. One "sees" it, "pictures" it or otherwise symbol-

izes the experience to oneself: one thinks of it or reflects on it. Impor-

tantly, the conception is not the same as the experience. All this is simply

to say that the conception one has of sleeping or being awake, for example,

is not the same as the experience of those phenomena. To say to oneself

"I am sleeping; this is what sleeping is" or "now I am awake; this is the

experience of being awake," is not, in fact, what being either is. The

experience is what one is; the conception is what one knows of what one is.

The experience is a fact; the conception is a symbolic artifact a person

creates to articulate the fact to herself.

Besides this symbolic articulation one creates, one also creates

(often, but not necessarily, with help from one's environment) meaning
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and context for the symbols. Such meaning makes the interpretation of the

picture or symbols of experience possible. * Together these artifacts, symbol

and meaning, compose the artifact consciousness, knowing what it is one

knows and knowing one knows what it is one knows. At this stage, conscious-

ness is always consciousness of a phenomenon. Being conscious of is

conceiving and interpreting some object; it is not merely being, it is

knowing one is. Which is not to say one is not, if one does not know one is.

One may have the experience, but simply not know it, not be conscious of it.

One might know one is, through any of many kinds of symbols and

meanings which provide the consciousness of one's particular reality. One

may have several ways of representing an experience to oneself and several

interpretations of the representations. Moreover, all symbols and meanings

may not coincide to yield completely compatible information about the

experience. However, to know anything, compatible or not, one must pull

together enough symbols and give them enough meaning to make some articulation

of the experience possible. Without this articulation, comprehension,

intelligence, that is knowing, is impossible. Anarchy at the level of this

kind of self definition or, in other words, chaotic symbolization makes knowing

fairly difficult. To speak of learning or changing consciousness in this

context of a non-existant consciousness is to speak nonsensically.

Several alternatives are available to the individual facing personal

chaos. For example, one may tolerate little diversity of consciousness within

one's personality. One may inflexibly repress deviant perceptions of exper-

ience. Should information contrary to the contemplations possible in one's

personal leviathan seep in, Tocqueville predicts personality breakdowns

analogous to revolution on the societal level of relationships. Fanatical

spiritualism is among the pathologies Tocqueville discusses in this context.

Tocqueville suggests in his analysis of religious zealots that when the mind



is confined and has no occasion to test ideas and gain experience the person

feels "imprisoned within bounds, which [she] will apparently never be allowed

to pass" (Tocqueville 1945 2:143; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):141, (B) 3:218).

Should events occur which allow a break in these boundaries, "their minds do

not know where to fix themselves and they often rush unrestrained beyond the

range of common sense (Tocqueville 1945 2:143; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):141,

(B) 3:218). Tocqueville finds that such mind bindings can be created by

conditions which cause the mind to be confined to one pursuit such as the

quest of material gain. Such single-mindedness causes a dependence on

untested dogma and no chance for experimentation (Tocqueville 1945 2:142-143;

Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2) :140-141, (B) 3:216-218).

Tocqueville believes that religion may be defined as an organizing

system to give structure to the personal order while not completely binding

the intellect so that experience and learning is impossible. Tocqueville

would rather have any structure than none at all, however. He writes of

how little can be accomplished by a person who experiences complete anarchy

of her personality. Tocqueville says that when a person's spiritual ordering

is destroyed "doubt gets hold of the higher powers of the intellect and half

paralyzes all of the others (Tocqueville 1945 2:22; Oeuvres Completes

(M) 1(2):28, (B) 3:34—35)." Tocqueville describes further that each person

accustoms herself to having "only confused and changing notions" on the

subjects of most interest to her fellows and herself" (Tocqueville 1945 2:22;

Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):28, (B) 3:35). Accepting this confusion as the

norm, it seems appropriate to leave one's opinions ill-defined, unreasoned

and such opinions can be easily abandoned. Tocqueville says that such an

individual cannot imagine solving "the hard problems respecting the destiny

of man" and so "ignobly submits to think no more about them" (Tocqueville

1945 2:23; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):28, (B) 3:35).
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Such a condition of the individual's understanding of herself does not

lend itself to developing the understanding between individuals necessary to

form a political community. Tocqueville believes "such a condition cannot

but enervate the soul, relax the springs of the will, and prepare a people

for servitude" (Tocqueville 1945 2:23; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):28, (B)

3:35). Tocqueville maintains then that some of the variables of naming and

knowing one's experience must be fixed or agreed upon within the individual,

and as I will later show, between individuals who wish to form the political

comunity together. This conclusion is true for defining what could broadly

be called one's spiritual beliefs, those beliefs among the most fundamental

interpretations of experience in symbols and meaning. Tocqueville finds

again that although there are several possible ways of gaining consistency

in these symbolizations, a course chosen very often is inflexibility.

Tocqueville adds an important link between determining the authority for

spiritual beliefs and determining the authority for political acts. He

proposes that when there is total chaos at the stage of self definition,

individuals often call for increasing inflexibility in the order of political

authority, ""When there is no longer any principle of authority in religion

anymore than in politics, men are speedily frightened at the aspect of this

unbounded independence," Tocqueville hypothesizes (Tocqueville 1945 2:23;

Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):24, (B) 3:35). The steps toward a cry for law and

order are accomplished in a sprinting pace. Tocqueville concludes, "as

everything is at sea in the sphere of the mind, they determine at least that

the mechanism of society shall be firm and fixed; and as they cannot resume

their ancient belief, they assume a master" (Tocqueville 1945 2:23; Oeuvres

Completes (M) 1(2):29, (B) 3:35). That each individual comes to some consensus

is important for the political community. Yet, approaches of inflexibility toward

oneself can influence the approaches taken toward community consensus and
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the attitude the community takes toward deviations in personal experience

from the group held beliefs.

Importantly, Tocqueville assumes the individual is capable of learning

some other way of coming to self knowledge. Whether she is able to learn

through some process other than self tyranny or fanaticism is of grave

importance to the functioning of political orders. The influence of indi-

vidual's characters on political structure is apparent, as far as Tocqueville

is concerned, when one realizes that individuals—individual personalities—

are the material composing political artifacts. Neither chaotic, enervated

souls nor tyrannical, authoritarian fanatics are good building materials for

democratic political orders. To govern a collective democratically, one must

first govern oneself so.3

To maintain a defining structure for the personality is analogous to

maintaining a defining rule structure, or, in Tocqueville's words, a

principle of authority, in political order. Using this analogy further,

similar tendencies of radical shifts from chaos to tyrannical forms of

organization may plague the development of consciousness as torment the

process of defining political relationships. This arduous task of designing

something other than tyranny to cope with anarchy is a theme throughout

Tocqueville's analysis.

This tendency to clutch quickly for tyranny rather than continue with

chaos begins at the level of individual consciousness. If non tyrannical

3. This extrapolation of Tocqueville's ideas from the realm of the political
order to the ordering of the individual's personality is warranted both
because Tocqueville states that beliefs, manners,customs and so forth are as
important if not more important than political institutions in maintaining
just democratic relationships and because Tocqueville makes a similar
extension of his analysis when he considers how spiritual beliefs effect
manners and customs and how these in turn influence political institutions
(Tocqueville 1945 2:22-23; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):28-29, (B) 3:34-36).

4. I consider Tocqueville's choice of religion as the medium for person-
ality definition when I review his analysis of dogma and self definition.
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alternatives to chaotic activities are sought for political orders, some

attention must be focused on methods of substituting self government or

self control for either repression or personal anarchy. The possibilities

for such personal designs will be greatly influenced by the design of

relationships among individuals. The problem at the level of the person-

ality, then, involves reaching some consensus within oneself on beliefs

about symbols and meanings without donning tyrannical forms. The problem

of consensus between individuals is similar.

Definitions of Selves in Relation to Others:

The Need for Community Consensus

Just as symbolizing one's experience to oneself is possible through

behavior such as thinking, so too, is the expression of one's consciousness

to others the result of overt behavior in the form of symbols and meanings.

And just as those symbols one creates for oneself are not the same as the

experience they represent, the overt behavior one recognizes as communi-

cations with others is not the same as the consciousness others seek to

express. One does not experience the consciousness of another, certainly

one cannot measure or evaluate it; only the symbols and behavior others

choose for expression can be experienced. As each person may have her own

symbols, one's experience and understanding of another's experience is known

at a plane many layers of symbols and meanings removed from the original

experience being communicated. One begins to feel a certain queasiness that

no one could ever understand anything of another.

For there to be any communication of an individual's experience and

internal system of ordering and understanding of experience, it is

necessary for some agreement on the symbols and meaning used to represent

and interpret consciousness. Without some agreement on common artifacts
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used to represent personal artifacts, it is hard to imagine any exchange

of information between people. Without an ability to exchange information—

if only to say what one wants, needs or possesses to trade, take or give

away—no interaction or what one might call a relationship between people

is possible. Each lives a separate reality from all others. The artifact

of community and political order is impossible to create when the general-

izations and projections of personal prejudices are the surrogates for

communication.

Remaining in this isolation, sharing no common symbolism, individuals

can undertake no common action. With no common action there is no community,

no social body. Tocqueville shows that for society to even exist among

individuals, and certainly for society to prosper, "it is necessary that

the minds of all the citizens should be rallied and held together by

certain predominant ideas; and this cannot be the case unless each of them

sometimes draws his opinions from the common source and consents to accept

certain matters of belief already formed" (Tocqueville 1945 2:9; Oeuvres

Completes (M) 1(2):16, (B) 3:14-15).6 The individual's individualistic

5. Certainly it seems true that each person does experience a separate
reality. More than likely it follows from this discussion that this case
is likely to remain the fate of all. The problem which is raised by this
fact is a generalizable dilemma, facing all attempts to form human relation-
ships: how to preserve the integrity of each separate reality while
simultaneously reaching enough agreement or commonness of experience for
communication to be possible.

6. Here Tocqueville speaks specifically of religion as the basis for
common belief. In portions of his analysis, Tocqueville also discusses
particular religions which he would choose over others for specific
structural attributes which he believes would reinforce structural character-
istics of the democratic political order. Again, in this case, his
assumption is that structural attributes will lead to a greater probability
that such values as self interest rightly understood will be realized by
more individuals more often. Because the choice of religion as the medium
for information and communication of common beliefs also raises the spectre
of tyrannical dogma and because Tocqueville's use of religion as a tool of
political order has raised much controversy among Tocqueville scholars, it
is of great importance to a complete presentation of Tocqueville!s ideas.
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beliefs, then, are insufficient for creating the necessary cohesive basis for

political community and collective action. Tocqueville describes the problems

he expects will arise if each person does not relinquish some idiosyn-

cracies in order to stand on common grounds with her fellows. Tocqueville

looks specifically at the problem of exchanging information and learning in

an atmosphere characterized by a great degree of mobility—the atmosphere

which he believed the individual in democratic times experienced. The

The guideposts of generations prior to Tocqueville's, family, class and religion,

appeared no longer available for shelters in which to learn who one is.

Although the true amount of change in the degree of mobility and ability for

self determination of rank and role may be exaggerated by Tocqueville's

impressions, the important idea which Tocqueville articulates here is the

psychological and social effect of expectations derived from a belief in un-

limited choice or mobility in an extreme case of structurelessness. Tocqueville

writes, "in the midst of the continual movement that agitates a democratic

community, the tie that unites one generation to another is relaxed or broken,

every man there readily loses all trace of the ideas of his forefathers or takes

no care about them" (Tocqueville 1945 2:4; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):12,

(B) 3:7). In addition to writing on the loss of learning possibilities from

generation to generation Tocqueville writes of the loss of the learning situation

provided by class ties. "Men living in this state of society cannot derive their

belief from the opinions of the class to which they belong." Tocqueville

writes, "for, so to speak, there are no longer any classes, or those which

still exist are composed of such mobile elements that the body can never

exercise any real control over its members" (Tocqueville 1945 2:4; Oeuvres

Completes (M) 1(2):12, (B) 3:7).

If we think more broadly about religion and consider that Tocqueville is
talking about a spiritual ordering of, in his analysis, a specific type,



The situation which Tocqueville describes is one of extreme structure-

lessness or lack of defining order to common ideas. The actual situation

which Tocqueville observed in 1835 was judged relative to what Tocqueville

had observed and studied of aristocratic structure in the previous three

hundred years in France. The important idea for the purpose of this

essay is not whether democracy in the United States was really that

mobile or even very mobile for any particular individual. The great insight

of Tocqueville is to describe a tendency toward increasing individualism,

alienation and isolation which accompanies increasing structurelessness.

The confusing facet of Tocqueville's argument is the often apparent

synonomy of democracy (as equality of condition)and a lack of structure.

But here some of Tocqueville's purpose must be considered. Tocqueville's

view was that many results could come of a change in structure from

aristocracy to democracy. Depending on the specific structure of democracy,

isolation and individualism, as two negative results, could be mitigated or

allowed to flourish. The key to such a problem in Tocqueville's view was

what kind of structure was provided for the individual to learn and maintain

some common ideas with her fellows in the collective political order.

There were many institutions which could perform such a function of creating

the common basis for action, common understanding; family and class had

been such socializing agents in aristocracy. These agents would now be

modified in the democratic restructuring of relationships and it was important

to consider what would replace them. To Tocqueville, failing to replace

these agents would destroy the collective, by dissolving it into isolated,

we see from his argument that point from which most of the argument
presented in chapters 6 and 7 of this essay is extrapolated: there is such
an aspect of personal (in Tocqueville's view, spiritual) ordering and
interpersonal (in Tocqueville's view, common beliefs) ordering which must
be accomplished prior to the communal ordering known more narrowly as
"political" can be accomplished.
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idiosyncratic individuals with nothing common among them to make the

community.

Tocqueville explains further this situation of a complete lack of

structure in which to form opinions: "As to the influence which the intellect

of one man may have on that of another, it must necessarily be very limited

in a country where the citizens, placed on an equal footing, are all closely

seen by one another; and where, as no signs of incontestable greatness or

superiority are perceived in anyone of them, they are constantly brought back

to their own reason as the most obvious and proximate source of truth"

(Tocqueville 1945 2:4; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):12, (B) 3:8). There is

no reason to believe anything which one has not experienced exactly as another

describes. There is no reason to trust the experiences of another or even to

trust that another knows what she herself has experienced. There is no common

language, no common understanding. Tocqueville writes that "it is not only

confidence in this or that men which is destroyed, but the disposition to trust

the authority of any man whatsoever" (Tocqueville 1945 2:4; Oeuvres Completes

(M) 1(2):12, (B) 3:8). The solution each individual derives: "Everyone

shuts himself up tightly within himself and insists upon judging the world from

there" (Tocqueville 1945 2:5; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):12, (B) 3:8).

The important insight which Tocqueville develops, then, is the relation-

ship between common understanding, common language, confidence, trust and

common action. He shows, perhaps most importantly, the relationship of all

of these ideas to the necessary act of defining some authority or means of

making a judgment on what is understood to be common and what can be kept as an

idiosyncratic interpretation of experience.

There is no authority which exists to evaluate and make judgments of

opinions, neither the basis for common action nor the basis for conflict

resolution exists. No basis exists for what could be called a relationship of •
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any kind. One cannot trust oneself to do right by others; nor can others be

trusted to treat one rightly . For what is "right" remains undefined so long

as no common understanding of right exists. Each person's judgment is as right

as the next's. Diffidence, conflict and decisions by force are the result

where "decision by right" is undefined. When no bond of common understand-

ing and agreement is possible, Tocqueville suggests people have no alterna-

tive but to act individualistically. It is for this reason that when no

conception of decision by right exists because rights are undefined, the

notion of a relationship between individuals is undefined, as well. The

individual has no idea who or what she is with regard to anyone else.

One may arrive at the common understanding necessary for common

actions through any of several paths. Tocqueville should not be construed

here as advocating inflexible classes, roles and socialization as the

solution to individualism. Although this may be one solution, it is not

preferred by Tocqueville to more just, albeit complex, solutions I will
7

analyze shortly. The important function of class as a cue to the individ-

ual, providing information on expectations, probabilities and improba-

7. Several commentaries on Tocqueville accent the ambiguities of
Tocqueville's religious beliefs. Although he considered himself to be
religious, reason prevents him from making the leap of faith necessary to
believe and practice as a Catholic. Thus, Pierson and Goldstein's works
suggest that much of Tocqueville's fascination with American religious life
is due to his own doubts and disbeliefs (Goldstein 1975:16; Pierson 1938:151).
Goldstein contends that Tocqueville's analysis of American religion mirrors
much of his own ambiguity, reflecting both a reverence for religion and an
emphasis on the secular utility of religion (Goldstein 1975:26). Beyond
these thoughts on Tocqueville's analysis of religions as institutional
arrangements, it must be added that his ideas here are consistent with his
larger analysis of institutions. As one who found accepting dogma a
difficulty, if perhaps a necessity, he attempted to formulate some arrange-
ment between a dogmatic leap and an unbounded plunge. Although his formula
is not complete, it is similar to his attempts to describe a political
ordering that was neither the tyranny of unopposed, absolute authority nor
the tyranny of structurelessness. A sort of "living on the boundary," that
is, defining the limitations of belief and faith for oneself and testing this
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bilities concerning her dealings with another must not be overlooked,

however. Here class is not necessarily economic or social class, but

could simply be thought of as the role the individual plays in a specific
8

relationship.

boundary against reason, experience and imagination, might express a completed
picture of Tocqueville's theory of personal ordering.

8. This view of Tocqueville's definition of class follows from his analysis
of structure which predicts the rise of two classes, rulers and ruled, if
the authority of political order reigns without structured criticism and
limits. Other critics have concentrated on Tocqueville's analysis related
to economic and social classes as well. All these views of these definitions
of class can be seen as following from his analysis of structure, however.
For example in Journeys to England and Ireland. Tocqueville says he believes
that the state of the poor is the worst problem in England. Its main cause
is that there is not enough division of property: the number of people
owning land is decreasing and the number of proletarians is increasing. By
proletarians, Tocqueville means those dependent on others secondarily for
food because they own no land. Tocqueville believed that no one had an
idea of gradual sharing of land because in England they believe that large
areas of land were needed for efficient agriculture and they accepted great
inequalities of wealth as natural (Tocqueville 1958:72-73; Oeuvres Completes
(M) 5(2):42-43; (B) 8:335-337). Some writers have taken this comment as
Tocqueville's simplistic agrarian model of the world. But is should be
noted that Tocqueville was interested in a redistribution of power as well
as material wealth. Therefore he was interested in methods of redistribut-
ing responsibilities and the means to act responsibly. For other examples
of Tocqueville's commentary on the importance of economic social class see
Tocqueville, Journies to England and Ireland. 104-108 on the terrible
conditions of the workers in Manchester. He saw these conditions as follow-
ing from the centralization of industry and thus his analysis of the
"autocracy of manufacturers" follows from his analysis of other organizations.

Mennell and Stone find that class conflict is a major theme in
Tocqueville's work. They believe that his analysis of this conflict follows
from his views that individualism could be a great liberating force and
could lead to selfseekers caring nothing about the public good (Mennell and
Stone 1980:33-35). Mennell and Stone join with others in viewing Tocqueville's
analysis as an amalgam of ideas about individual behavior and ideas about
larger groups and general historical trends. Although some scholars might
dispute the validity of suggestions that Tocqueville provides "class analysis",
it is true that Tocqueville's view of class conflict follows from his fears
that institutional arrangements can shunt the liberating self interest
rightly understood into egoism and social atomization.

Mayer finds that Tocqueville expressly foretold of the coming class
relationships in America. Mayer quotes Harold Laski, as well, saying that
history has justified Tocqueville's idea that an individualistic economy
is incompatible with the political democracy. Mayer believed that
Tocqueville saw that the privileges of property were an inherent contradiction
of popular sovereignity (Mayer 1960:108-109). The word privileges should
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Such roles are a function of the rules defining and bounding the

relationship and specifying the responsibilities individuals consequently

have to one another. The design of these rules, roles and responsibilities

and the manner in which common understanding is reached is of critical

importance. Certainly it would be better for relationships to be based on

a common source of truth rather than a common bond of superstition. It

is just this truth which is so difficult to discover, however. It is

just this process for discovery which is so difficult to design. The

practice of living in the absence of such a design greatly decreases the

certainly be underscored, for Tocqueville was anything but opposed to
private property. He was aware that property meant political power and he
wrote theoretically of institutional arrangements which would redistribute
both. However, it was his position that for each decision making situation
rules,roles and responsibilities must be defined, so to say that Tocqueville
was against ownership of property and private property would be incorrect.
Solomon for example, says "before the Communist Manifesto. Tocqueville
recognized the deep opposition between a capitalist economy and political
democracy and the tendency of the state to regulate economic affairs.
. . . [T]he position of the working class in large scale industries is an
insolvable contradiction to the idea of democracy" (Solomon 1935:418-419).
This view is only partially correct. Tocqueville did see and write about
the opposition of what could be called monopoly capitalism to democracy.
This analysis follows from what he says about centralization and monopoly
in other than economic relationships. It is also true that Tocqueville
presents an analysis of the working class which shows that the oppressed,
undernourished and undereducated will not be likely to participate and
learn the self-governing skills and political skills necessary to a demo-
cratic citizenry. The institutional arrangements which Tocqueville suggests,
however, are not the intervention of state monopoly, either.
Tocqueville considers the joint monopoly of industry and the state, as well.
His primary belief was that institutional arrangements needed to be created
in which people recognized their dependency upon one another and learned to
act with a right understanding of their self interest. Poggi, too, points
out that Tocqueville felt that in the new political and economic relationships
he was observing, money was the primary medium through which people related
to each other. Tocqueville found then that when citizens were independent of
each other, assistance could be gained only by buying it (Poggi 1972:38-39).
If institutions are so designed, you get what you pay for. Tocqueville's

analysis of what happens in a capitalist economic situation of political
equality (democracy) is that it is more complex than simply considering the
role of private property. Thus the best place to start to understand
Tocqueville's views is to see that his class analysis and definition of
class is more generic than just looking at economic classes and their
social components.
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the possibility of such discovery.

Tocqueville considers this problem as it concerns the common under-

standing of a spiritual nature of the foundation of community.

9. Zetterbaum argues that Tocqueville recommended spiritualistic myths,
which would satisfy the demand of the unbounded soul for an answer to
immortality, a necessary ploy to ensure the well being of democratic
regimes plagued by other uncertainties. Zeitlin argues along with Zetterbaum
that besides offering "salutory myths", Tocqueville was indifferent to the
dogma a society adopts or adheres to. Zetterbaum also contends that
Tocqueville failed to consider the problems of a religion which comes from
majority agreement and is not a "true religion". The emphasis in Tocqueville,
Zetterbaum believes, is to resort to spiritualistic myths in order to exempt
certain matters from democratic inquiry. Thus Zetterbaum argues that
Tocqueville fails "to resolve the problem of democracy on the level of
democracy" (Zetterbaum 1967:120-121, 158; see also Zeitlin 1971:46). Brogan
also interprets Tocqueville as a mouthpiece spouting the social utility of
religion, when he himself was a nonbelieving hypocrite (Brogan 1973:17)•
Lively who writes a mainly positive critique of Tocqueville's thinking is
likewise sour on Tocqueville's view of religion (Lively 1962:184-185, 197,
248-249). Lively's argument is that Tocqueville says any religion should be
judged solely on its effects on human behavior. Therefore one must conclude
that Tocqueville evaluated a religion on the basis of social utility, and not
on the basis of its truth. This evaluation, Lively believes is crude
pragmatism which results in advocating social myths on the grounds of their
social benefits. Tocqueville, Lively submits, was advocating a system of
belief to which he did not subscribe, but which he wished to see generally
accepted because of its secondary consequences. If Lively's argument is
correct, it would, as Lively concludes, be difficult to reconcile Tocqueville's
plea for liberty as the recognition of the morally responsible individual
with this acceptance of a deliberately manipulated myth designed to enforce
or sustain a particular pattern of moral responses.

If we reconsider Tocqueville's argument, however, some of these problems
are solved within his analysis, even if they were not solved satisfactorily
in his personal life. Tocqueville suggests religion as a system of moral
regulation, necessary to any social or political democracy. This system
can. be read more broadly as a system of common beliefs necessary to any
ordering of self or human (self-other) relationships. It is true that
Tocqueville was concerned about the effects of religion as an institution,
on human behavior. It is not true, however, that he thought any religion was
better than none at all. When it came to his analysis of the social effects
of the Koran, it appears to Tocqueville that Islam was as bad or worse than
the unboundedness of the soul. Tocqueville would seem in fact to be felled
more easily by a critique that he was utterly chauvanistic about the virtues
of Christianity and Catholicism, than that he would accept any faith at all as
better than none (Tocqueville 1945 2:241, 1968:210-214, letter to Gobineau: 22 Oct,
1843; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):30, 9:67-69, (B) 3:57). Zetterbaum translates
a statement from Tocqueville which seems to support this hypocrisy charge. "What
matters to society is not that its members profess true religion, only that
they profess some religion" (Tocqueville 1945 1:314, Oeuvres Completes
(M) 1(1):304, (B) 2:215-216. In the Mayer edition Tocqueville says: "La
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Fixed ideas about God and human nature are indispensible to
the daily practice of men's lives; but the practice of their
lives prevents them from acquiring such ideas.

The difficulty appears to be without a parallel. Among the

societe' n'a rien a craindre ni a espere de l'autre vie; et ce qui lui
importe le plus, ce n'est pastant que tousles citoyens professent la
vraie religion, mais quils professant une religion." This is translated in
the Reeves edition which Tocqueville himself reviews: "and provided the
citizens profess a religion, the peculiar tenants of that religion are of
little importance to 'society's' interests". Tocqueville's point here is
that society had no afterlife as a collective, it is only individuals who
must fret their hours and worry about that possibility (or lack of it).
But this statement should not be read as advocating any religion. If we
recall Tocqueville's personal beliefs, perhaps the writing will make more
sense. Tocqueville did not know the truth, so failing to advocate the
"True Religion" does not seem so odd. Unlike many who do not know the
"truth", Tocqueville was aware of his lack of information. Gobineau was
the first on record to accuse him of advocating religion purely for social
utility (Gobineau 1968:195-204, letter to Tocqueville 8 Sept. 1843).
Tocqueville did not respond to this charge except to make a very emotional
plea to Gobineau to accept the virtues of Christianity as the truth which
Tocqueville experienced, but of which he could not give a completely rational ac-
count.Tocqueville's response to Gobineau leads the analysist of Tocqueville's
ideas again to the conclusion that Tocqueville's personally uncertain state
of faith is behind the perceived ambiguities of Tocqueville's demand for
spiritual certainty at the base of the political community when he knew no
such certainty could be found. In his analysis of religion in Democracy
in America. Tocqueville describes many of the problems of using religion as
the basis of common understanding. These problems are the same, regardless
of what medium is used to express an authoritative common view. The problem
of advocating a "truth" with no basis in experience, dogma, is a subject
which concerns Tocqueville in his analysis of dogma and the political uses
of religion in France and the United States. His belief was that a political
religion eventually failed to serve the function of a common belief, and
finally would be abandoned by those who became alienated from beliefs they
experienced as false or irrelevant. It can be argued that Tocqueville saw
political religions as worse than no religion at all (Tocqueville 1945 2:24;
Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):3O, (B) 3:37; see also Tocqueville on the Moslem
religion in Oeuvres Completes (M) 3(1):173-175). Tocqueville did analyze
different manners of situating the authority for religion and believed that
those who were experienced and worked at such matters should help define
religion and articulate the common view for those with less experience. The
consideration he gives the question of how best to situate the authority
for common belief is similar to what several critiques find is Tocqueville's
great insightfulness in trying to construct a political elite which will not
undermine democratic relationships. It is misleading to say that because
Tocqueville wanted to remove such questions as spiritual beliefs from the
sphere of politics that he purposely wished to exempt these matters permanently
from democratic inquiry. To summarize, one point, given the context of
Tocqueville's entire analysis, was to remove religion from politics. A
second point of Tocqueville's analysis was to prevent each person from
endless chaos of the soul and hopeless introspection, to present some frame-
work from which to begin so that other works of creating the political order
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sciences there are some that are useful to the mass of man-
kind and are within its reach; others can be approached only by
the few and are not cultivated by the many, who require
nothing beyond their more remote applications; but the daily
practice of the science I speak of is indispensable to all,
although the study of it is inaccessible to the greater number.

General ideas respecting God and human nature are therefore the
ideas above all others which it is most suitable to withdraw from
the habitual action of private judgement and in which there is
most to gain and least to lose by recognizing a principle of
authority" (Tocqueville 1945 2:22, Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):28,
(B) 3:33-34).10

and civilization could be considered and each person did not have to stay
locked in a personal morass of unboundedness of the soul. Obviously, the
framework which is presented and the binding which is placed on the soul
greatly determine the further works of civilization. Tocqueville himself
argues that decisions about common beliefs are themselves political, as
well as being the foundation of the political order. Tocqueville tried
to describe a method for each person to evaluate these common beliefs as
compared to her own experience. As Tocqueville was not convinced that any
religion would be the true religion, he was an advocate of self conscious
introspection, experimentation and evaluation. It might happen that the
truth would never be known, particularly if the individual never is able to
experiment or evaluate, if public opinion is the arbiter of faith whether
"the public" is a majority of the community or an elite group of opinion
leaders who create public opinion. All this means, however, is that the
absence of certain knowledge is a problem. This is, however, Tocqueville's
own fear and if it is true that Tocqueville failed to provide an ultimate
solution to the problem, it is still his analysis which draws out and
underscores the problem.

10. The whole of Tocqueville's argument causes one to ponder why he did not
qualify this statement more precisely. If religion were a science, possibly
the problem of recognizing the wrong principle of authority would not
ultimately be such a problem. From the whole of Tocqueville's analysis one
could deduce that he recognizes that an error at this junction in community
development can lead to tyrannical consequences. His bias in this statement
is toward some authority rather than none. It would be untrue to say,
however, that one authority is as good as another. After all, the comparison
of different types of authority and the implicit assumption that all types
are not alike and that some result in different effects from others (and,
therefore, depending on whatever criterion of judgement one choses, are
better or worse than others) is the subject of his works. Tocqueville's
point is that all members of the community must concede to some set of common
beliefs and universal understanding of what each experiences individually.
Minimally what Tocqueville desires is unanimous agreement on who or what
constitutes the community and how the authority for such a decision is
situated. His prescription to assuage tyranny is to design institutions
which allow individuals to dethrone an errant authority and proceed to reason
their way along to more just beliefs. Although this argument can be deduced
from the context of the entire analysis Tocqueville brings to religion,
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Tocqueville believes that communities must solve the question as expeditiously

as possible because little else can be done if daily reevaluation of

beliefs is undertaken. Yet the effects of an expeditious but erroneous

solution can be the severe biasing of all other communal acts toward

confounding errors. The necessity for a principle of authority other than

the imagination of humans does not spontaneously generate metaphysical rules

which can be seen as undisputed justice or truth. The problem of determining

which idiosyncracies must be laid aside for what may be nothing more than

another's superstition is immense. Defining a principle of authority based

on something other than private judgments reflected in a public opinion of

ignorance, prejudice and tyranny is the enormous task which follows from

Tocqueville's recognition that revelatory Logos may not be incontestably

assumed to guide the definition of what individuals must believe in common.

If revelatory insight is not assumed available, Tocqueville suggests

two other possible sources of information as the foundation for common

understanding : common beliefs through common experience and the acceptance

on faith of what will be defined as common belief or, in other words,

dogma. Even when possibilities are designed for individuals to gain through

experience their common points of symbol and meaning, Tocqueville contends

some acceptance by faith is inevitable. Such is the fate not only of the

individual contracting social relationships, but also of a hypothetical

person in isolation.

certainly the statement quoted exemplifies his undeniable desire to avoid
unbridled individualistic, private judgements. Whether a secondary reason
for Tocqueville's desire to pin down an authority for beliefs and the community
is Tocqueville's fear of the masses as several critics suggest (see Brogan 1973,
Zeitlin 1971, and Zetterbaum 1967 for examples), is interesting, but not
entirely relevant in this context. Tocqueville provides sufficient reason
for his desire to avoid unbridled individualism in his analysis of what
agreement is necessary to constitute the community and sufficient argument
about the necessary safeguards of individual integrity and liberty in his
discussion of how to best design community relationships.
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If I now consider man in his isolated capacity, I find that dogmatic
belief is no less indispensable to him in order to live alone than
it is to enable him to co-operate with his fellows. If man were
forced to demonstrate for himself all the truths of which he makes
daily use, his task would never end. He would exhaust his strength
in preparatory demonstrations without ever advancing beyond them.
As, from the shortness of his life, he has not the time, nor,
from the limits of his intelligence, the capacity, to act in this
way, he is reduced to take on trust a host of facts and opinions
which he has not had either the time or the power to verify for
himself, but which men of greater ability have found out, or which
the crowd adopts. On this groundwork he raises for himself the
structure of his own thoughts; he is not led to proceed in this
manner by choice, but is constrained by the inflexible law of
his condition. There is no philosopher in the world so great but
that he believes a million things on the faith of other people and
accepts a great many more truths than he demonstrates. (Tocqueville
1945 2:9-10; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):16-17, (B) 3:15-16).

The question then for Tocqueville is not whether there is dogma, but

from whither comes the dogma. "Who is author of the dogma which is essential

to everyone's relationships?

A principle of authority must then always occur, under all
circumstances, in some part or other of the moral and intellectual
world. Its place is variable, but a place it necessarily has.
The independence of individual minds may be greater or it may be less;
it cannot be unbounded. Thus the question is, not to know
whether any intellectual authority exists in an age of democracy,
but simply where it resides and by what standard it is measured
(Tocqueville 1945 2:10; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):17, (B) 3:16).

Those who hope to design political orders can assert some control over

the location of this authority for beliefs. Designs may be imagined which

vary the group size of those making authoritative pronouncements, the number

of distinct pronouncement makers, the scope of the pronouncement's authority,

the integrity of the authority and so on. Thus the number of viewpoints on

a belief may be varied as well as the number of spokespersons for a viewpoint

and the persuasive force of any person or group on a question of a particular

belief. Designers of political orders can also control the manner in

which the community handles dissent and experiences which deviate from the



interpretations the community adopts. Designing the means for evaluating
»

and amending these interpretations when information makes evaluation

necessary is as important as developing the community consensus on the mean-

ing of experience. Designs which make learning, consciousness change and

amendment possible are the focus of Tocqueville's institutional analysis.

Not only is locating the center or centers of authority for such beliefs

important in designing collectives, discerning the source of beliefs is

important for analyzing and understanding political authority. In fact, to

characterize the seat of authority is to give a political characterization

to any human association, as Tocqueville explains. Tocqueville-contrasts

authority in aristocratic designs with authority in democratic collectives.

Only a single center of authority is considered in each type of design

at this point in Tocqueville's analysis. He explains that when the ranks

of political order are unequal and people are "unlike one another in condition,"

there are some individuals of superior information, "while the multitude are

sunk in ignorance and prejudice" (Tocqueville 1945 2:11; Oeuvres Completes

(M) 1(2):17-18, (B) 3:17). So people living in these aristocratic political

orders are "induced to shape their opinions by the standard of a superior

person, or a superior class of persons, while they are averse to recognizing

the infallibility of the mass of the people" (Tocqueville 1945 2:11;

Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):18, 3:17)• Tocqueville does not say that these

opinions will themselves be superior, he is describing the attitudes and

behavior which result from a configuration of individual relationships in

a particular community structure.

In democratic structural designs which are characterized by an equal-

ization of citizen ranks, Tocqueville expects different results. The more

alike individuals become in social condition, Tocqueville contends, the

less likely are they to place implicit faith in a certain person or a

74
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certain class of people. But the individual's readiness to believe the multitude

increases says Tocqueville, and "opinion is more than ever mistress of the

world" (Tocqueville 1945 2:11; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):18, (B) 3:17).

Tocqueville moreover explains that not only is common opinion the primary

guide of private judgement in democracies,but that the power of private

opinion is greater among people in democracies than elsewhere. "At periods

of equality men have no faith in one another by reason of their common

resemblance; but this very resemblance gives them almost unbounded confidence

in the judgment of the public; for it would seem probable that as they are

all endowed with equal means of judging, the greater truth should go with the

greater number" (Tocqueville 1945 2:11; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):18, (B) 3:18).11

Democracy is defined in this passage of Tocqueville by the character-

istic equality, and, at that, a particular type of equality, equal decision

making capabilities. In this situation, the decision to maintain one's

idiosyncratic symbols cannot be overridden by the competing symbols of

others except by force. "Where no rights are defined, each decision is of

equal right (or wrong) as another. No criteria exist for judging one idiosyn-

cratic system superior to another; each person is equally empowered to decide

her interpretation of the world and hold out against all other equally

11. It is not clear why opinion rather than truth is more likely to master
the world in democratic times than in aristocratic, since from the whole of
Tocqueville's analysis, one can deduce that the truth is not more likely to
be forthcoming from the few than from the many. Tocqueville's point should
be generally understood, however: where all people are thought of as having
equal authority to propose the "truth" the truth is usually thought of as
majority opinion or the greater truth of the greater number; where the few
are the authors of the "truth", these few are looked to as having the last
word. Again Tocqueville is talking about the situating of this authority
and considering the potential problems of any authority design, especially,
as in this quotation, when the authority is without opposition and is unre-
strained. Ultimately, Tocqueville is trying to design some sort of authority
which could allow new information to bring "the truth" in line with any
individual's experience. One has only to recall the truth of the few which
persuaded Galileo to recant his science to find the few as sunk in ignorance
as the many.
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qualified views. In neither the case of aristocracy nor the case of democracy

is an authoritative measure for judging symbols and meanings assumed to exist

beyond human consciousness. Thus in a situation of democracy qua equality,

public opinion of the majority acts as such an authority. In the case of

unequal roles (aristocracy, for example) the opinion of a minority is taken

as authoritative. As yet, in neither case has a counter balance to this

authority been designed.

Both obvious and unanticipated problems arise for a political order

depending solely on either the opinion of the few or the so-called truth

of the many. The artifacts of symbol, meanings and beliefs which underlie

political order can be known through either revelation or experience or

accepted on faith. Even if someone receives the word on beliefs which should

guide the thoughts and deeds of all people through revelation (Tocqueville

does not rule out messianic revelation, he simply does not assume it), for

those not experiencing revelation, these beliefs are learned as dogma.

Moreover, although experience is a good teacher, Tocqueville suggests that

diversity among people prevents enough events from being experienced by people

uniformly. Too few common experiences lead to too few common understandings

to depend solely on perceptual learning as the cohesive tie of beliefs at

the basis of community. For those not experiencing revelation and those not

knowing their beliefs through experience, these beliefs are learned as dogma.

Those not experiencing these perceptual beliefs as truth, those who must

accept vicariously the revelation or experience of others, must live with

uncertainty about what provides the foundation to all their relationships

to themselves and with others. When uncertainty exists, error is possible.

A central issue in such a case then becomes the manner of situating

such authority as is necessary so that error or inconsistencies in experience

and accepted dogma may be corrected. For example, people may zealously
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pursue a path of untested faith, denying the validity of experiences contrary

to the dogma they have ingested. Moreover, Tocqueville discusses ways in

which individuals may be taught social roles, themselves a form of dogma,

which provide the context for further learning of unexperienced truths, and

even for what one does experience. Dogma sets the agenda for learning and

gives meaning to what is learned. Dogma provides the basis for understanding

both the personally experienced world and the view of the world accepted on

faith.

A particularly negative result of this propensity for individuals to

cling fast to the assumed validity of untried thoughts is what some have

12

termed false consciousness (see especially Marcuse 1967). False conscious-

ness is more than simply making a mistake: it is systematically giving

12. Goldstein also discusses Tocqueville's desire to avoid dogma and his
belief that religion could be misused to avoid change in just this manner of
false consciousness. Goldstein points out, for example, that individually
agreed on morality was stressed in the United States instead of dogma,
according to Tocqueville, and that this was due, in his analysis, to the
numerous sects available (Goldstein 1975:16—17). Moreover, Goldstein takes
the same path that I have taken in interpreting Tocqueville to be talking
primarily about the spiritual basis of political order unless he mentions a
specific religious doctrine or sect when he analyses its specific effects on
behavior. Goldstein contends that there is no evidence that Tocqueville was
led by his American experience to stress overt use of organized religion as
a means of reinforcing citizenship or some particular behavior as a member
of the community (Goldstein 1964:40). Tocqueville was discontent with the

political uses to which religion was put in France. One of the primary
reasons Tocqueville wrote so much on the subject of religion, the State and
the spiritual basis of political order was to demonstrate to the French that
spiritual ideals need not run counter to democratic political orders and were,
indeed, necessary to maintain such an order. Moreover, he wished to show that
if spiritual ideals were degraded to religious tyranny, then it was not the
spirituality that was at fault, it was the tyrannical manipulation of
opinion and religion (see Mayer 1940:16-18). He explained in a letter to
Eugene Stoffels: "You seem to me to have understood the general ideas on
which my programme rests. What most and always amazes me about my country,
more especially these last few years, is to see ranged on the one side men
who value morality, religion and order, and upon the other those who love
liberty and the equality of men before the law. This strikes me as the most
extraordinary and deplorable spectacle ever offered to the eyes of man; for
all the things thus separated are, I am certain, indissolubly united in the
sight of God. They are all holy things, if I may so express myself, because
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credence to beliefs, attitudes and actions which one actually experiences as

false. False consciousness is analysed by Tocqueville as a result of par-

ticular configurations of political rules. Among the symptoms of this

particular type of bad faith known as false consciousness which Tocqueville

discusses are oppressive religious ideology, fanatical spiritualism and an

ethic of planned obsolescence, overconsumptive acquisitiveness and waste.

For example, on the subject of what he calls the hypocrisy of luxury,

Tocqueville has this to say;

To satisfy these new cravings of human vanity the arts have
recourse to every species of imposture; and these devices
sometimes go so far as to defeat their own purpose. Imitation
diamonds are now made which may be easily mistaken for real ones;
as soon as the art of fabricating false diamonds becomes so
perfect that they cannot be distinguished from real ones, it is
probable that both will be abandoned and become mere pebbles
again. (Tocqueville 1945 2:53; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):56,
(B) 3:82).

Tocqueville describes further the potential anti-learning and error

amplifying situations resulting from ill designed political structures in

his observations of errors committed by those caught in an ideology of

materialism. Such errors are often experienced by the individual committing

them, as Tocqueville describes in this exploration of neurosis and

malaise in the midst of plenty.

the greatness and the happiness of man in this world can only result from
their union. It seems to me, therefore, that one of the finest enterprises
of our time would be to demonstrate that these things are not incompatible;
that on the contrary, they are bound up together in such a fashion that each
of them is weakened by separation from the rest. Such is my basic idea."
(Tocqueville Oeuvres Completes (B) 5:429, as quoted in Mayer 1940:16-18).
Again Tocqueville was aware that in the absence of certain knowledge on
spiritual matters, tyranny of opinion was possible when an unopposed
authority for such opinion was designed. Such tyranny would only be worsened,
in Tocqueville's view if an unopposed political authority could manipulate
a monopoly of religious opinion. Tocqueville discussed this type of manip-
ulation which might be called false consciousness in the case of the
Protestant clergy who degraded the principal of charity by refusing to legalize
aid to the Catholic poor in Ireland, purely on the justification that
Catholics believed wrongly (Tocqueville 1958:180-101, Oeuvres Completes
(M) 5(3):159-160, (B) 8:433-435).
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In America I saw the the freest and most enlightened men placed in
the happiest circumstances that the world affords; it seemed
to me as if a cloud habitually hung upon their brow, and I
thought them serious and almost sad, even in their pleasures . . .

Their taste for physical gratifications must be regarded as the
original source of the secret disquietude which the actions
of the Americans betray and of that inconstancy of which they
daily afford fresh examples. He who has set his heart exclusively
upon the pursuit of worldly welfare is always in a hurry, for he
has but a limited time at his disposal to reach, to grasp, and to
enjoy it. The recollection of the shortness of life is a
constant spur to him. Besides the good things that he possesses,
he every instant fancies a thousand others that death will prevent
him from trying if he does not try them soon. This thought fills
him with anxiety, fear, and regret and keeps his mind in ceaseless
trepidation, which leads him perpetually to change his plans and
his abode. . . .

. . . Complaints are made in France that the number of suicides
increases; in America suicide is rare, but insanity is said to be
more common there than anywhere else. (Tocqueville 1945 2:144-147;
Oeuvres Completes (M) 1 (2):142-145, (B) 3:219-225).

Experienced though they may be, such errors may go without correction.

Tocqueville is especially concerned that the anxiety of structurelessness can

lead people to fill gaps in personal understanding with material items and,

in their hurry to stuff as much into the personal abyss as possible,ruin the

possibilities for others in the community (Tocqueville 1945 2:149; Oeuvres

Completes (M) 1(2):147, (B) 3:227). Tocqueville believes that it is without

trouble that people such as this lose the liberty they enjoy. "The discharge

of political duties appears to them to be a troublesome impediment which

diverts them from their occupations and business" (Tocqueville 1945 2:149;

Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):147, (B) 3:228). Tocqueville describes the

manner in which such individuals ignore their duties to one another and

concludes: "These people think they are following the principle of self-

interest, but the idea they entertain of that principle is a very crude one;

and neglect their chief business which is to remain their own masters"

(Toequeville 1945 2:149; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):147, (B) 3:228).
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Situations may certainly be constructed where individuals learn only

with difficulty that their desires are connected with the good of others.

The dogma of the rugged individual paradoxically placed in interdependent

webs of social relationships is one such contradiction of consciousness

and experience. In many cases one may persist in individualism, ignorance,

prejudice and error in symbols and meanings, no matter what the experience.

If we observe people continually refusing to learn, however, Tocqueville

suggests we look not to the incompetencies of the person, but to the

incompetencies of institutional designs which do not permit learning.

While current dogma may bias the choice of experiments and the

interpretation of results, Tocqueville suggests that alternatives are

available for diversifying these sources of authority and for allowing new

information to illuminate beliefs which contradict a person's experience.

Moreover, Tocqueville suggests that one might design situations in which

individuals have a chance to learn that it is not in their interest to hold

beliefs dissonant with their experience.

To avoid as much of the entrapment of dogma as possible, Tocqueville

is especially keen on situations designed to illuminate the harm and

injustice done by useless or erroneous (in light of the individual's ex-

perience) dogma. Particularly important in such designs are arrangements

which make injustice to another an injury to oneself. Thus the self interested

person has an incentive to explore the consequences of dogmatic beliefs

and to seek remedies to errors.

Little harm would come of idiosyncratic belief systems if individuals

could have all they wish through their own efforts. If collective action,

communication and community were of no use to the individual, individualism

in lieu of relationships would be of no consequence. However, environments

are rarely available where individualism is a well reasoned strategy for
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obtaining what one wants.

Conditions of the Environment: The Necessity of Collective Action

The problem of individualistic behavior in using environmental goods

is analogous to the difficulties arising from idiosyncratic beliefs and

individualistic conceptions of symbol systems. Chaos in the human spirit

and anarchic belief systems enervate the individual and debilitate relation-

ships between people. In Tocqueville's analysis of both personal chaos

and interpersonal anarchy, the common cause of communication failures is

the absence of commonly accepted symbols, meanings and beliefs. In other

words, each person's symbols equal in correctness every other person's

interpretation of her world. Where each individual invents her own language

and beliefs, paying no heed to another's development, communication is

nearly foreclosed. To facilitate the development of common symbols and

meanings, Tocqueville suggests that an authority must exist to determine

which symbols and meanings are "correct" and to be held in common. As the

problem prior to the institution of such authority has been that each point

of view has been equal to all others (and, therefore, idiosyncracy rules),

this authority necessarily ends such a situation of equal claims to

correctness. All ideas are no longer equal, some are "correct" and some

"incorrect". The potential problems of deciding some ideas are false,

especially if one has doubts about the possibility of discovering the Truth

are obvious. Thus the process of deciding, or, as Tocqueville puts it, the

situating of authority, becomes a very important consideration. Balancing

idiosyncracy with common bases of understanding is the subsequent trial of

the political theorist.

Similar to this analysis which recognizes the neccessity for common

symbols and authoritative judgment of right and wrong symbols, is Tocqueville's

analysis of the division of political power necessary to make community
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possible. As with the situation of idiosyncratic beliefs, the problems

Tocqueville describes arise from the situation where each claim on environ-

mental use is of equal right to every other claim. Individualism, rather

than collective action is the likely outcome of such a situation.

Tocqueville writes of several types of democracies defined as equality

of condition. In one situation which he describes, all the citizens are of

equal rank but the ranks of citizens and officials are unequal. Tocqueville

explains that this is not an empty hypothesis: "A despot may find that it

is in his interest to render his subjects equal and to leave them ignorant,

in order more easily to keep them slaves" (Tocqueville 1945 2:38; Oeuvres

Completes (M) 1(2):43, (B) 3:59-60). It might not be obvious why Tocqueville

associates equality with individualism, ignorance and servitude and why he

would assume that ranks of citizen and official would remain unequal.

To understand Tocqueville to be making a case for regimented castes as

an alternative to equality is to read with only the most superficial under-

standing of the problem he is analyzing. In essence, Tocqueville is

13. It is also untrue to believe that Tocqueville is talking about a one
class or classless society. Zeitlin believes that Tocqueville viewed the
U.S. as an essentially classless society or a society on the way to such a
condition (Zeitlin 1971:19). Zeitlin consideres that Tocqueville's view of
America as a classless society caused many errors in his analysis. He
believes that Tocqueville minimized or missed altogether the socio-historical
significance of urbanization and industrialization and the new social classes
accompanying these processes (Zeitlin 1971:11)• Zeitlin says that Tocqueville
"never suspected a new socio-economic system was emerging that would increas-
ingly separate large masses from the most strategic means of assuring their
own happiness" (Zeitlin 1971:89). Zeitlin further believes that Tocqueville
saw no conflict between officials and citizens. "The advantage of democracy
is that it promotes the welfare of the greatest number. . . . However some
conflict between those who govern and those who are governed is as inevitable
as the division of society into classes. ... In the United States however
which Tocqueville views as a one-class society, it follows that 'Public officers
have no class interests to promote'" (Zeitlin 1971:25). Zeitlin's view
seems quite opposed to Tocqueville's idea that two classes will remain: the
governing the the governed. Officials will promote their own interests and
this is exactly the problem that Tocqueville tries to solve. Tocqueville
discusses both the institutional arrangements which mitigate these tendencies
and those which promote them (Tocqueville 1945 1:209-216; Oeuvres Completes
(M) 1(1):2O5-2O9, (B) 2:50-54).
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suggesting that the relationships among people reminiscent of a hypothetical

"state of nature" or tragedy of the commons' may be observed in "even the most

mundane interactions between individuals.

Drescher also finds that Tocqueville missed observing industrialism.
He notes that Tocqueville only spent one hour in Pittsburgh and says
"Tocqueville was more interested in the castles and landed estates in England
than factories and railroads" (Drescher 1968:53-54) However in Journeys
to England and Ireland, Tocqueville writes of what he observes of urbanization
in Manchester. "The employers are helped by science, industry, the love of
gain and English capital. Among the workers are men coming from a country
where the needs of men are reduced almost to those of savages, and who can
work for a very low wage, and so keep down the wages of the English workmen
who wish to compete, to almost the same level. So there is the combination
of the advantages of a rich and a poor country; of an ignorant and an
enlightened people: of civilization and barbarism. It is not suprising that
Manchester already has 300,000 inhabitants and is growing at a prodigious rate"
(Tocqueville 1958:104; Oeuvres Completes (M) 5(2):78, (B) 8:361-362).
Tocqueville is outlining briefly in these notes the causes of such social
change and the abuses of liberty when self interest is not rightly understood.
He continues, describing the industrial slum of Manchester. The huge enclo-
sures around the factories are a visual metaphor for the centralization of
industry, urbanization (Tocqueville 1958:106; Oeuvres Completes (M) 5(2):80-81,
(B) 8:365-367). "These vast structures keep air and light out of the human
habitations which they dominate, they envelop them in perpetual fog; here is
the slave, there the master; there the wealth of some, here the poverty of
most; there the organized effort of thousands produce, to the profit of one
man, what society has not yet learnt to give. Here the weakness of the
individual seems more feeble and helpless even than in the wilderness; here
the effects there the causes" (Tocqueville 1958:107; Oeuvres Completes
(M) 5(2):81, (B) 8:367-368). He wrote of Manchester and Birmingham that more
workers were coming in to the cities from the farms because even the low wage
was higher than what the farm yielded. Thus agriculture also was threatened
by urbanization (Tocqueville 1958:108; Oeuvres Completes (M) 5(2):83, (B)
omits this section). Wage levels,Tocqueville cautioned,were declining,
because of so called labor saving devices, competition among workers and the
introduction of women, children and immigrants who were taught their needs
were fewer and so would work for less. Tocqueville also considered the
economic problems of the Irish workers — he contrasts the beauty of the
university which existed for the Irish upper class and the poorhouse down
the road. "The poorhouse is filled with wretched paupers whose only hope in
life is the meal they get" (Tocqueville 1958:121-122; Oeuvres Completes
(M) 5(2):97-98, (B) 8:377-379). The Irish upperclass practiced what he
called an "absenteism of the heart". They employed the working class at a
low wage and spent their profits in England where they eventually resided,
thus doubly entrenching Ireland and the Irish poor in a sociology of poverty.
Tocqueville makes the same sort of analysis about American Industrialism in
his chapter on the aristocracy of manufacturers (Tocqueville 1958:124;
Oeuvres Completes (M) 5(2):99-100, (B) 3:381). Drescher argues that
Tocqueville's whole discussion of Industrialism is found in only five or six
passages in both volumes of Democracy in America and from this writers have



The defining characteristic of the "state of nature" is equality,

that is, equal rights to all resources, beliefs, definitions and decisions,

regardless of exceptional claims. All claims are in fact exceptional, as

each individual's rule is the rule. Or, to state the converse, no exceptions

are possible, for no rule exists from which one could be excepted. For

example, in the Hobbesian state of nature, all goods have been defined as

common property. Individuals living in this commons act as equal and

separate units, pursuing their individual good. Each has natural power or

right to make claim on the commons and to the produce derived from it.

Individuals are equally able to act in terms of this natural right through

force derived from physical strength, cunning or wit, or through the

unstable confederations one might make with others. Thus when individuals

of similar passions desire the same good which is held in common but may

nevertheless not be possessed by several individuals simultaneously, there

is no way to decide by property rights who should possess the good; we may

extrapolated much more than Tocqueville's scant discussion will support
(Drescher 1968a:11-12). However, my analysis I hope will show that
Tocqueville's entire theory is directed toward problems such as industrial-
ism. The extrapolations are made from the whole of his theory, not from
three pages.

Zetterbaum also misses the connection between Tocqueville's analysis
of social class and his analysis of class and decision making rules when he
says that Tocqueville believed that the division between the rich and poor
is a permanent feature of all societies, even though the proportions change,
the wealthy will never be a majority. Furthermore Zetterbaum asserts that
Tocqueville concluded that because this situation was "natural" it was there-
fore just.

Although Zetterbaum is partly correct in saying that Tocqueville did
not believe that equality of political condition or universal sufferage
would bring equality of fortune, he fails to relate this conclusion to
Tocqueville's analysis of increasing centralization and hierarchy all social
organizations, no matter how egalitarian their conception. Moreover,
Tocqueville viewed the distribution of wealth in aristocracies as anything
but arbitrary. Such a distribution could be traced to the ordering
principles of political and social relationships. The word "natural" is
also confusing in Zetterbaum's text. The tendency toward centralization of
all media of exchange and information, including money, which Tocqueville
describes seems the "natural" way; only by design or plan do political
orders seem to escape this tendency. Democracy causes a more "natural"
distribution of goods only in as much as people recognize that mutual
aid is beneficial and design institutions which make mutual aid possible.
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only decide by force. Natural right is coextensive with power and force.14

Individuals must attempt to destroy or subdue one another to procure such

goods.

14. Tocqueville considers a broader definition of property than is usual.
"Property" means more than land or material goods. It also includes decision
making capabilities and emphasizes rights to use more than simple ownership.
It is important to note the multiple definitions Tocqueville uses for equality.
It is important to see a difference between completely equal decision making
capabilities and, therefore, the lack of authority for decisions and enforce-
ment of decisions, and a general equality of condition, equal rights under the
law, equal opportunity and uniform social conditions, for example.

Lively argues that Tocqueville did not mean by equality of conditions
simply economic equality or uniform social outcomes. If Tocqueville had
meant only economic equality, Lively points out that this would lead to a
determinist position that the whole of individuals' political, social behavior
and thinking is outside of their control. However, Tocqueville's non deter-
minist view, his meaning of equality of condition and the way he saw it
effecting social and political developments show that he maintained "his
basic position that the political scientist had to guide as well as analyze",
leaving people with free will so they "could shape their circumstances
according to their own ideals and values" (Lively 1962:48-52). Lively further
says that Tocqueville saw two components to egalitarianism: 1) people
have similar if not equal capacities in certain fundamental respects, and
2) on the other hand, people have common claims as individuals regardless of
their social position or personal characteristics (Lively 1962:240-241).
A belief in one is not necessarily a belief in the other. Lively points out,
much like Max Weber, that with the destruction of older criteria for differ-
entiation in aristocracies has come the erection of other personal differences
as criteria for one's social role. Lively believes that Tocqueville viewed
egalitarian demands as a refusal to treat personal differences as the bases
for inequality in political rights. This position Lively finds to be consistent
with believing people have unequal capabilities. Lively believes that it is
a more difficult position to take that people differ in important respects but
that these dissimilarities should have no reflection in their political
social or economic treatment. He says it is a less difficult position to
take that people are similar in their needs and capacities and should therefore
be treated equally. Tocqueville, Lively believes, saw both as elements in
democratic attitudes. He believes Tocqueville believed that people have equal
claims to respect and consideration (Lively 1962:242). Drescher on the other
hand would argue that Tocqueville did not address the question of how personal
differences effected their economic treatment. Tocqueville's model, Drescher
says, was that equal political treatment in the form of popular sovereignity
would solve these problems (Drescher 1968a:76). However Tocqueville does not
take the position that popular sovereignty will prevent monopolies of capital
or centralization of even political decision making capabilities. Instead he
outlines ways that equal political rights without the context of interdependencies
from institution designs for mutual aid may lead to greater centralization.
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These conclusions are not derived from an assumption of the inherent

"badness" of individuals. Such a conclusion follows from the nature of

property relationships (no property exists where only common ownership is

Drescher believes Tocqueville had a much less radical view of equality
than that Lively presents. He says that what Tocqueville meant by a "class-
less society" was one in which there were no "radical inequalities" fixed
by law, politics, family relationships, professions or marriage customs.
(Tocqueville does not leave this impression of concern about equality in
marriage custom in his writing on marriage in Democracy in America).
Drescher says the emphasis on "radical" is important. The criterion for
judging equality was the psychological attitude and acceptance, the "spirit"
in which people regarded their social status. The important condition was
how a person felt, equal or not equal. Drescher says Tocqueville believed
he found in America legal equality, political equality, economic equality,
the standardization of attitudes and behavior, these were the tendencies of
equality of condition and of history. Drescher says Tocqueville believed in
America there was a "spirit" of belief that each person was equal (Drescher
1968a:30-31). In the Old Regime, however, Tocqueville discussed the problems
of giving people the "feeling" of participation or the "feeling" of equality
as opposed to real institutional arrangements which made their existence in
the political order important. Tocqueville says in a letter to Beaumont that
his idea of rational equality must be the state natural to individuals, since
nations get to this idea from such various starting points, following such
different roads. Tocqueville believes this is true not because of some
providential historical march, but because he believed any other system would
go through the cycles of Leviathan-revolution he described (Tocqueville 1958:28;
Qeuvres Completes (M) 5(2):57, letter to Beaumont 5 October 1828).

Brogan interprets Tocqueville as being a very inexperienced author in
Democracy in America, who, because of this inexperience had an obsession with
equality of condition. He believes that Tocqueville's early ideas on the
subject of equality were more concerned with status than with material
interests; by Souveniers he was concerned with class competition for material
goods (Brogan 1973:66-67). One of Tocqueville's primary concerns in Democracy
in America is that demands for equality will only come in terms of material
goods. Although there is evidence for arguing that Tocqueville may have under-
represented the importance of the material portion of the quest for equality
he observed, it would be bad to miss the reasons for his concentration on other
aspects of equality and the contributions this concentration makes to our
understanding of demands for equality. Tocqueville was not concerned with
equality as status in any fake way of giving people the "feeling" of equal status
He was concerned about the effects of equal role status on various behaviors
and attitudes in the context of various other institutional designs. Since
he believed that material claims would change both qualitatively and
quantitatively with the "progress of civilization," he was concerned that
demands for equality in material goods would represent a limited view of
equality, be only a short term approach to problems of inequality, impose a
potentially tyrannical uniformity of response to predictibly diverse needs
and result in a definition of equality which would not serve problems of
poverty all that well, while decreasing the potential for the poor to organize
and make demands which reflect their diverse situations.
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designated), decision rules (equal rights and capabilities of use for

all) and Tocqueville's assumptions about people (self interested behavior and

diverse desires and needs). This equality as defined here is not the same

as the concept of equal opportunity: it is concerned with equality of

decision making capabilities.

Earlier in this essay, such decision making rights involved uniform

rights to definitions. Presently our focus is on completely equal rights

to claim all goods, material and immaterial, from property to the

definition of reality (not an unrelated pair of goods). Under such present

definitions of equal decision making capabilities, at any point of making

a decision, the process for reaching a mutually enforceable consensus

on what is and what is not "right" exists. No rights supercede others:

therefore, neither does any claim to beliefs or goods. The situation

of equal rights is possibly never observed in social relationships. So

intolerable is the situation that if it happens, its life is ephemeral.

Systems for defining rules which end this particular type of equality

arise almost immediately. Most problematically, tyrannical solutions

to the absence of rule ordered relationships are often grasped

Poggi, similarly, outlines Tocqueville's view of various definitions
of equality as the major characteristic distinguishing "democratic despotism"
from "republican democracy" (Poggi 1972:48-49). Zetterbaum views Tocqueville's
discussion of equality as intrinsically connected with his arguments about
centralization and hierarchy. He interprets Tocqueville as observing the
trend toward equality to be producing a situation where each individual confronts
the others within a context of equal opportunity, a general leveling of wealth,
equality before the law, and uniform assurance of political rights (Zetterbaum
1967:58-59). These political rights could be considered to be approaching
uniformity only in so far as the individuals who were officials were not
lifetime members of a ruling class and that the offices themselves were
"checked and balanced" by other competing offices and by citizens themselves.
Above all Zetterbaum believes Tocqueville viewed the trend toward equality
as a state of society characterized by the absence of permanent hierarchical
arrangements, whether political, social or economic (Zetterbaum 1957:59).



as at least superior to the chaos of structurelessness. For, perversely,

such equality extinguishes liberty, if we follow Tocqueville's thinking

a bit further.15

15. Stone and Mennell point out that Tocqueville was not opposed to
the principle of equality. He wanted to ensure that as equality increased
it did not "override liberty" (Mennell and Stone 1980:22-23). The conflict
between values such as liberty and equality is a very complex one as
Tocqueville presents it. Tocqueville has been thought of as only or
primarily concerned with the loss of individual freedom of the upper classes
at the expense of the minimum in social welfare for the poor in France.
Statements such as those Tocqueville made in a conversation collected in
the journal of Senior, "The systematic intimidation and oppression of the
rich in favour of the poor are becoming one of the principles of Government,'1

certainly lend themselves to this interpretation of Tocqueville's views.
Although it is extremely important to present a counter argument to the
hypothesis that social welfare programs rob the rich and middle class,
create negative incentives for achievement, eventually make the poor
dependent without teaching any political or economic skills for independence
and self preservation and eventually dry up the till and provide the basis
for a conservative revolt against any charitable activities, evidence that
this hypothesis is born out in present day tax revolts and "right wing
backlash" must also be considered. Moreover, it is important to understand
that Tocqueville did not conclude from this hypothesis that therefore
nothing should be done for the poor. Although his record as a political
figure does not show him to have taken a positive approach to innovative
poverty policy, his analyses of institutional arrangements do suggest
alternatives which give greater skills and wider potentials to the poor than
the policies of which he was critical. It is likewise important to under-
stand that Tocqueville did not choose liberty as a value to be preserved
without consideration. His analysis details the reasons he believes
liberty in the context of designed, positive interdependencies would result
in mutual aid which would guide social equality.

If one returns to Tocqueville's assumptions about individuals and
focuses on self interest, it is easier to understand his fear that the
good intentions of social policy could be turned to materialism and dictator-
ship worth still nothing for the poor, and less: no means for organizing
oneself to escape poverty. Tocqueville believed that in France after the
revolution, all people were ready to give up liberty to a dictatorship so
that they could rest, each isolated from the other in negative repose
(Tocqueville 1968 :138; Oeuvres Completes (M) 2(2):289).

Zetterbaum also notes Tocqueville's important contribution of explaining
a "fundamental paradox of democracy" that equality of conditions is
compatible with tyranny as well as freedom (Zetterbaum 1967:69). Zetterbaum
explains that Tocqueville believed the self interested person living without
the context of mutual aid will abandon freedom to authorities in exchange
for a "soft despotism" which provides for them (Zetterbaum 1967:72).

Herr also explains that a primary theme in Democracy in America and
in the Old Regime is how best to make the transition from aristocracy to
democracy in a manner of designing relationships for liberty and mutual
aid (Herr 1962:64). Herr interprets Tocqueville as believing that the
character of the French people was the root of the problem in making this
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Some benefits must accrue to individuals using the commons. If

nothing else, hunger and thirst are satisfied from the commons. Since

individuals may use the resources free of charge, there are no incentives

to use the commons in a way that protects its long term use. In fact,

there are incentives to take as much as one can, as fast as one can, before

it is too late. Any individual would be a fool to think of the future

under such conditions. A person who attempted to save for the future would

make herself vulnerable to seizure from others who had equal rights to the

product of her labor. The person who attempted to manage resources wisely,

taking only what she could use at one time might find others had behaved

differently and left nothing behind. Self interested individuals thus

find themselves in competition with each other in their exploitation and

transition in France. Unchecked individualism killed the "virtue" necessary
for democracy. Herr finds that the analysis of French character and its
origins distinguished the Old Regime from the rest of Tocqueville's writing
(Herr 1962:131). Although I have stressed the institutional arrangements
which Tocqueville believed caused this negative articulation of self interest
as individualism, Herr's view is in general, coincidental with mine. Herr
says Tocqueville believed that the French character contained irreconcilable
internal dissensions that prevent voluntary cooperation (Herr 1962:134).
Tocqueville's view was that centuries of isolation of the classes and a
violent revolution had created hatreds so deep that voluntary cooperation
was unlikely. This analysis left Tocqueville with the unhappy conclusion
that France might never create institutions for mutual aid and that nothing
but "soft despotism" might be the future for France. For this reason
Tocqueville could not present a viable alternative for social welfare
policy and usually simply voted against proposals which increased the power
of the state as they aided the poor and shackled all to the state. The
important insight Herr underscores is that Tocqueville believed liberty and
equality must coexist in a just democracy and that such would not be the
case without what Herr calls "community spirit" and the institutions to
maintain it (Herr 1962:135).

Even if policy makers find Tocqueville's actual policy activities in
France fell short of his theoretical designs, the contribution Tocqueville
made to our understanding of the paradoxical relationship between liberty
and equality bears consideration. We have Tocqueville's theoretical
critique, Tocqueville's evidence and evidence in our own time of the
many tried policies on poverty. Rather than rejecting Tocqueville's ideas
because of his aristocratic origins and attributing an attitude of benign
neglect to his writings and activities, it could be more profitable to see
if a positive policy alternative can be extrapolated from his work.
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overuse of the free good. Under such institutional conditions, it will be

nearly impossible for them to create stable relationships to pursue their

interests jointly.

Competition is not the only or even the main cause of quarrel in the

commons. More fundamental is the diffidence which each individual comes

to experience in this situation of equal natural right. Each individual

will recognize that she and all others are motivated to preserve themselves.

Moreover each will recognize that all have worked through the logic of the

situation to see they are all in competition; each must fear the actions

of the other. Each realizes that they all fear each other and each realizes

that they all perceive themselves in this same predicament of each fearing

and being feared. They all know that they each know that each knows each

is afraid. Under such conditions it is impossible for anyone to act in

good faith toward another and have her fellows understand such action as

anything but a trick. To the extent that any individual is able to realize

this situation, all others are equally capable of feeling the same way.

No one would act in good faith, fearing she would be misperceived and others

would retaliate. All actions are considered by one's peers as strategies

of deceit; trick before you can be tricked becomes a primary objective

in this sort of non-relationship. Being at least one move ahead of every

other player is likewise imperative if one is to stay with the action in

the commons.

To stay ahead of the action, one must know a great deal about the

motivations of other players: what they want, how they understand your

usefulness to them as a tool to get what they want and what actions they

are likely to take to put you to use for their ends. Again one would be

a fool to disclose one's true motivations to any other individual (should

one be able to know them in such a situation). Information one discloses
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is likely very useful to those expected to harm one. Disclosure simply

makes one vulnerable; it seldom advances one's interests in this situation

of mutual mistrust.

As few reasons exist to ever tell anyone the truth about one's

desires and motivations, each person must guess what lies behind the actions

of everybody else. Such guesses are informed primarily from the project-

ions of one's own interests (what other information does one have?).

These projections are themselves faulty representations of oneself, for

what could one know of oneself in such a situation? One's motivations

are responses and reactions to the fabricated motivations of others; what

anyone really wants or feels is buried under layers of responses to manifold

inventions. One knows not oneself, yet one projects one's ignorant vision

onto the actions of others and then responds to this doubly incorrect

projection. After several rounds of ascribing motives to everyone else,

one finally is holding conversations only between one's image of oneself

and the projected images of oneself. All one knows is a lie.

In such a situation, even if someone wished to act altruistically,

her actions would be so basically uninformed that it would be by the merest

chance that anything pleasant could come of it for another person. Altruism

and virtue plunge to the most impossibly uninformed paternalism. Once

diffidence has become a complete web of paranoia, an individual has little

alternative but to subdue others before she is subdued.

The important point which Tocqueville makes is that under such

arrangements of equality as are found in the commons, arrangements which

give rise to such systematic feelings of distrust, there are no means for

individuals to work together for realizing any joint pursuits for mutually

contributing to their individual good. As when no authority existed for

recognizing common symbols, meanings and beliefs, in the situation of a



commons, no relationships are possible. Individualism is the only possible

course of action. No one clearly understands her meaning to another

person; common understanding of neither word nor deed has been established.

"When all claims to rights are considered equal, no rights, in fact, exist;

roles, relationships and responsibilities for any particular situation

are undefined.

In a situation of equal claims to all things, one finds oneself in

the paradoxical situation that in trying to do good, one has a high proba-

bility of only being able to do harm. If one's intentions are uninformed

it is unlikely that good ends will come of the well meant action. More-

over, one finds that few incentives exist for giving up information so that

another's intentions can come closer to the mark. No context exists for

bargaining (and possibly learning of anothers desires)where no possibility

of defining rights exists.

In this situation of total equality, one finds to her suprise that

one has little possibility to act in such a way as to aid another with

herself. One can only act for oneself. Imagining this situation where no

claim is superior to another, it is difficult to believe that any communication

is possible, that individuals, even if they could communicate, could work

together for their simultaneous good. For in a situation of equal claims,

once an environmental resource or product of labor or imagination exists

for one person, it exists for all. Anyone may lay claim to it. The produce

of one's labor may not be protected from those who would exploit another,

using for free what it has cost another to produce. Bargains may be made

for trading different products of labor, but such covenants cannot be

enforced so long as all claims are equal, for no one has superior rights

to the product she might trade. Where no such rights exist, no basis for

92



93

trust exists; only fools would enter into such a covenant.

Thus under such conditions, one will have a difficult time making

any arrangements for either the production or consumption of goods or events

which can only be produced or consumed through the joint endeavors of more

than one individual. For example, suppose several individuals with common

rights and access to a parcel of land recognized that it would be in the

long term interest of each if all would conserve their mutually possessed

property. Clearly such conservation cannot be undertaken by any single

individual acting alone. Conservation by definition means saving or re-

straining one's use of a good. Not only would one individual acting alone

fail to conserve anything without the aid of her fellows, if she saved

while others did not, she would stand to lose a great deal in the short and

long term. Saving, moderation, monitoring one's use, adjusting for a

possible future, anything other than an ethic of use it before your share

is taken, is ridiculous in such a situation. Unless one can afford to let

oneself be exploited by others in a similar predicament, one must be an

exploiter oneself.

Suppose everyone reasoned through this situation, coming to the

conclusion that conservation of the common property of the group can only

be accomplished by the common effort of the group. What possible action

can be taken by those who would produce the common good, conservation?

So long as the goods of the commons can be consumed by one and all,

regardless of the hosannas they say for the future, what incentives does

anyone have to act in the interest of the future commons? One

cannot trust that others will do so. Where claims remain equal, even if

everyone reasons through the situation to understand that cooperation is

necessary, reason alone is insufficient to enable individuals to keep their

covenants.



No sanctions or rewards exist to encourage people to keep their word.

Even if everyone agrees that all would gain through conservation, individ-

ually each has an incentive to defy a contract made with others. Such

covenants as individuals might make with one another are but mere words,

lacking the power of enforcement. If all others conserve and one does not,

one stands to gain even more than by keeping one's part of the bargain.

As long as the option for holding out and gaining a free ride from the

efforts of others is available, the maintainance of covenants is a rare

occurrence. One need not assume that people are bad to see that they can

act irresponsibly in situations where responsibilities are undefined. To

end this situation of irresponsibility, we need not only assign responsi-

bilities, but also enforce obligations to these responsibilities. Other-

wise we cannot reach the ends of trust and mutual aid.

Thus we are faced with the paradoxical situation that in order to

obtain responsible behavior from people, in order for rights to be respected,

those rights and responsibilities must constrain the individual's behavior.

For the notion of liberty so defined to be realized, each individual must

lay down so much freedom as her fellows are willing to, in order for this

16constraint to be possible. The problem then is how to specify the rules

16. Tocqueville further defined liberty in a letter to Beaumont: "Liberty
seems to me to hold in the political world the place of the atmosphere in
the physical world. The earth is peopled with a multitude of beings differ-
ently organized; yet all live and flourish. Alter the conditions of the
atmosphere, they suffer; remove them out of it, they die. . . . Change
your laws, vary your manners, reform your creed, modify your forms; if
you can obtain to this, that man should have full liberty to do whatever
is not bad in itself, and the certainty of enjoying in peace the produce
of what he has done, you have hit the mark. The mark is the same, but there
are many ways of attaining it." (Reeve 1872:184, Tocqueville 1958:117;
Oeuvres Completes (M) 5(2):92, (B) 8:374. Solomon interprets Tocqueville's
view of freedom as being synonymous with "breaking through existence." He
in fact sees Tocqueville's view of liberty as having much in common with
existential philosophies. Solomon says that Tocqueville understands
"the potential universalism of human self-realization will take place only
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which will order relationships and constitute a process which will govern

the subsequent actions of individuals who would work collectively. Only

such a constitution of enforceable rules will make the just treatment of

in the unification of freedom with commitment as the two integrating
elements of human existence. Tocqueville's liberalism is, than, according
to Solomon, the "eternal, quest for freedom as the actualization of the
spiritual elements of human nature", and not an historical dogma of
political organization (Solomon 1936:403-404).

Lively viewed Tocqueville's definition of liberty in a somewhat more
negative way. Tocqueville, he believes, defines liberty as freedom from
restraint. His aim, Lively believes, was to revive liberty as a political
value. Lively says that Tocqueville initially defines liberty in terms of
an individual's wants and desires, much like other liberals. But this
definition caused some difficulties. Lively, too, sees a connection between
freedom and duty in Tocqueville's definition of liberty. However, Tocqueville,
Lively believes, drew the boundaries of what he regarded as a necessary
area of freedom without reference to the wants and desires by which liberty was
defined. Lively contends that Tocqueville never assumed that the
definition of liberty included or implied any principle which would
determine its proper area. He did not suppose that such a principle could
be deduced from individuals' actual wants, Lively believes. The freedom
of action that an individual actually demanded might go far beyond the
needs of social order or might fall short of its proper extent, Lively
points out. Again, Tocqueville sought a mid-point between a lack of social
order and a social order which allowed nothing to the individual. Lively
summarizes that Tocqueville's whole attitude towards liberty rests on the
distinction between the definition of freedom and the principle by which
it was justified as a political value or by which its proper extent could
be traced. Lively believes that its justification lay in the individual's
needs as a moral agent, her need to bear the responsibility of active
decision and to be recognized as being capable of bearing this responsibility.
Lively's views follow from Tocqueville's contention that each individual,
being capable of judging between good and evil, must be free to act upon
the good and moreover has a responsibility to such action. It is from
creating this situation of responsible action, however, that Lively believes
the primarily negative role government plays in defining liberty arises.
The grant of liberty or rights involves such a recognition of the individual's
responsibilities and it was through and only through the enforcement of
reciprocal duties involved in reciprocal rights that government created the means
acting in this moral manner. The government's role in defining liberty was
then negative: preventing encroachments by individuals on the liberty of
other individuals (Lively 1062:17-18).

Drescher, too, believes that Tocqueville did not effectively distin-
guish between a negative sense of individual independence—freedom from
restraint of the state or society—and the positive sense of liberty as
participation in the collective decision making process (Drescher 1968:44-45).
However, much of Tocqueville's writing is devoted to a discussion of the
institutional arrangements which aid participation. Tocqueville's view
was that liberty required some restraint, but it was not itself restraint
(see also Lively 1962:21). The demands of liberty and the demands of order



individuals in the collective possible. Only if individuals feel some

assurance that their dealings with others will be conducted in mutual

good faith can the conflict resulting from diffidence be averted. Individuals

were both valid and were required to be balanced. They could not be equated.
A further practical problem Tocqueville faced in defining liberty as a
positive value of participation in decision making- was finding some means
to instill and sustain an appreciation of liberty as a political value in
all the members of the collective group. For such socialization and the
requisite duties to participate in decision making were themselves a sort
of restraint. Again, Tocqueville did not focus simply on the realization
of individuals' desires for his definition of liberty; not only could such
needs be higher than what the collective could withstand, as Lively points
out, such demands could be too low. Moreover, from Tocqueville's discussions
of the virtues of participation in voluntary associations, one could conclude
that he was as interested in the positive sense of liberty to participate
in the collective as in a restraint which created responsibility and
reciprocity, as he was in setting some kind of theoretical or governmental
limits to individual power. Again, this view of his is related to his
notion of self interest rightly understood as a replacement for some kind
of metaphysical idea of virtue as a boundary of individual action. Tocqueville
was reluctant to accept that there was any principle which could absolutely
decide between the conflicting claims of differing political values.

There are other ways in which Tocqueville's view of liberty has been
interpreted as a negative conception of freedom. Lively finds that for
the most part Tocqueville ignored as irrelevant to political liberty all
questions of economic subjection. Tocqueville stressed the invasion of
individual liberty by government, but ignored the restriction of individual's
freedom by economic subjection. Lively believes that Tocqueville's assertion
of a negative role of the state was not a simple demand for non-interference
by government in the economy, but reflected his belief that moral action
was dependent on personal responsibility and personal responsibility was
dependent on individual liberty (See also Goldstein 1975 on the degradation
of the virtue of charity by legal charity or welfare). Tocqueville thus
disregarded the possibility of enlarging personal freedom by extending
the sphere of government (Lively 1962:219-220). Lively further suggests
that insofar as socialism, for example, conceived of political and economic
policies for widening the number of individual choices in action, it was
not incompatible with liberal discussions of liberty such as Tocqueville's
(Lively 1962:220). Several authors have criticized Tocqueville for failing
to discuss the socialist economic policies of his day in anything other
than a polemical way, willfully misrepresenting their- policies (See Zetterbaum,
Zeitlin, Brogan and Drescher for discussions of this subject).

Tocqueville was concerned that such policies would not, in the end,
enlarge personal freedom, but would do just the opposite through greater
state control of more facets of each individual's life, because Tocqueville
could not conceive of greater state control without greater centralization
of control in most cases. Tocqueville's analysis of the negative effects
of centralization on individual liberty is well known. Only in a few
cases could Tocqueville conceive of a reason for greater state control of
economic policies. See footnote 4:9 for discussion of these cases. What
Tocqueville preferred were institutional designs which created ways for
voluntary associations to form and work collectively for the benefit of the
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must have some reason to believe that others will treat, them justly.

Justice is not a principle which transcends the reasoning capabilities

17of the individual, according to Tocqueville. Justice is considered a

individuals in the collective. However it was not so much that Tocqueville
could not see that economic hardship functionally limited individual liberty.
He was concerned about the means for balancing liberty as a political value
against other values such as equality and economic welfare. His view is
that two kinds of democracy could be formed, one in which individuals are
equal with all individual liberty proscribed by state control and another
where there were inequalities but where personal liberty, political equality
and self interest rightly understood could assuage the hardships of
economic inequalities.

Mayer looks at Tocqueville's definition of liberty as a distinction
between free and unfree democratic societies. Mayer shows that Tocqueville
considers two kinds of freedom: one of caprice and another which is govern-
ed by eternal laws of human dignity and morality. Institutions should then
be designed so that the second is more likely for both citizens and officials
(Mayer 1940:85-86). This view of Tocqueville's definition of liberty is
closely tied to Tocqueville's ideas of self interest rightly understood.
Zetterbaum sees a similar distinction between freedom as an instrument of
private interest and freedom with responsibility. Zetterbaum believes that
in Tocqueville's early works freedom is regarded as an instrument of private
interest. Tocqueville distinguishes between a genuine love of freedom apart
from freedom based on material interests in his later writings (Zetterbaum
1967:148-149). Part of the problems then which Tocqueville noted could
arise in a democracy resulted from the liberation of a drive for well being
without a feeling of responsibility to others. From this drive for material
goods could arise the kind of economic disparity Tocqueville has been accused
of being unaware of. It was to obviate such a form of irresponsible un-
freedom that Tocqueville discussed institutions, especially participatory
institutions to engender responsible self interest rightly understood.
Brogan considers Tocqueville to define freedom as an activity, not a mere
condition (Brogan 1973:56).

Tocqueville's continual efforts to distinguish equality and liberty,
show points where the implementation of one would endanger the other. This
analysis, Lively explains, shows Tocqueville's realization of diversity and
frequent opposition of equally legitimate political ends. Political choices
were often choices between conflicting but good choices, the way Lively
sees it. This conflict, Lively says,was the basis of Tocqueville's social
and political thought. Lively points out that Tocqueville believed
equality would be the primary value of future society, but to the detriment
of individual liberty (Lively 1962:19-20).

17. Tocqueville's ideas about justice have been obtuse and confusing to
several scholars. Lively points out what he considers a contradiction in
Tocqueville's view of justice as expressed in his argument about tyranny
of majority. Lively says that Tocqueville implies that justice is not a
human law, but a standard by which to judge laws themselves. Lively maintains
that Tocqueville added a dimension beyond human laws to his definition of
justice. At the same time Lively says Tocqueville urged respect for human
made laws and in fact defined justice simply as the substitution of the
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product of social relationships. That is, for justice to be defined, rights

must be defined, relationships must be possible and the situation of equal

claims or, in fact, no defined rights, must end. Simply put, where no

rule of law for the rule of violence. These two definitions which Lively
says Tocqueville gives for justice lie in contradiction to one another.
We have the idea of justice as impartial power or justice synonymous with
the rule of law. However, Tocqueville did not believe that the rule of
law necessarily meant the rule of impartial power; more than likely it did
not. Tocqueville also did not believe that rule by violence was less
legitimate than rule by some laws; in other words, Tocqueville gave examples
of the rule of law being nearly synonymous with rule by violence, the
violence was perhaps less arbitrary or at least appeared so. Thus several
criteria were to be considered in evaluating the justness of an act, among
them were ideas about legitimacy, legality, arbitrariness and tyranny, but
none of these ideas were presented by Tocqueville in an overly simple way.
Tocqueville does say that an arbitrary government could act justly and that
tyranny could be enacted through law. Lively thus arrives at two definit-
ions of justice: (1) the degree to which laws respect or embody certain
absolute values and (2) decisions arrived at by an impartial judicial
process. Lively says further that Tocqueville thought both definitions were
equally valid, when in fact the belief in objective criteria for evaluating
laws and the general adherency to the rule of law could contradict each
other (Lively 1962:166-167).

Zetterbaum finds Tocqueville's source of justice and political
legitimacy to be derived from a doctrine of natural rights. Zetterbaum
interprets Tocqueville as saying that the foundations of true morality
must be the same for all people everywhere. What he calls Tocqueville's
"standards of justice" are themselves not primary, but are derived from the
wants, necessities and interests of the individual as a natural being.
Thus Zetterbaum believes that Tocqueville finds situations of unique
necessities to be morally irrelevant—to be "perversions of natural
morality" (Zetterbaum 1967:36-40). Tocqueville, Zetterbaum continues,
believed that since natural morality corresponds to the natural condition
of the individual, conventional moral codes would wither away and be
succeeded by a natural morality corresponding with the natural condition
of the individual. This view, Zetterbaum says, is Tocqueville's justifi-
cation for democracy; democracy alone is in accordance with nature (Zetterbaum
1967:39).

Mayer, too, believes that Tocqueville conceived of the State and the
laws of the State to be subject to a higher norm, the idea of justice,
against which the state is measured. He believes that for Tocqueville the
actuality and the idea of the state constitute a tension. The state is
interpreted by Tocqueville, Mayer says,as an approximation of the "Norm
of Justice" (Mayer 1940:27).

A portion of this confusion can be relieved if we recall that
Tocqueville assumed uncertainty and diversity, not absolutes and consensus,
on moral beliefs. Tocqueville feared that an oppressive consensus could
be manipulated as a defense against the hardship of diversity. A
manipulated "absolute" could be both errant and tyrannical. Tocqueville
does believe that errors can be noticed and corrected, if institutional
designs are constructed to increase the probability of doing so. However,
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covenants can be made and kept between individuals, no rights have been

transferred to anyone, no responsibilities defined, no relationships of

right exist and as each has a right to all things, no action can be called

such designs are anything but "natural". And, given Tocqueville's fear of
the dulling effect of tyranny of public opinion, it seems invalid to
suggest that he expected some "natural" iteration of testing moral beliefs
against experience would lead to an ultimate knowledge of justice as
Zetterbaum suggests. Tocqueville considered the entire problem of uncer-
tainty in terms of greater or lesser probabilities of learning. To this
reader, Tocqueville's cynicism is more characteristic of his discussions
of the potential growth of tyrannical public opinion than any naive belief
that enough institutional safeguards existed to compell the individual to
continue any search for "truth". As I have noted in footnote III/1 there
is a desire on Tocqueville's part to have a revealed certainty about all
beliefs,including justice. Much of his writing reflects the personal
deficiency he felt at his own uncertainty. The designs he considers,
more importantly, reflect his experience of uncertainty, more than what
he seemed to feel was a vain hope for certainty. He does not make an
appeal to heaven but to all humanity for final arbitration of injustice.
Certainly he requires in his designs, forums for discussion and hoped-for
sympathetic understanding in arbitrating problems; he does not write about
institutional, designs which rely on divine guidence. Lively is correct
that the two definitions of justice which he attributes to Tocqueville can
contradict each other. And Tocqueville is responsibile for some of the
confusion in these interpretations; Tocqueville did not give a definition
of justice that can be isolated from the great complex of his writings.
In the context of the whole of Tocqueville's works, he, too, saw the con-
tradiction between the rule of law and a norm of justice which might say
the law is wrong. This is after all simply a different way of phrasing the
problem of how best to situate authority in environments of uncertainty,
which is the theme of Tocqueville's works. It is untrue to say that
Tocqueville believed in following the rule of law no matter what. Although
Tocqueville was not a supporter of violent revolution as an effective means
to social change, it is not because he believed the law is the law is
just. He did not believe most revolutions really represented a radical
change in the most important elements of political order, structure and
beliefs. Tocqueville did believe that injustice would result in perceivable
bad results which, depending on institutional designs, might or might not
be noticed and might or might not be effectively corrected. Tocqueville's
practical definition of justice was self interest rightly understood or the
responsibility of each to all. However, in situations of uncertainty,
institutions would have to be designed so people could learn about their
responsibilities. Tocqueville did not believe that justice was something
simply relative to all the choices an individual could think of at any
point in time, however. The idea was to think of many information revealing
points, not just a point. But this was not an excuse for individual
irresponsibility. Tocqueville did believe that interdependences could
be designed which increased the probability of learning of irresponsibilities
and correcting them. The emphasis in Tocqueville's work is not in per-
petrating absolute standards as truth when reality gave the experience of
uncertainty, but on expecting errors and designing for learning and error
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unjust. When rights and responsibilities have been defined, however, to

breach these rights and disregard one's responsibilities is to be unjust;

to act in accordance with these responsibilities is to be as just as the

information and intelligence of the situation at hand might afford an

opportunity to act justly. Nor is this merely a proposition of instrumental

and material motivations and actions which define one's just or unjust

behavior. The person who is seeking a definition of relationships ordered

by a consideration of the effect of her actions on others is seeking the

design of just relationships. For arbitration, judgment, entitlement to

remedy and other aspects of justice to exist, enforceable claims to right

must be made. Such claims may be generated among individuals in any of

several ways. They may be inspired by principles which could be considered

metaphysical in some systems of reasoning. The generation of such claims

is the subject of the next chapter. Tocqueville's point is that agreement

among people on the terms of such enforceable claims is a first step toward

what could be called the determination of just relationships. Agreement

on such terms follows from agreement on common symbols, meanings, beliefs

and principles. As such principles and the terms of claims which are to

reflect them are artifacts of fallible humans, Tocqueville suggests

finessing the potentially erroneous foundations of justice to a metaphysical

absolute is probably a bad idea.

Such a definition of justice is comprehended in Tocqueville's con-

ception of self interest rightly understood. Tocqueville considers somewhat

correction. Nor is the unique case "morally irrelevant". The unique
experience was the whole phenomenon which Tocqueville's design hoped to
deal with in a non-tyrannical way. It may be less simple to design with-
out absolutes in mind, but since Tocqueville experienced no universally
true absolutes, learning and error correction seemed to be the best
designs for uncertainty.
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sarcastically the idea that some transcendent idea of justice is possible

in his discussion of the enlightened philosophers' views of virtue.

Tocqueville says that it is doubtful that people were more virtuous in

aristocratic ages than in others, "but they were incessantly talking of the

beauties of virtue, and its utility was only studied in secret" (Tocqueville

1945 2:129; Oeuvrea Completes (M) 1(2):127, (B) 3:198). He explains that

philosophers "content themselves with inquiring whether the personal

advantage of each member of the community does not consist in working for

the good of all, and where they have hit upon some point on which private

interest and public interest meet and amalgamate, they are eager to bring

it into notice" (Tocqueville 1945 2:129; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):127,

(B) 3:199). Tocqueville notes that while these people are justifying their

private interest in terms of the public good they are no longer presenting

the idea of self sacrifice to the human mind. While fewer and fewer acts

of consideration about the effects of one's actions on others occur it

becomes more the trend to hold as a truth "that man serves himself in

serving his fellow creatures and that his private interest is to do

good" (Tocqueville 1945 2:129; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):127, (B) 3:199).

Bather than considering justice or virtue as transcendent moral

absolutes, Tocqueville considers justice to result from the right actions

of individuals in their relations with others. The principle of self

interest rightly understood is defined in the practices of the Americans

as Tocqueville observed: "(T)hey show with complacency how an enlightened

regard for themselves constantly prompts them to assist one another and

inclines them willingly to sacrifice a portion of their time to the

welfare of the state " (Tocqueville 1945 2:130; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):128,

(B) 3:200).
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In some respects it may seem distressing to think of justice as

reasoned self interest. Although it would be desirable to obtain a system

of beliefs other than those obtained through reason or experience for

informing the actions of individuals, should such a metaphysic not be

18
forthcoming, reasoned judgment is the best one can have. Although

Tocqueville considers the importance of transcendent beliefs of the

community in channeling individual self interest into sympathetic consid-

eration of other individuals in the community, the spiritual beliefs of

these individuals he observes are not taken as absolutes. They, too, may

be informed by reasoned self interest. Tocqueville for example feared

the use of state religion. He thought that laws would inevitably have

their roots in popular mores and that religion, if it were used as a

political instrument,would lose any positive qualities it had in gaining

community consensus on belief and would only be the harshest of dogmas.

Thus when there was revolt against the political regime, there would be

revolt against religion in general,as well. This situation could be

very bad for the community, according to Tocqueville, since it would set

the community back to the situation of idiosyncratic beliefs. Especially

if there had been a means in the community for incorporating new information

would this be a negative development since the simplest way out of total

18. Goldstein maintains that Tocqueville took an approach of reason toward
religion, for example. Goldstein shows that Tocqueville tried to test
dogma and find proof of faith in works and reason because faith and dogma
were not good enough for him. Tocqueville believed that through thought
and access to one's senses, one could inform one's ideas about beliefs and
responsibilities to others (Goldstein 1975: 4-6). Intuition and basic
feelings of right and wrong are socialized responses, Goldstein points out,
and they must be considered against experience, through reason. Tocqueville
seemed also aware that one's view of one's experience and process of
reasoning could also be effected by dogma which one was socialized to
accept. For this reason, Tocqueville supported forums which could be
designed to bring diverse interpretations of experience together to promote
further learning.
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individualism is often total inflexibility once any authority for opinion

has been divined.

Religion in this context is important primarily in its instrumental

19value to the individual. The sympathetic understanding of the position

19. It should be noted that Tocqueville is speaking here about the
instrumental value of religion to the individual, not about the social
utility of religion. A dominant theme in Tocqueville's work concerns
maintaining a good society in what he believed would be the absence of
strictly defined roles (as were found in aristocracy )which would come
with increasing democracy. Tocqueville is concerned with what will make
a citizen behave virtuously as the rules defining virtue (which might
have been symbolic only) change and the relationships between individuals
are reconstituted. From this theme come other subordinate motifs, such
as the definition of "good" in terms of a balance of liberty, equality
and justice, the definition of "virtue" as self interest rightly understood,
and ideas about learning and practicing these values such as citizenship
and participation. Religion searves several functions in this analysis.
Among these functions, religion acts as a medium for expressing common
beliefs and common views of experience. In this role, "religion" implies
primarily the spiritual or personal ordering which is secondarily used for
interpersonal ordering which then, in Tocqueville's analysis, forms a basis
for political ordering. This function of religion is not to be seen as
synonymous with either a political religion or utilitarian myth making for
purely pragmatic reasons, although Tocqueville would agree that this is
a potential danger of defining any common view of experience. A second
function religion serves, as an institutional form, is to provide some
systematic reinforcement of the enlightened ideas of reconciling individual
and collective interests. Commentaries on Tocqueville's ideas about
religion and self interest rightly understood differ on their analysis of
which idea is being used to reinforce the other. Zetterbaum says, for
example that Tocqueville turns to religion to remedy deficiencies in
self interest rightly understood. He believes Tocqueville feels that the
moral foundations of democracy need "other worldly buttressing" —
Tocqueville's idea of virtue must have religious support. This "other
world" support can be gained according to Zetterbaum's view of Tocqueville
by extending the doctrine of self interest to include the rewards of
a future life (Zetterbaum 1967:109-111). I have noted some reasons why
it might seem that Tocqueville was attempting to make self interest into
a transcendent philosophy. However, I have also shown that in the
context of the entirety of Tocqueville's analysis it would be incorrect
to say that Tocqueville tried to substitute some metaphysics for what could
be known by each person's experience or capacity to learn. My interpre-
tation is consistent with Goldstein who points to Tocqueville's exchange
with Gobineau on the subject of religion and political order. Goldstein
points out the extent to which Tocqueville was painfully reluctant to
eschew completely the conventional resort to arguments of a transcendental
nature. Nevertheless, it is important to see both that these arguments
were to him not merely conventional, they had enough meaning so that it was
important for him to reject them, and that in the end, he does not make his
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of others which is to arise from self interest rightly understood does

not appear to represent any objective interest in the welfare of others.

Instead, sympathy and common understanding entail discerning the conditions

point by means of the transcendental (Goldstein 1975: 40). This insight to
some extent turns arguments like Zetterbaum's around. This world cannot
be buttressed with universal satisfaction by a controversial non-universally
experienced other world. Thus it is necessary to define virtue in terms
of this world with self interest rightly understood. Zetterbaum himself
turns his argument this way when he notes that Tocqueville experimented
with self interest rightly understood as a substitute for religion-it
fulfilled the function of faith without the defects of religion (Zetterbaum,
1967:1 23-124). Zetterbaum also believes Tocqueville attempted to replace
religion with the spirit of commerce. Commerce and religion have several
attributes in common, for example, they both prompt acts of courage and
privation, cut across national boundaries, prepare individuals for
freedom and "foster a noble urge," Zetterbaum says. However, both are
necessary to reinforce and counter balance each other's tendencies, to wit:
commerce makes people independent and gives them a lofty notion of their
own import, while religion makes people realize their dependence on each
other and on the greater social order (Zetterbaum 1967 :134-135).
Zetterbaum concludes that Tocqueville believed to solve the problems of
democracy one must utilize the passions or forces compatible with those
unleashed by equality. Whether these forces are virtues or vices in what
Zetterbaum calls the traditional sense is unimportant. Only effectiveness
is important to Tocqueville, according to Zetterbaum's view (Zetterbaum 1967:137).
One could conclude from this latter view of Zetterbaum's that self interest
rightly understood is one part religion and one part the spirit of commerce.
Zeitlin supports this presentation of Tocqueville and describes this as part
of the huckstering mentality of American morality and religion (Zeitlin 1971:46).

Zetterbaum concludes that Tocqueville simply adjusted this to the
basic limitation of democratic conditions and supported the doctrine of
self interest rightly understood. This doctrine, however imperfect, was
the only doctrine capable of leading to greatness (Zetterbaum's view of
virtue) without violating the norm of equality, thus there is nothing
inherently undemocratic in this doctrine, according to Zetterbaum (Zetterbaum
1967:157). Tocqueville was, however, more concerned with a philosophy
which might balance the norms of equality and liberty, or leave liberty
at the top of the list of criteria by which to judge a good society. To
the extent that Tocqueville was interested in a doctrine leading to
greatness he was concerned with preserving liberty in the context of equality
and not in the best manner of preserving equality.

It must be recalled that a facet of Tocqueville's goal for his dis-
cussion of self interest rightly understood and religion was to show that
the "philosophical method of the Americans" was not a completely vulgar
one. Tocqueville demonstrated that much in religion was already what
these critics called crude pragmatism and that much of what passed
as "virtue" was self interest with no right understanding. The use of
religion to counteract people's self-interest and materialism by making
use of self interest rightly understood as a moral sanction was not new
to religion. Otherworldly salvation was used as a reward for virtue in
this life in the Christianity of aristocracy as well as in democracy.
Moreover Tocqueville showed
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under which one could entice others to cooperate with her. Tocqueville

writes that Christianity especially acts to promote self interest-rightly

understood. Christianity, Tocqueville says, "teaches that a man must

prefer his neighbor to himself in order to gain eternal life: but

Christianity also teaches that men ought to benefit their fellow creatures

for the love of God!" (Tocqueville 1945 2:134; Oeuvres Completes (M)

1(2):131-132, (B) 3:205). Tocqueville believes that "man searches by his

intellect into the divine conception and sees that order is the purpose of

God; he freely gives his own efforts to aid in prosecuting this great

design, and while he sacrifices his personal interests to this consummate

order of all created things, expects no other recompense than the pleasure

of contemplating it" (Tocqueville 1945 2:134; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):132,

(B) 3:205). Tocqueville did not believe that people were religious only

out of a self interested motivation to get into heaven. He did believe

however that most religions employed self interest as "the principal means

to govern men" (Tdcqueville 1945 2:13; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):132,

(B) 3:205). Primarily Tocqueville thought that Christianity and self

interest rightly understood were entirely compatible. Tocqueville

describes the usefulness of self interest rightly understood to religion.

Let it be supposed that in order to attain happiness in this
world, a man combats his instincts on all occasions and delib-
erately calculates every action of his life; that instead of
yielding blindly to the impetuousity of first desires, he has
learned the art of resisting them, and that he has accustomed

that the norms for defining virtue must be scrutinized as must the structure
of authority for defining these norms, if the advocacy of "salutory myths"
and socially disintegrating "virtue" were to be avoided. Tocqueville's
primary concern is not whether democracy is "moral" or needs "otherworldly
buttressing". He is interested in the function of religion as a means
of social integration. As a metaphysical buttress is not easily realized,
he was interested too in the use of rational, tangible ideas about virtue
which could guide citizens' activities.
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himself to sacrifice without an effort the pleasure of a
moment to the lasting interest of his whole life. If such a
man believes in the religion that he professes, it will cost
him but little to submit to the restrictions it may impose.
Reason herself counsels him to obey, and habit has prepared him
to endure these limitations. If he should have conceived any
doubts as to the object of his hopes, still he will not easily
allow himself to be stopped by them; and he will decide that it
is wise to risk some of the advantages of this world in order
to preserve his rights to the great inheritance promised him in
another. (Tocqueville 1945 2:134; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):132,
(B) 3:205-206). 20

The desire to place oneself in another's place results from the

necessity of anticipating the preferences of others in order to offer them

the correct incentive to permit collective action. This analysis suggests

that it is not strictly correct to speak of a joint interest or community

interest except as an aggregate of individual preferences. It is clear

that in certain situations the pursuit of one's own advantage will lead to

benefits accrued to others. Thus separable advantages can only be achieved

through mutual aid or cooperative behavior, self interest rightly understood,

such advantages are toted up as individual gains. The distinction is more

than academic.

Observing that such goods as are pursued collectively are nevertheless

enjoyed separately raises the supposition that community exists for individuals

only for its instrumental value. Tocqueville suggests that individuals

would not participate in the community endeavor if they could fulfill all

their desires by their own actions. If individuals serve as little beyond

an instrumental variable in the activities of others who are forced by

circumstance to pursue their interests in league with others, it would seem

20. Tocqueville introduced the idea of using Christianity in conjunction
with self interest rightly understood because he thought it had accomplished
a revolution in philosophy. Although Tocqueville would have liked some clear
idea from God about how to show charity, etc. to others he still maintained
that the best policy is to find out what someone wants before you give her
what you want heir to have (Tocqueville 1968:191, letter to Gobineau 5 Sept. 1843;
Oeuvres Completes (M) 9:45-46).
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that the concept of self interest rightly understood does not necessarily

lead to an understanding of individuals as ends rather than means• Although

such need not be the case, Tocqueville suggests we would do well to make

the minimum number of assumptions about people and concern ourselves with

designing situations where the use of others as instruments leads to

mutually obtained benefits for all involved in the relationship.

As with our earlier discussions of beliefs, consciousness and dogma,

Tocqueville suggests our concern should not lie with contemplations of the

perfectly virtuous individual. Instead we should expect errors and injustices

and design situations in which injustices can be recognized and corrected.

Recognizing that beliefs of justice, honor, virtue and the like are artifacts,

not absolute truths, Tocqueville's concern is with appropriate relationship

designs which yield information about the viability and veracity of these

human inventions. Of honor, for example, Tocqueville explains: "Honor

is simply that peculiar rule founded upon a peculiar state of society, by

the application of which a people or a class allots praise or blame"

(Tocqueville 1945 2:243; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):239, (B) 3:376). Honor

is an invention of human artificers: When people collect together to form

a distinct community Tocqueville writes "The notion of honor instantly grows

up among them ... a system of opinions peculiar to themselves as to what

is blamable or commendable; and these peculiar rules always originate in

the special interests of the community " (Tocqueville 1945 2:247; Oeuvres

Completes (M) 1(2):242-243, (B) 3:382).

Again, in the creation of rules or beliefs which guide the making

of operational rules for the collective, we must be concerned with the

design or situation of authority and decision making capabilities. The

argument from Tocqueville's point of view is not whether individuals can

or cannot exist without commonly agreed to rules (or in the case of beliefs,
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potentially dogmatic ideas). They cannot do so and realize any benefits

which are available only through relationships with others. To use the

term relationship to describe the unordered, unstructured, unruled and,

therefore, unrelated is to utter absurdities. Our attention must turn to

the design of rules necessary to the existence of relationships.

The question of design is clearly central when one understands the

implications of dividing up a commons, ending the situation of equal rights

to all things and assigning new limiting rights, authority and responsibil-

ity. Recognizing that rules without force are mere words, one is left to

contemplate the design of that force or power of enforcement. What is

the authority which guides the actions of the community? We cannot

reify the state as something which acts on its own. The community "acts"

through its agents or authorities, individuals who author the actions of

the whole. The magnitude of the importance of considering the consequences

of various ways of constituting this authority is immediately obvious

when one considers the power of such an authority relative to others.

Whatever the constitution of such an authority, we have made a

radical change in the structure of relationships which have previously

assigned to all equal claims to the common resource. Perhaps counter-

intuitively we have seen that equal capabilities do not enable individuals

to realize their joint capabilities. Particularly, in the case of the

production of the collective good, peaceful relationships and the end of

diffidence, it is clear that rules must be made. For trust to be

possible, these rules must be enforced. By Tocqueville's reasoning none

among peers can enforce the rules. With the end of the commons comes the

end of peer relationships. Although the responsibility of rule making and

enforcing may vary from person to person for each decision or may remain

fixed, at each point of deciding someone or ones must make and enforce the
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rule. Those who enforce the decision against anyone who would obviate

the rule find themselves no longer the peers of those who dissent. At least

two roles have been devised in this situation and those who have the authority

and responsibility to enforce the rule are not peers of those who do not.

The assignment of these particular and unequal rights and responsibilities

results in the redistribution of the commons and, quite fundamentally, of

decision making capabilities or, in other words, power. The constitution of

this redistribution is important.

Political theory prior to Tocqueville's writing offered several ideas

on the means of making and enforcing decisions to end total idiosyncracy and

form common beliefs and the means of common action. Hobbes presents the

sequential logical foundation and analysis of one of the long standing

organizational forms, the leviathan In Hobbes' Commonwealth various propo-

sitions lead to the conclusion that a single, undivided or sovereign authority

must be invested with the power to decide and enforce rules (Hobbes 1958: 143).

Hobbes shows that the maker and enforcer of decisions must be sovereign

in order to be effective. Hobbes reasoned that this was so because the single

authority for decision making and enforcement unified all the individuals

who wished to form the Commonwealth. To form the commonwealth each individual

had to covenant with all others to give up the total individualism of the

State of Nature. Hobbes argued that there must be a united will to make this

covenant and a means for enforcing the terms of the covenant. Hobbes believed

that without a single authority for arbitrating disputes and enforcing the

terms of the covenant there would be no means for a final determination and

definition of rules and hence no political order, no uniting of individuals.

The unity of individuals in the political order was possible only through the

unity of the agent who enforced the covenant (Hobbes 1958:135). Hobbes found

that the thought of an arbitrator who would judge the actions of the enforcing
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agent and then enforce sanctions on this enforcer resulted in an absurdity of

an infinite regression of enforcers on enforcers. Thus, Hobbes reasoned, some

authority for enforcement must ultimately be absolute. (Hobbes 1958:145, 150-151).

Hobbes' view of sovereignty, that is Hobbes' theory of organization,

is characterized exactly by this idea that the common rule of law, which

would order the relationships of all individuals within the law (i.e. within

the collective), depends completely on a common source of authority. The

unity of the wills of individuals who comprise the Commonwealth is created by

the unity of the authority to enforce their covenant to create the Commonwealth.

Hobbes believes that it is the unity of the representer, not the unity of

the represented, that makes the Commonwealth united in will and action (Hobbes

1958:135).

Hobbes shows many conclusions to follow from this logic. For example:

the sovereign powers are inalienable; subjects cannot change their form of

government through any means which does not dissolve rule ordered relationships;

such a revolution would not lead to any but a useless war since there is, in

fact, no other form of rule ordered relationships to be had; sovereign

actions cannot be justly challenged by subjects; the sovereign cannot justly

be punished by subjects; the powers of sovereigns are indivisible and justice

can only be understood to exist under the law, the sovereign's law (Hobbes

1958:144-151).

All these effects, while logical from Hobbes' view of the necessary

means of creating unity, are distressing when coupled with a second conclusion

Hobbes makes about the nature of sovereigns. Hobbes explained that since

the State, the Government, the Commonwealth, the Port Authority, and other

such bodies of authority were all abstractions, the political theorist must

note that human beings must personate these abstractions and author the actions

of these entities. Individual humans must be understood as the authorities
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of decision making and enforcement lest the political theorist reify the

Commonwealth and understand nothing (Hobbes 1958:132-134). If we consider a

person to be the sovereign authority, Hobbes further proposed, then we are

faced with onerous results of this theory of sovereignty. All the powers

that Hobbes concludes are necessary for the sovereign entity to function will

accrue to the human or humans who personate the sovereign entity (Hobbes 1958:

154). Hobbes can then reason that the Commonwealth can only be formed by

dividing the collective into two classes of individuals, those who make and

enforce the rules and those who follow them—sovereign and subjects. The

official is then differentiated from the subject by awesome power over which

the subject has no control. From the view inside Hobbes' theory this necessity

is in itself evil, as it creates the situation where an official, a person,

can be a judge in her own case. This possibility for judging one's own case

is anathema to reason or the laws of Nature as Hobbes calls it (Hobbes 1958:

129)• Yet whatever problems there may come from sovereigns, Hobbes found them

much less onerous than a world with no political order (Hobbes 1958:151-152).

Tocqueville, too, found that the establishment of political order

necessitated the design of a decision making and enforcement mechanism.

Tocqueville believed that the means to make and enforce decisions must be

effectively designed, but he did not subscribe to the view that this power

should be unlimited or that a single center of power must be devised for

decision making and enforcement to be possible. Tocqueville wrote:

I am therefore of the opinion that social power superior to all others
must always be placed somewhere. But I think that liberty is endangered
when this power finds no obstacle which can retard its course and give
it time to moderate its own vehemence.

Unlimited power is in itself a bad and dangerous thing. Human beings
are not competent to exercise it with discretion. God alone can be
omnipotent, because his wisdom and his justice are alwavs equal to
his power (Tocqueville 1945 1:270; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):263,
(B) 2:144-145).
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For his ideas on how to establish a principle of authority for the collective

yet how to limit that power (specifically to limit those who personate the

official seats of authority from arbitrariness, tyranny or the possibility of

judging their own cases to their own benefit), Tocqueville worked closely with

the theory considered by the Federalists, Hamilton, Madison and Jay.

Tocqueville considers the problems which result when all are asked to give up

the freedom of individualistic ajudication except one who has not only the

liberty of the State of Nature, but the increased power that comes from all

others submitting their wills to that of the sovereign's own. Tocqueville also

considers the poor results of individualism resulting from the lack of rule

ordered relationships. If we consider the lack of structure to be a choice

of organizational principle, then both organizational forms, the state of

nature and the leviathan result in tyrannical relationships which Tocqueville

specifies and analyses. Moreover, Tocqueville dissects pockets of both

Leviathan-like behavior and State-of-Nature relationships even within political

olders designed with other principles as their foundation.

From the earlier discussion of ordering oneself and one's relationships

presented in this essay, it can be seen that this ordering of oneself and

one's relationships must be done in a way that avoids tyranny on three levels

of organization: in the ordering of personality, in the development of one's

personal relationships and in the design of one's relationships or forming

political order. The design of each order influences the development of the

character of each of the others. Tocqueville analyses a principle of ordering

relationships which is neither the leviathan nor the state of nature.

Tocqueville's idea that a "power superior to all others" yet limited might

seem quite a paradox. The puzzle can be solved, however, if we focus on the

assumed learning capabilities of people and consider alternative means for

creating the unity that would be the political order through some devise
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other than the unity of a single center of authority. It is Tocqueville's

analysis of the various alternative designs for political order which

comprises the remainder of Part One of this essay.



CHAPTER 4

THE DESIGN OF POLITICAL AND PERSONAL ORDER

To live without structure in one's personal life or without a political

order reflecting this internal personal order is so nearly impossible that chaos

is seldom expected or found. Any alternative, any order is easier to grasp as

immediately superior to disorder. Yet, poorly designed orders can lead to a

situation in which individuals are spared the tyranny of each against all, only

to be subjected to the tyranny of authorities of order. The specific constitut-

ion of authority thus becomes the issue in truly removing tyranny from a person's

relationships.

Recall Tocqueville's argument that rules without force were in fact words

without effect (Tocqueville 1945 1:67; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):63, (B) 1:103).

Furthermore, enforcement must come not from inanimate, abstract entities such

as "the state" or "the collective", but from individuals who would author the

acts of the state or speak for the collective, persons of authority. He argued,

moreover, that authorities, in their capacity as enforcers of the rules or

speakers for the group, must be effective. One view of the constitution of an

effective principle of authority explains that it must be undivided; ultimately

responsibility and authority must reside in a single entity. Yet, Tocqueville

argues that not only must the principle of authority be effective, authority

itself must be limited. We are faced with the practical situation of constitut-

ing relationships where people act as authorities with effective, but not un-

limited power.

If decision making and enforcing authority is in a position of undivided,

uncontested superior power to all others, two classes of people immediately

arise. Where two classes of people exist, distinguishable by their differential

power, tyranny of one by the other is an inevitable potentiality. As yet, nothing

has been arranged for the assumed self interested individuals to span the gulf

- 114 -
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between the interests of authorities and others. Moreover, no arrangements

have been made to minimize the development of an ideology that the interest of

officials is a so-called public interest while those of others are private

interests. The challenge of avoiding this tyranny is enormous.

One might think of various different structures of human organizations

as alternative attempts to design political order in a manner which mitigates the

potential for tyranny. For instance, in Tocqueville's analysis, if the organ-

izational theme is centralization or the consolidation of decision making power,

the potential tyrannies to be avoided in different organizational forms are of

a straightforward varitey. If the organizational form is monarchy, for example,

tyranny by a single despot is to be feared. If democracy is the form of organi-

zation, majority tyranny, including the tyranny of public opinion is the trouble

to be avoided. Democracy introduced in a context of administrative centralization

or unlimited sovereignity of the decision making and enforcing power does little

to avoid the problem of tyranny. The fundamental fact of two classes of people,

officials and others, still exists.

Tocqueville notes that there have never been structural designs

which completely eliminate two classes, master and servants, and consequently

rich and poor. Democracy would not prevent the existence of these two classes,

either, although it could modify some characteristics of these classes

and their relations (Tocqueville 1945 2:187; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):185,

(B) 3:286). Thus some other structural change must occur in addition

to shifting the rules for making decisions from the rule by the

1. Horwitz believes that Tocqueville first thought of majority tyranny as
a distinctly American problem. However, by the time of the Old Regime, Tocque-
ville was seeing a similar problem in France. Tocqueville believed that
France might never experience liberty in democratic condiditons because
its classes were permanently divided after years of bad relations (Horwitz
1966:298). Although these ideas seem in. contradiction to each other to
some critics, the message can be unraveled if it is recalled that tyranny
of majority to Tocqueville meant.in part uniformity in thought and the
symbolic reign of majority opinion through the medium of a tutelary central-
ized administration. If the relationship between centralization and an
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few to rule by the many if the tyranny of one class over another is to end.

To understand the design methods which make such modifications possible, it

is important to understand more of Tocqueville's ideas on centralization and

other possible ways of creating an effective enforcement mechanism. If the rule

enforcing entity is to be effective, it may not be immediately apparent how the

tyranny of a centralized sovereign is to be avoided. Observing some possibilities

for effective but not centralized enforcement mechanisms will yield some

potential solutions to this problem.

Sovereignty, Centralization and Hierarchy

How can an authoritative entity be designed without consolidating final

decision making or centralizing power in its hands? After all, is this not what

sovereignty means? Tocqueville suggests there are two types of centralization,

one concerned with establishing collective structures, the second related to

procedural notions of the collective after it has been established. He divides

these types into centralization of the government and administrative centralization.

Certain interests are common to all parts of a nation, such
as the enactment of its general laws and the maintainance of
its foreign relations. Other interests are peculiar to certain
parts of the nation, such, for instance, as the business of the
several townships. When the power that directs the former or
general interests is concentrated in one place or in the same
person, it constitutes a centralized government. To concentrate
in like manner in one place the direction of the latter or
local interests, constitutes what may be termed centralized
administration. • . . These two kinds of centralization assist
and attract each other, but they must not be supposed to be
inseparable. . • . Observe that whenever it is said that a
state cannot act because it is not centralized, it is the central-
ization of the government that is spoken of (Tocqueville 1945
1:89-90; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):87, (B) 1:143-144).2

unopposed class (majority or minority) is understood, the similarities
between Tocqueville's pessimism about France democracy and his fears for
American democracy are easier to understand.

2. In this quotation Tocqueville is talking about each of the states, each



Tocqueville's exposition of the differences in these two types of central-

ization is critical to his presentation of designs to counter tyrannical tendencies.

His language is perhaps awkward in conceptualizing federalism as a combination

of administrative decentralization and government centralization. However the

important idea which is well articulated here is Tocqueville's observation that

some events effect the entire political community while some may influence only

a particular group or one individual. Since there is diversity both in the

characterization of events and in the desires or needs of those affected by events

it would seem to be worth considering a mode of decision making which could respond

reasonably to these types of diversity. Tocqueville shows that although authority

must be organized in an effective manner, it does not follow that the authority

itself is constituted in a centralized form. We can make a distinction between

decisions which establish a collective, call this constitutional decision making

and the process or administration of decisions, call this operational decision

making. Tocqueville's view is that there is no need to assume operational

decisions must be made and administered in a centralized fashion. Processes may

be designed which mitigate tyranny within the context of sovereign authority.

This can be so, however, only if we understand such sovereignty to involve consti-

tutional decision making and if we understand such sovereignty to be situated

not with officials, but with citizens who are unified through some means other

than the unity of a single, absolute authority.

A thrust of Tocqueville's argument is that self interested people

placed in specific institutional environments (i.e. the two class, ruler-

ruled, society) can do little but tyrannize each other. The political theorist

then is given the project of designing environments where tyranny is less

likely. An important resource that the political theorist has to help

of which he calls the "nation". There is much misunderstanding in Tocqueville's
language on the subject of administrative centralization vs. government central-
ization. I interpret government centralization to mean a sovereign union of the
states while administrative centralization would mean the powers of administra-
tion are centralized: i.e. a national government only, with little or no
decision making or delegation to local units of government or individuals.
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accomplish this task is individuals who are assumed capable of learning.

Specifically, they are assumed capable of learning that tyranny of anyone is

in the long run not good for any of them. Even in the situation not constructed

to make this lesson immediately apparent, the individual is assumed capable

of reasoning that each is better off through mutual aid than through mutual

tyranny. Yet, assuming that people are able to learn such possibilities says

nothing about observing such learning. A related way of considering designs

to avoid tyranny then is conceiving of such designs as ways to facillitate

learning. Importantly, learning about the preferences of others and about

the externalities of one's behavior on others are among the requisite lessons.

By returning to the assumptions Tocqueville makes about people, we

are able to evaluate some of the theoretical results of various constitutional

designs on the potential problem of tyranny. For example, in order for learning

to be possible, Tocqueville argues, opportunities for participation in rule

ordered relationships must be available. If people are to learn of their

responsibilities and meaning to one another, they must have enough control over

their decisions to enter relationships and find out. If responsible behavior

is desired, people must be given enough power, control and authority to learn

and meet their responsibilities. In the following statement oil the logic

of collective action, Tocqueville explains how participation in the collective

provides the setting for such learning. Importantly, participation is expected

to foster an interest in the welfare of others as it is related to one's

own welfare. Through one's participation she learns that rules governing

the collective, the role she has in relation to others and the interdependency

of herself with others. Tocqueville remarks, that it is difficult to draw a

person out of her own circle to interest her in the destiny of the state.

She cannot clearly understand what influence the destiny of the state can

have upon her. But if the state proposes some policy that will effect her
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(Tocqueville gives the example of a road across a citizen's property) she

will see at a glance the connection between this small public affair and her

greatest private affair. The citizen can then discover without being shown,

"the close tie that unites private to general interest" (Tocqueville 1945

2:111; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):111, (B) 3:171). Tocqueville concludes

that "far more may be done by entrusting to citizens the administration of minor

affairs than by surrendering to them in the control of important ones, towards

interesting them in the public welfare and convincing them that they constantly

stand in need of one another in order to provide for it" (Tocqueville 1945

2:111; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):111, (B) 3:72). Tocqueville's plan for

political organization involves relying on local self government to teach

skills of participation and a right understanding of self interest. "Local

freedom," writes Tocqueville, "which leads a great number of their kindred,

perpetually brings men together and forces them to help one another in spite

of the propensities that sever them (Tocqueville 1945 2:111; Oeuvres Completes

(M) 1(2):111, (B) 3:72). References here to the state may be generalized

to any collective. The situation Tocqueville is describing is a variant

of the genre of free rider problems. The self interested person must learn

her interest through participation. Furthermore, self interested people must

learn non-tyrannical forms of relationships through their participation.

Centralized administrative forms, Tocqueville argues, inhibit the

necessary participation in the collective. Discussing the increasing

administrative centralization in France, Tocqueville explains the changes in

participation which took place.

Municipal government in the eighteenth century had everywhere
degenerated into a petty oligarchy. A few families kept a
watchful eye on their own interests, out of sight of the public
and feeling no responsibilities toward less privileged citizens.
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Everywhere in France the local governments were stricken with
the same disease, and all Intendents drew attention to it. But
the only remedy they could think of was to tighten the central
government's control over the local authorities. Actually,
however, it was difficult to go farther in this direction.
Aside from the modification decreed from time to time in the
general structure of rural administration, local laws were often
thrown into confusion by hastily framed regulations issued at
the insistance of the Intendents without preliminary
investigation and sometimes without the citizens being given
any notice of them. . . . From letters that passed between
Intendents and subdelegates we learn that the government took a
hand in all local affairs, even the most trivial. Nothing
could be done without consulting the central authority, which
had decided views on everything. Even village fetes were
regulated by it; in some cases it was the government that gave
orders for public rejoicings, ordered bonfires to be lit, and
houses to be illuminated. (Tocqueville 1955 2:45-46; Oeuvres
Completes (M) 2(1) :118-119, (B)4:68-70).

Tocqueville further suggests that officials were aware that partici-

pation was important. The forms and symbols of participation and liberty

were maintained, while the real institutions of liberty were degraded.

The feeling of efficacy and other false notions of liberty were instituted

while alienation was becoming ever more the reality. Tocqueville says there

is a history of this phenomenon: "Rulers who destroy men's freedom commonly

begin by retaining its forms . . . [rulers] cherish the illusion that they

can combine the prerogative of absolute powers with the moral authority that

comes from popular assent" (Tocqueville 1955 2:45; Oeuvres Completes

(M) 2(1):117-118, (B) 4:68). Tocqueville believes that history has shown

that almost all rulers have "failed at this endeavor and learned to their

cost that it is impossible to keep up such appearances for long when there

is no reality behind them (Tocqueville 1955 2:45; Oeuvres Completes (M) 2(1):

117-118, (B) 4:68).

Importantly, Tocqueville is commenting on an organizational design

here, not necessarily peculiar to a particular ruler, nation state or

organization. His analysis can be applied to other organizational types, as
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well. He concludes similarly in all cases that "(a centralized) administration

can bring together at a given point all the disposable resources of a people,

(but) it injures the renewal of those resources" (Tocqueville 1945 1:90;

Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):88, (B) 1:144). The centralized administration

enervates the organization in which it is found by "incessantly diminishing

(its) local spirit" and allowing people to abdicate their responsibilities to

one another (Tocqueville 1945 1:90; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):88, (B) 1:144).

The effect of the centralization of authority on human relationships can

be observed in the example of the workplace. Rules which prescribe roles and

behavior of master and servant emerge from what Tocqueville calls the

aristocracy of manufacturers. If workers are relatively uninformed and

alienated, Tocqueville suggests we must look to the structure of rules and

consequential roles which make participation and learning nearly impossible.

When a workman is unceasingly and exclusively engaged in the
fabrication of one thing, he ultimately does his work with singular
dexterity; but at the same time he loses the general faculty of
applying his mind to the direction of the work. He every day
becomes more adroit and less industrious; so that it may be said
of him that in proportion as the workman improves the man is
degraded. What can be expected of a man who has spent twenty
years of his life in making heads for pins? ...

While the workman concentrates his faculties more and more upon
the study of a single detail, the master surveys an extensive
whole, and the mind of the latter is enlarged in proportion as
that of the former is narrowed • In a short time the one will
require nothing but physical strength without intelligence, the
other stands in need of science, and almost of genius to ensure
success. This man resembles more and more the administrator of
a vast empire, that man, a brute.

The master and the workman have then here no similarity and
their differences increase every day. They are connected only
like the two rings at the extremities of a long chain. Each
of them fills the station which is made for him, and which he
does not leave; the one is continually, closely, and necessarily
dependent upon the other and seems as much born to obey as that
other is to command. What is this but aristocracy? (Tocqueville
1945 2:168-169; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1 (2): 164-165, (B)3:258-260).

There are costs to the individuals in the collective enduring such a system;
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masters and servants alike and therefore the collective as a whole respond in

almost a programmed way. Instead of participation, learning and responsibility,

following orders and conforming to uniform behavior become the mode of

activity. Unquestioning acquiesence to the roles which are prescribed and

uniform activity within those roles become ends themselves. Not surprisingly,

these ends are also the primary means to maintaining such roles. Methods

of change are few in such a system, should change become necessary for

reasons internal or external to the collective organization.

Tocqueville notes that centralization is successful in creating

uniformity among citizens. He explains that this uniformity becomes loved

for its own sake, "Independently of the object to which it is applied, like

those devotees who worship the statue and forget the deity it represents"

(Tocqueville 1945 1:94; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):91, (B) 1:150).

Tocqueville also points out that centralization maintains the society which

employs it in a status quo "alike secure from improvement and decline; and

perpetuates a drowsy regularity in the conduct of affairs which the heads of

the administration are wont to call good order and public tranquility; in

short, it excels in prevention, but not in action" (Tocqueville 1945 1:94;

Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):91 (B) 1:150). Tocqueville believes that central-

ization of the day-to-day matters which could be left to citizens, precludes

the learning which is potential in citizen participation and self government.

Tocqueville writes, "If once the cooperation of private citizens is necessary

3. Drescher, Zetterbaum and Zeitlin all note that Tocqueville avoided
talking about the situation of workers in France and England, but his writings
on the aristocracy of manufactureres and his discussion of aristocracy as
one of the worst forms of government in his analysis of the Irish poor
suggest that he understood these situations to be a subset of problems
called centralization. He understood the problems of workers to be caused
by monopolies and a phenomenon which had not before been named and described,
urbanization. In analyzing Tocqueville's view of centralization, Zeitlin
(Zetterbaum) believes that other factors than centralization were more important
in creating a revolutionary situation, for example external problems which
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to the furtherance of its measures, the secret of its impotence is disclosed"

(Tocqueville 1945 1:94; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):91-92, (B) 1:151). He

concludes: "These are not the conditions on which the alliance of the human

will is to be obtained; it must be free in its gait and responsible for its

acts, or (such is the constitution of man) the citizen had rather remain a

passive spectator than a dependent actor in schemes with which he is un-

acquainted" (Tocqueville 1945 1:94; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):92, (B) 1:151).

The results of individuals being in a position of dependency, where

they may act irresponsibly toward others are severe. Pew choices exist

for the person except to do nothing, as little as possible, or more actively,

to sabotage the collective through some form of revolt. In such a situation

both passive aggression and revolt are worked out as highly individualised

reprisals against the collective. Collective behavior, even for revolution,

is difficult to carry out when each person has experienced a perfectly

individualistic philosophy to guide her life. Commenting on the days of the

revolt in France of 1848, Tocqueville observes these peculiarities.

. . • The boulevard, which we followed to get there, presented
a strange spectacle. There was hardly a soul to be seen
although it was nearly nine o'clock in the morning, and one heard
not the slightest sound of a human voice; but all the little
sentry-boxes which stand along this endless avenue seemed to
move about and totter upon their base, and from time to time
one of them would fall with a crash, while the great trees along
the curb came tumbling down into the roadway as though of their
own accord. These acts of destruction were the work of isolated
individuals, who went about their business silently, regularly,
and hurriedly, preparing in this way the materials for the barri-
cades which others were to erect. Nothing ever seemed to me more
to resemble the carrying on of an industry, and, as a matter of
fact, for the greater number of these men it was nothing less.
The instinct of disorder had given them the taste for it, and
their experience of so many former insurrections the practice.
(Tocqueville 1959:38; Oeuvres Completes (M) 12:59-60).

caused a need for military build up. However Tocqueville cites turbulence in
an organization's environment as a cause of all sorts of need for central-
ization to support a military, quick policy decisions, secrecy and so on
(Tocqueville 1945 2:314-339; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):304-327, (B) 3:406-425).
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It is no easier for people to come together for peaceful purposes.

Individuals become ever less able to form unions with one another to seek

mutual advantages from collective action. Moreover, individuals are

increasingly less able to comprehend a difference between problems calling for

individual action and those necessitating the labor of a community.

Tocqueville remarked that a mentality of dependency and necessary retardation

became the commonplace in France in the 18th century. Large scale enterprises

could not be considered without the intervention of the state. Tocqueville

writes of the farmers of France: "Even the cultivators-and the French

cultivator has always had a shrewd mistrust of his would-be mentors-came

to believe that the government was largely to blame for the backwardness of

agriculture in France because it did not give the peasants adequate assistance

and advice. ... To the mind of the great majority of people only the govern-

ment was capable of maintaining order in the land" (Tocqueville 1955 2:69;

Oeuvres Completes (M) 2(1):135-136, (B) 4:101). Tocqueville concludes that

this lack of learning possibilities lead to a general acceptance of irrespon-

sibility and disintegration of Bonds between citizens. The situation was

then set for the continuous erosion of citizen liberties and positive

exhibitions of self interest as the centralized government gained greater

control. Tocqueville explains, "No one seemed to have had the faintest inkling

that the protector might one day become the master (Tocqueville 1955 2:69;

Oeuvres Completes (M) 2(1):136, (B) 4:102).

In such a situation, each individual's welfare is intimately connected

with the welfare of the central government. Possibilities for forming

non-governmental organizations are limited. Thus it becomes ever more the

case that individuals cannot help themselves but must turn to the sovereign

for aid (Tocqueville 1955 2:71; Oeuvres Completes (M) 2(1):137, (B) 4:104).

Should the central administration err, or become unable to support its role
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in all the contingencies which have evolved, everyone loses. About 18th

century France, Tocqeville says:

The number of persons having monetary dealings with it,
subscribing to its loans, living on wages paid by it, and specul-
ating in government sponsored enterprises had enormously
increased. Never before had the interests and fortunes of private
individuals been so closely bound up with those of the State.
Thus the mismanagement of the State finances, which formerly
had affected only the administration now brought ruin to many
homes. (Tocqueville 1955 3:179; Oeuvres Completes (M) 2(1):225,
(B) 4:261-262).

Should the protector become the master, no problems may occur, if the

master were insured to be benevolent and omniscient. Even if the former

is possible, the latter is likely not. Tocqueville observes the tendency

for centralized administrations to take on counselors, ministers and a

hierarchy of field workers to carry out orders. All of the errors of infor-

mation exchanges throughout the hierarchy which are predicted by modern

day theories of organization are observed by Tocqueville in France.

Tocqueville finds that in 1783 there were notations made of the increasing

amount of office work in the central government. Everything passed through

the hands of the various departments heads. "They alone decide what is to

be done, and when their knowledge is not as wide as their authority, they

have to leave things to subordinate members of their staffs, with the result

that the latter have become the true rulers of the country," Tocqueville

quotes an observation of d'Argenson (Tocqueville 1955 2:61; Oeuvres Completes

(M) 2(1):13O, (B) 4:92). Tocqueville further notes that bureaucrats in need

of information to match their authority sent out for detailed information,

even about private persons. Tocqueville observes that, "Owing to this

system of centralizing information and controlling everything from Paris,

a most elaborate machinery had to be set up for coping with the flood of

documents that poured in from all sides, and even so the delays of the
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adminstration were notorious" (Tocqueville 1955 2:62; Oeuvres Completes

(M) 2(1):130-131(B) 4:92).

The attitudes of administrators toward their clients and others outside

the administration concur with expectations from theory, as well. The type

of information an administrator could receive was often filtered by these

administrators' attitudes.

Tocqueville gives the example in France near the end of the ancien

Regime of Intendents who were frequently given reams of printed forms whose

blanks must be filled out and results tabulated. The Intendents had the

necessary entries made by their subdelegates and the syndics of the parishes.

Tocqueville finds, "as a rule the opinions expressed by subdelegates on

the mores of those they governed were far from favorable; we often find them

complaining that the peasants were congenitally lazy and would never do a

stroke of work if their livelihood did not depend on it" (Tocqueville 1955

2:62; Oeuvres Completes (M) 2(1):131, (B) 4:93). Tocqueville finds that

the French civil service had already become an organization closed to its

environment He concludes, "Already characteristic of the French civil

service was its intense dislike for all outsiders, whether of noble or of

middle-class extraction, who showed a wish to take a hand on their own

initiative, in public affairs" (Tocqueville 1955 2:63-64; Oeuvres Completes

(M) 2(1):132, (B) 4:94-95). Imperfect information makes both omniscient

sovereigns and benevolent leadership an impossibility in the centralized

state. Tocqueville concludes about the nature of administrative central-

ization4 shortcomings:

. . . (W)henever a central administration affects completely to
supercede the persons most interested, I believe that it is
either misled or desirous to mislead. However enlightened and
skilful a central power may be it cannot of itself embrace all
the details of the life of a great nation. Such vigilance exceeds
the powers of man. And when it attempts, unaided to create and
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set in motion so many complicated springs, it must submit to
a very imperfect result or exhaust itself in bootless efforts"
(Tocqueville 1945 1:93-94: Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):91, (B)
1:149-150).

The problems of centralization then are compound. Individuals see

the authority for their lives removed from themselves or officials whom

they may see in a township or parish day to day to be administered in a

central office. As Tocqueville notes, people have few enough reasons to

notice or care what the collective is doing, unless its activities are

perceived to be directly related to their lives. If the administration of

the collective is removed from any immediate care of individuals and instead

several emmissaries of the central authority are designed as intermediates

between enforcers and followers, it is less likely anyone would respond to

matters affecting her life as if she had any control over them. With such

conditions, it would be the exceptional person who would attempt any voluntary

collective activities. Atomistic, individualistic ways of coping are more

likely. (Tocqueville 1959:38; Oeuvres Completes (M) 12:60). Officials

also often find themselves in roles which discourage unofficial action and

self control. Thus what appears to be the congenital defect of citizens

is instead the result of institutional arrangements.

The problem from the officials' points of view are nasty, too.

Seldom can they know enough. Seldom are they told what they need to know.

Seldom are their dealings with their clients of a positive sort. Importantly,

the terse interactions of officials and clients are not the result of person-

slities, in Tocqueville's analysis; they are the expected interactions given

the role possibilities in such institutional structures. Sides in fact do

exist, and in this case the sides are opposed antagonistically. It is to be

expected when each side has truly uncommon interests that exchange of true

information is nearly impossible. More incentives exist to lie and cheat
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than to bargain in good faith. The fact is, bargaining positions are

»

unequal. Sabotage by those who have no other method of asserting themselves

is the expected norm. With no information and not much chance of getting

any, it is easy to understand why no one knows what the other side is

doing. Tocqueville wrote of the ancien regime that the central government,

in times of emergencies, found that it was out of touch with the people

"and sought to revive the personal influences and political contacts which

it had willfully done away with" (Tocqueville 1955 2:132; Oeuvres Completes

(M) 2(1):186, (B) 4:124). Tocqueville describes the extent of ignorance

of which citizens and officials had boasted; citizens would rather the

government succumb thinking it was in no way connected with them and,

"Preposterously enough, the central government showed surprise on discover-

ing that those very people whom it had, itself, deprived of (political) life

were dead" (Tocqueville 1955 2:132; Oeuvres Completes (M) 2(1):186, (B) 4:195).

As people can do fewer and fewer things through their own initiative,

their demands for support must increase. What the central power is able to

give them does not necessarily increase proportionately. The central

power may continue to tax the populace, but if the means of production are

being mismanaged (as seems to be the case when they are administered from

the center), certainly this is a losing proposition. Eventually, the center

can deliver no more. What does the incapacitated populace do then? Not

much choice is left but to revolt. Moreover, nothing can shore up the

center once the outside caves in. Possibilities are available for convincing

people that their demands are unnecessary, unpatriotic, will decrease their

privileges and so on. Enter dogma, socialization and the symbolic uses of

politics.

4. The commentaries on Tocqueville are not in agreement on Tocqueville's
definition of patriotism. Several critiques suggest that Tocqueville's view
is either ambiguous or part of the total package of "salutory myths" he
offers in place of substantial ideas (Zeitlin 1971; Zetterbaum 1967:156).
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At this stage in the syndrome, Tocqueville sees an intriguing trend.

As demands which cannot be filled increase, so must socialization. This

socialization is very often at odds with the reality of the socialized.

Poggi interprets Tocqueville as defining patriotism as a duty or compliance
with commands. Here is Tocqueville on the subject: "Man has been created
by God (I do not know why) in such a way that the larger the object of his
love the less directly attached he is to it. His heart needs particular
passions; he needs limited objects for his affections to keep these firm and
enduring. There are but few who will burn with ardent love for the entire
human species. The way in which Providence lets most people work for the
good of humanity seems to divide this great object into many smaller parts,
making each of these fragments worthy objects of love to those who compose
them. If everyone fulfills his duties in that way . . . the general good
of humanity would be produced by the many, despite the absence of more
direct efforts except by a few. I am convinced that the interests of the
human race are better served by giving every man a particular fatherland
than by trying to inflame his passions for the whole of humanity" (Tocqueville
1968:169-170; Oeuvres Completes (M) 2(2):347). Lively sees this kind of
discussion by Tocqueville as redefining the roots of patriotism from a love
of birth place, fortified with religious zeal to a self interested rational
love of country which depends on popular participation in civil and political
associations (Lively 1962:200-201). Moreover, Tocqueville accented enlightened
self interest and participation because these could be means of integrating
separate self interested patriotic groups in an analoguous way to the integration
of self interested individuals. The important variable was the institutional
arrangements which permitted such integration. Lively also points out
Tocqueville's belief that, to be viable, any institution must have its roots
in popular mores. Thus laws in the narrow sense must be based on law in a
wider sense of the general spirit of legality (Lively 1962:179). Again we
return to the idea that there must be common understanding and general con-
sensus about the constitution (constitutional design) of the collective.
The relationship between allegience to one's group, common understanding and
two media for expressing such ideas, patriotism and religion, has confused
many interpretations of Tocqueville. Goldstein comments that Tocqueville was
impressed with the dismal experience of citizen-government relationships in
France and was looking for institutional arrangements that might recast
individuals' expectations and the incentives, under which officials behaved.
The example of America, Goldstein believes, taught Tocqueville that it was
possible to maintain public morality in a democracy by means of political
participation. Religion, Goldstein maintains, played a part in this scheme
only insofar as the pervasive acceptance of the Christian ethic provided a
latent system of norms and restraints on which to build. Goldstein contends
that Tocqueville suggested no overt use of organized religion as a means of
reinforcing citizenship (Goldstein 1975:89).

Tocqueville is aware that patriotism and religion can be illigitimate
or dogmatically distant from experience. Both can be manipulated to try to
legitimate injustice. This is why Tocqueville was interested in institutional
arrangements which helped individuals experience and learn. Within the
context of such institutional arrangements, Tocqueville viewed patriotism in
a positive light.
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An increase in socialization is also often accompanied by an increased

number and strictness of rules. Often, as I shall consider momentarily,

such rules tend toward uniformity with less tolerance of deviance. As

rules become more oppressive and socialization more repressive and demands

receive less response, typical responses of sabotage and revolt can be

expected once any error in dogma or crack in socialization is perceived.

On the eve of revolt, after the fissure in socialization is apparent, one

often observes a great frenzy of socialization and symbolic or even tangible

responses to to demands. Such a frantic fix-up is only a further aggravation,

however. Demands increase geometrically when people begin to question why

they ever had to function under such intolerable circumstances at all. If

possibilities exist for injustices to be noticed but not redressed, an

inflamable situation waits for ignition. Once lit, no trickle of change is

its cure. When long standing injustices are finally admitted by those who

would do nothing before, only a further cause for revolt is insured, not a

cure. Tocqueville writes:

Only consummate statecraft can enable a King to save his throne
when after a long spell of oppressive rule he sets to improving
the lot of his subjects. Patiently endured so long as it seemed
beyond redress, a grievance comes to appear intolerable once
the possibility of removing it crosses men's minds. (Tocqueville
1955 3:177; Oeuvres Completes (M) 2(1):223, (B) 4:259).

The Tendency Toward Centralization: An Iron Law?

If administrative centralization is so potentially problematic, one

may well wonder why it is such a popular administrative form. Tocqueville

and many other writers have commented on a tendency toward hierarchy in

5. Grofman and Muller consider this analysis to be part of a relative
deprivation hypothesis Tocqueville uses to explain the call to arms after
social welfare was introduced. Tocqueville's analysis is more complex than
this presentation, however. (See Bernard N. Grofman and Edward N. Muller,
"The Strange Case of Relative Gratification and Potential fhr Political
Violence: The V-curve Hypothesis", American Political Science Review 67:2 1973.)
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and very similar to what Michels later expressed as an iron law of oligarchy.

Again, these causes seem in Tocqueville's analysis to follow from the assump-

tions he makes about people. Tocqueville shows centralization or negative

forms of hierarchy to follow from the dynamics of relationships between

people within some organization of roles and also from interactions of an

organization with its environment. Here I will consider the following

themes of causality which Tocqueville uses to predict the incidence of

hierarchy in relationship designs. In the internal workings of an organi-

zation, the assumption of self interest and the general problem of free

riders lies at the basis of two trends: an anti-participation abdication of

responsibility and a pro-uniformity trend, which are precursors of centrali-

zation. Additionally, threats from the organizational,environment such as

war lead the collective down another path toward centralization. Variants

of these themes such as shortages in the environment influencing the division

of resources within the organization are also important explanations of this

seemingly universal trend.

Free Riders

The self interested person must be taught her interest in participating

in the collective. Many methods exist for teaching this interest. For

example, stipulating relationships in such a way that roles are stable can

give people sufficient self definition and information about others that

their interests can be clarified. If you are a lord and I am a serf, some

facets of our meaning to one another are immediately clear. At the most

basic level of defining this meaning, we had a relationship of interdependency.

I can't work, if I'm not fed, and you can't eat or wage war without my work.

I depend on you for my protection: you depend on me for my work. At least
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this is Tocqueville's view of the best possibilities of this organizational

form. Degenerative, worst possibilities are often the experience, however

(Tocqueville 1955 2:81-96; Oeavres Completes (M) 2(1):147-158, (B) 4:123-143).

Paternalism is a time worn manner for solving the problem "Who am I and Who

are you?", notwithstanding the tendency to find oneself engaged in a whole

series of new problems. So usual is this solution that one may even thrust

oneself into a dependency relationship with another as the easiest way to

define some interdependency, i.e. relationship. Centralization of responsib-

ity and authority seems to be the first line of defense.

Tocqueville reasons in an analysis similar to his discussion of indvid-

ualism that since in democracy citizens have, figuratively speaking, no

superiors and no inferiors and no habitual or necessary partners in their

undertakings, they rely on themselves and tend to think of themselves apart

from all others. Tocqueville concludes that it is easy in such a situation

to shun political participation. Such people "can never, without an effort,

tear themselves from their private affairs to engage in public business; their

natural bias leads them to abandon the latter to the sole, visible and per-

manent representation of the interests of the community; that is to say, to

the state" (Tocqueville 1945 2:310; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):300, (B) 3:480).

Tocqueville also explains that not only do people have no taste for public

business, they also have no time for it. Interestingly, in periods of

democracy qua equality, we have the same problem of individualism which was

found in the tragedy of the commons situation (itself defined by its essential

7equality).7 Again, the swiftly grasped alternative is centralization.

6. Tocqueville did see this feature of interdependencies in aristocracies
as a good feature. However he was also aware that these interdependencies
could result in tyrannical relationships. Although he wished to carry the
attributes of interdependencies which were found in aristocracies into democratic
relationships he looked for ways to create interdependencies other than master-
servant relations.

7. To the extent that Tocqueville uses the idea of a "classless society"
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Tocqueville theorizes about psychological effects of equality of

decision making. He explains that no person is compelled to assist others

and none has any right to expect much support from them either. Everyone

is thus left simultaneously independent and powerless. Tocqueville explains

that these two psychological conditions lead to simultaneous but contrary

propensities. The feeling of independence fills a person with self-reliance

and pride among peers; the simultaneous feeling of debility makes her feel

from time to time the rant of some outward assistance. She cannot expect this

assistance from her peers, because they too are all impotent and unsympathizing.

Thus Tocqueville concludes that the person in this predicament would naturally

turn her eyes "to that imposing power which alone rises above the level of

universal depression", the central government or caste of officials. Tocqueville

writes of the citizen in this situation, "of that power [those who control

decision making] his wants and especially his desires continually remind; him,

until he ultimately views it as the sole and necessary support of his own

weakness" (Tocqueville 1955,2:311; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):301, (B) 3:481-482).

In a footnote to this text, Tocqueville explains how people in the situation

of equality gradually are pulled into centralized administration as their only

choice.

Tocqueville notes that it appears to the citizens in democratic commun-

ities that nothing but the central power has any stability in its position or

any permanence in its undertakings. All individuals seem to be in a cease-

less transformation, alienated from their peers and cannot expect aid from

their equals. From this analysis Tocqueville draws conclusions which are

echoed later in Galbraith's view of the tie between industry and the state.

it is first used as a metaphor for totally equal rights with no authority of
any over the others. The situation of equal political rights was not really
seen as a classless society, but as approaching equality among citizens but
not between citizens and officials without further specifications in the
design.
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the influence of the central power without intending to. Tocqueville points

out that there are always very many people "engaged in difficult or novel

undertakings, which they follow by themselves without shackling themselves

to their fellows" (Tocqueville 1945 2:311-312; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):301,

(B) 3:482-483). Tocqueville says that such persons, as a general rule, believe

the public authority should not interfere in private concerns. But each

of them individually "craves its assistance" in her particular concern and

seeks to draw upon the influence of the government for her own benefit,

although she would restrict it on all other occasions. If most people make

the exception for themselves, Tocqueville points out, "the sphere of the central

power extends itself imperceptibly in all directions, although everyone wishes

it to be circumscribed" (Tocqueville 1945 2:311-312; Oeuvres Completes

(M) 1(2):301, (B) 3-482-483).

While all the people in the collective are jumping up to give away

their decision making capabilities, the official is not inactive. Tocqueville

explains that "it is the nature of all governments to seek constantly to

enlarge their space of action; hence it is almost impossible that such a

government should not ultimately succeed because it acts with a fixed

principle and a constant will upon men whose position, ideas and desires

are constantly changing" (Tocqueville 1945 2:311-312; Oeuvres Completes

(M) 1(2):301, (B) 3:482-483). Tocqueville writes that in increasing the

centralization of administration in France the government of the old regime

was not following a premeditated scheme. He explains, "It merely yielded

to the instinctive desire of every government to gather all the reins of

power into its own hands and despite the multiplication of secondary powers,

this instinct never failed to take effect" (Tocqueville 1955 2:58; Oeuvres

Completes (M) 2(1):127-128, (B) 4:86-87). The individuals in government are
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assumed to function under the same sort of constraints as everyone else. For

example they are assumed to be self interested. Thus each official finds it

is in her interest to be part of an organization that is busy and growing.

Only then can one be assured that positions exist for promotions. Thus

organizations which expand their field of service provision are prized.

Organizations which prove their necessity can expect to be funded and to grow.

Organizations with a high job ceiling or a long span between junior and senior

positions and expanding room at the top will attract bright place-hunting

organizational stars • Organizations which attempt to return authority, capa-

bilities and responsibilities to non officials are a contradiction among these

growing, healthy organizations of the self interested officials. Tocqueville

explains how those hunting a place in the bureaucracy aid this trend of

centralization.

Tocqueville reasons that even in democratic nations, as with other

nations the number of official appointments is finite. The number of

aspirants to these appointments, Tocqueville says is unlimited. Tocqueville

makes this statement because he believes that most people aspire to positions

of some stature, financial comfort and security even if they do not aspire

to public recognition or political power per se. As social conditions become

more equal, Tocqueville believes the number of aspiring people is limited

only by the number of the population. A problem arises, Tocqueville explains,

if public employment affords the only outlet for ambition, "the government

necessarily meets with a permanent opposition at last; for it is tasked to

satisfy with limited means unlimited desires" (Tocqueville 1945 2:264;

Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):257, (B) 3:407). There are then three links in the

chain of bureaucratic growth which Tocqueville describes: 1) the natural

ambitions of each person for something, even what might appear the mundane,
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2) the tendency toward centralization which is ongoing and the resulting

tendency for government to be involved in all activities and, finally, 3) the

tendency for government employment to be the only outlet for ambition.

Tocqueville sees public employees and seekers of public employment as the most

difficult of citizens to manage and restrain. Tocqueville says, "What ever

endeavors are made by rulers, such a people can never be contented; and it

is always to be apprehended that they will ultimately overturn the constitution

of the country and change the aspect of the state for the sole purpose of

cleaning out the present office holders" (Tocqueville 1945 2:264; Oeuvres

Completes (M) 1(2):257, (B) 3:407).

In conclusion, centralization of decision making power may occur from

a self interested motivation to give up one's responsibility to particiapte

in designing relationships with others. So called "free riders" are motivated

to go about their own business, not observing that part of their business is

their effect on others and the well being of the collective as a viable

community. Others make the family for them to nestle into while they ride

free on the participation of those who keep the family alive.

Self interest can lead to centralization by another route as well. A

person who has even mundane ambition can find herself contributing to

increasing centralization if no outlets exist for the achievement of ambition

except public appointments. For example an artist or musician may find that

the market does not provide wide interest in buying art, compositions or

performances. Government employment as poet laureate of the state may

be the poet's only hope of recognition for her art or for even meager income

from her work. Most artists are not excited by the long range effects of

dependency on the state for grants and resources; with income comes some control

over the product. The plight of Shostakovitch has been suitable enshrined as

the example of state control of art. However, if he says nothing more,
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Tocqueville explains that the control of art, like the control of opinion

always lies somewhere. It can lie in the market place (metaphorically perhaps),

with reproductions and kits from the discount store. It can lie with the

aristocracy who bays the art whether they pay through the medium of a market

or through foundations. It can lie with the state acting for the aristocracy,

or acting for the democracy. To the artist the situation of authority may make

some difference, by some criteria important to her (for example who pays more

and controls less). Tocqueville's analysis can tell us more, however. The

reason that both the patronage of the state and the patronage of the aristocracy

might seem similar to the artist is because no alternative opinions are

expressed; the peasants do not provide income for the artist, neither does the

"ordinary" citizen. This situation is centralization of authority. Tocqueville

or the artist up might believe for some criterion of their choosing that one method

of deciding bests the other, (Tocqueville would probably choose the aristocracy

over the democratic state believing the prince knows more about art than the

bureaucrat), but structurally they are very similar. Both may result in little

affiliation between artist and community, little appreciation of art from the

ordinary community member, little creativity or innovation from the artists

and little community art, even folk art.

Tocqueville shows then how even those whose interests might be anti-

thetical to centralization can help create it even from a positively self

interested motivation, if the structure of the community is not designed to

afford some alternative conclusion to one's actions. Tocqueville considers

other causes of centralization which lead one to conclude that such tendencies

are like unto a law of behavior.
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The Dislike of Deviance and Tendency Toward Uniformity

The tendency for people to draw up within themselves individualistically

has another interesting relationship with centralization. The person seems

only to recognize her position or role. Unable to imagine any position or

role other than one's own, she misses the diversity in other people's

situations and desires. Any role unlike her own is viewed as priviledged;

the grass is always greener elsewhere. Condemnation of positions unlike one's

own—and none is like one's own— is easier than establishing a dialogue of

understanding.8 The desire and demand for uniformity becomes ubiquitous.

Tocqueville talks about the hatred people feel for privilege and how that

hatred increases as privileges become fewer and less considerable. The

demand for uniformity seems most fierce as uniformity increases. Tocqueville

explains that when great inequality or differences exist, inequality is

expected, but "the slightest dissimilarity is odious in the midst of general

uniformity; the more complete this uniformity is, the more unsupportable the

sight of such a difference becomes" (Tocqueville 1945 2:312; Oeuvres Completes

(M) 1(2):302, (B) 3:383). Tocqueville's references to privilege need not

be understood as only applicable to gross inequalities in decision making

capabilities. Part of Tocqueville's point is that in obliterating the

privileges of social rank, designers of political order must have a clear

conception of what privilege is and what, that might be called privilege,

should be terminated, given some specific values and criteria for evaluating

these privileges. Broadly taken any non-uniformity of condition or behavior

can be viewed as a privilege relative to some other condition. There are

those lucky enough to get black lung disease or some other disability in the

8. On the issue of social class Tocqueville is often seen as supporting
aristocratic class distinctions on account of this portion of his analysis.
His point was broader, however, in seeking understanding between people of
all different roles.
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workplace who receive a compensation and are seen by some as therefore privileged.

Conversely many mean by 4privilege the lifestyle and "pull" of the banker; the

motorcycle, boat and beer of the union worker; the unstructured work day of the

artist. Privilege can mean little in terms of concrete or specifically economic

power as when anti-semites hate Jews, coveting their heritage, or when homophobics

hate homosexuals for their so called "sexual freedom". Often these neuroses are

articulated as the hatred of the increasing economic privilege of the Jew or the

growing political power and priviledge of the homosexual, giving them a concrete

if factually unfounded rationale.

If nothing else can be seen from these examples, most existing political

communities do not have a coherent articulation of the concept "privilege" and

what a just order would ban in terms of privilege. Justice and uniformity are

not synonymous, perhaps in most contexts. If people are different, possibly

uniform treatment is to give them unequal satisfaction and, paradoxically, is

unjust.

Tocqueville explains the idea which follows most easily from the notion of a

single and central power in ages of equality is the notion of uniformity of legis-

lation. Tocqueville says, "As every man sees that he differs but little from those

about him, he cannot understand why a rule that is applicable to one man should not

by equally applicable to all others" (Tocqueville 1945 2:306; Oeuvres Completes (M)

1(2):291, (B) 3:475). This reasoning would seem to follow the rules of logic and

Tocqueville concludes "Hence the faintest dissimilarities in the political insti-

tutions of the same people offend him, and uniformity of legislation appear4 to him

to be the first condition of good government" (Tocqueville 1945 2:306; Oeuvres

Completes (M) 1(2):297, (B) 3:475). Tocqueville here is not speaking about

treating each individual with equal justness. He is speaking about uniform

legislation to solve what may not be uniform problems. Taking the approach

that there are classes of problems, not individual problems,as more than

heuristic device may poorly serve deviant individuals,that is, all the
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individuals.

A slight digression is in order to make Tocqueville's point clear. He

is not suggesting that inequalities be maintained by rationalizing that

dissimilarities among people are removed only tyrannically. The use of the

word equality is important here. Equality has several distinct meanings

depending on the context in which the word is used. Equality is most often
9

used by Tocqueville to describe a particular type of decision rule. Total

equality of decision making capabilities is found only in the metaphorical

state of nature, although some near states of nature are observed in the

tragedy of the commons problem in real life. Even in the state of nature,

however, there is inequality of another kind, that is the dissimilarities of

tastes, disposition, preferences, skills and so forth. Importantly,

Tocqueville argues that these dissimilarities should have nothing to do with

political rights. The purpose of political equality is not to make clones

of the constitution makers. To level this kind of diversity to uniformity

is not in line with ideas of political equality or liberty. The inequality

or dissimilarity to be found in either the state of nature or a rule ordered

society may be used and reinforced in a tyrannical way, may be suppressed

(tyrannically from the "deviant's" viewpoint, righteously from the view of

those with decision making capabilities allowing the suppression) or

allowed to flourish quite separate from political equality.

Tocqueville notes that political equality may be established in

several ways. He explains that the principle of equality may be established

in civil society without prevailing in the political world. "There may

be equal rights of indulging in the same pleasures, of entering the same

professions, of frequenting the same places; in a word; of having the same

9. It should be ever kept in mind that equality is a concept with several
meanings. The reader may refer to footnote 3:14.
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manner and seeking wealth by the same means, although all men do not take

an equal share in the government", Tocqueville further illustrates. (Tocqueville

1945 2:100; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):101, (B) 3:156). Furthermore,

Tocqueville explains, a type of equality may be established in the political

arena where an individual is the equal of all other citizens except one, "who

is the master of all without distinction and who selects equally from among

them all the agents of his power" (Tocqueville 1945 2:100; Oeuvres Completes

(M) 1(2):102, (B) 3:156). Several other combinations could be imagined,

"by which very great equality would be united to institutions more or less

free or even to institutions wholly without freedom: (Tocqueville 1945 2:100;

Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):1O2, (B) 3:157).

Tocqueville's fear is that most people would settle for equality in a

context lacking political freedom. Although the potential for equal

indulgence in the same pleasure might be a passible situation for many,

Tocqueville's fear is for the odd person who did not take pleasure in the

same indulgences as everyone else. Tocqueville has been interpreted as

having no interest in social equality whatsoever. The criticism of Tocqueville

then is that it is impossible for liberty to exist with gross social and

economic inequalities. Tocqueville takes a different trail to the junction

of liberty and equality, however. He believes that people cannot become

absolutely equal unless they are entirely free. Consequently, in Tocqueville's

view, when equality is pushed to its furthest extent, it can be confounded

w i t h liberty. Yet, Tocqueville explains, these concepts are not the

same and as there are many forms of equality which are negatively related to

liberty, it is wise to hold them as separate ideas (Tocquaville 1945 2:100;

Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):102, (B) 3:157).

Equality in the context of liberty then is not to mean that everyone

has the same material goods or even the same prospects of getting them.



The type of equality which Tocqueville desires democratic collectives to

strive for is.neither equality of opportunity nor equality of outcome.

These he feels are degenerative forms of the much broader idea of equality

10. Although Tocqueville generally wrote as a proponent of political equality
and desired the greatest amount of individual participation and mutual aid
and least amount of state participation possible, he was not always true to
these ideal in his policy statements. In general, many of Tocqueville's
negative feelings about policies of political equality were a result of his
belief that too few institutional arrangements exist to prevent gross individualism
and selfishness. For example, in Tocqueville's converstions with Nassau
Senior about suffrage in England he says that universal suffrage is one of
the most fatal and least remediable of institutions. However universal
suffrage could be combined with other institutions which would diminish these
dangers. ("Cela vu plus loin que ma pensee. Je crois que le vote universal
peut se concilier avec d'autres institutions, qui diminuerait le danger.")
(Conversations with Senior,Feb. 21, 1854, 1872:69).

The most controversial diversion from theory, however is Tocqueville's
speeches on colonialism, imperialism and the abolition of slavery in the French
colonies. Tccqueville believed imperialism was an important part of French
foreign policy. He was in support of French domination of "under developed"
countries as a main component of the French strategy of economic competition
with England (Tocqueville Oeuvres Completes (M) 3(1)028-330, (B) 9:142-443).

Tocqueville was not sentimental in his portrayal of French colonialism;
he did not describe the marvelous gains Algeria made from forced injections
of French culture, he discussed the gains of France from cheap labor in the
competitive sugar industry (Tocqueville Oeuvres Completes (M) 3(1):228-230,
(B) 9:442-443). He did consider the need for some right understanding of
French self interests and discussed the necessity for France to refrain
from gross exploitation of the colonized. He wrote that in Algeria, nothing
could change the hatred of foreign domination so France must act to be strong.
He believed nothing could suppress the hostile reaction to European rule,
but Europeans could lessen it. The French could teach that "the alien power
can be useful to the native" and must teach the "usefullness of charity and
dependence on each other" (Tocqueville Oeuvres Completes (M) 3(1):328-329,
(B) 9:442, trans. by Stone and Mennell 1980:346). Tocqueville continues that
European farmers make frequent use of local labor and that the European needs
the Arab to farm his estates while the Arab needs the European to earn a wage.
If France exploits the Algerian, Tocqueville cautions, the colony will become
a battleground (Tocqueville Oeuvres Completes (M) 3(1):329 (B) 9:443).
Tocqueville spoke of the possibility of "total domination and martial coloni-
sation" toward this end ("La domination totale et la colonisation partielli")
(Tocqueville Oeuvres Completes (M) 3(1):218-221). By accepting force,
domination and imperialism as outside the definition of exploitation,
Tocqueville's caution loses much of its clarity. The analysis Tocqueville
brings to the situation of Manchester England, the "aristocracy of manufacturers"
and more generally, urbanization, cheap labor's devaluation of wages and
the effect of such wages on agriculture and the basis of the colonized
country's economy is not carried out in Algerian-French relations as it
was with Tocqueville's analysis of English "absenteeism of the heart" in
its absentee landlord dealings within Ireland.
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in the context of liberty. Tocqueville forces us to recognize that equal

opportunities and equal outcomes may both take place in the context of

slavery. Simplistic designs which consider either of these types of equality

The emancipation of slaves in the French colonies proved another case
where policy and theory were not always closely linked. Besides Tocqueville's
writings against slavery in Democracy in America. Tocqueville also wrote about
racism in several letters to his student Gobineau. Gobineau wrote one of
the earliest socio-biological interpretations of human history, a treatise
on racial interpretation of human nature of which Tocqueville was profoundly
critical. (See also Mayer 1940:94 for an interpretation of Tocqueville's
disgust with Gobineau's ideas). Tocqueville wrote to Gobineau that racism
represented the abolition of human liberty. He wrote: "Do you not see
how inherent in your doctrine are the evils produced by permanent inequality:
pride, violence, the scorn of one's fellow men, tyranny and abjection in
every one of their forms?" (Tocqueville 1968:228-229, Letters to Gobineau
17 Nov. 1853; Oeuvres Completes (M) 9:203).

When it came to the debates on abolishing slavery in the French
colonies, these were not the reasons Tocqueville cited. In his presentation
as a deputy, Tocqueville explained that emancipation must come because the
colonies were important for defense as ports, and not so much for trade.
Tocqueville believed France was behind in the maritime race and could lose
if the colonies could not defend themselves, and he thought they could not
defend themselves with slaves. Therefore, abolition was indicated to help
the colonies defend themselves and thus France (Tocqueville in Drescher
1968b:146-l49; Oeuvres Completes (M) 3(1):87-89, (B) 9:273-276).

Tocqueville also took up the issue of how emancipation should be
approached (Tocqueville in Drescher 1968:1OO). The primary policy issues
were whether to free the slaves gradually or at one time, whether freed
slaves could own land, if and how former slave owners should be compensated
for the loss of property and investment which the manumuted person represented.
France used the English policies of ending slavery as a model to guide its
actions. Tocqueville concluded from his analysis that simultaneous emanci-
pation, indemnification, apprenticeship and the regulation of labor by the
government were necessary components of emancipation policy (Tocqueville in
Drescher 1968b:134; Oeuvres Completes (M) 3(1):77, (B) 9:263). His reason-
ing to this conclusion is provocative.

He believed only participation and experience taught citizenship. He
thought that slavery must first be ended before any vices (of either party
of this slave-master relationship) associated with slavery would end (Tocqueville
in Drescher 1968b:102; Oeuvres Completes (M) 3(1):45, (B) 9:230). He
furthermore believed that the freeing of the slaves would create an unstable
condition, simply because of the change in relationships between slaves and
masters. Uncertainty, he explained, creates the worst of new conditions.
He deduced that with the gradual relaxation of slavery, the remaining slaves
would learn that he was feared (and therefore being released gradually) and
this would lend power to the still captive slaves to be docile no longer
(Tocqueville in Drescher 1968b: 104-105; Oeuvres Completes (M) 3(1):47-48,
(B) 9:232-233). He concluded that there were three problems with gradual
emancipation: 1) uncertainties in the restructuring of relationships made
planning for the new conditions of total emancipation impossible, 2) labor



usually gain neither the desired form of equality nor the broader idea of

equality which Tocqueville says only comes accompanied by liberty. Tocqueville

does not conceive of life as a race where merely starting everyone off with

would be degraded by the continuance of some slave labor and the freed
slaves would not look for work and 3) when large numbers of slaves had
been freed a continued policy of gradual emancipation would be dangerous and
probably impossible (Tocqueville in Drescher 1968b:106-109; Oeuvrea Completes
(M) 3(1):49-51, (B) 9:234-237).

. The considerations in evaluating the apprenticeship system for
emancipation were: how to avoid a disruption of work on the sugar plantations
(France was in fierce competition with England in the international sugar
market and much of the debate on abolition focused on maintaining the French
sugar industry); how to teach the value of labor in the context of freedom
and labor-wage relationships; how to avoid a race war (Tocqueville was not
among the politicians who believed freedom would result in bloodshed. He
believed slave uprisings were more likely in the situation as it existed
without emancipation.). Tocqueville concluded from the English experience of
apprenticeships that apprenticeship prevented the cessation of labor since
it set the minimum number of hours a "freed" slave could work (Tocqueville
in Drescher 1968b:123-125; Oeuvres Completes (M) 3(1):66-67, (B) 9:251-255).
However France, Tocqueville believed, should avoid the English error of just
giving the "feeling" of emancipation without the reality of it. France
should wait until the entire apprenticeship was over to stop using the term slave
and really begin to think of the slaves as emancipated (Tocqueville in
Drescher 1968b:163; Oeuvres Completes (M) 3(1):102, (B) 9:289).

When it came to compensating slaveowners for property loss in the
emancipation process, Tocqueville amalgamated theory and reality. Tocqueville
reasoned that it was unnecessary to pay compensation of property to the slave
owner since this property ownership was not a right and was unjust in the
first place (Tocqueville in Drescher 1968b:111; Oeuvres Completes (M) 3(1):

53-54, (B) 9:239). Moreover emancipation would probably lead to greater
productivity in the colonies aid it would be a gain, not a loss to pay
wages instead of paying for slave upkeep since Tocqueville believed freed
people worked harder for a wage than slaves worked for just food and shelter
(Tocqueville in Drescher 1968b:112-113; Oeuvres Completes (M) 3(1):54, (B) 9:299).
One might conclude that Tocqueville was against indemnities. However, he ;
was not. Tocqueville approved and promoted a plan for the French state to
pay an indemnity to slaveowners and get this payment from a deduction from
the wages of the newly enfranchised slaves (Tocqueville in Drescher 1968b:135;
Oeuvres Completes (M) 3(1):78, (B) 9:264). He believed that the French
government had supported slavery and had helped to lead slaveowners astray
and thus owed something to the former slaveowners. Paying indemnities would estab-
lish an important position for the State in emancipation. And he believed
that the state needed to perform this function because of the uncertainty
of roles which all would experience in the transition between slavery and
free workers. Tocqueville it should be noted, then, was willing to allow
government regulation when uncertainty and possible instability of the political
order in a transition period were possible. Tocqueville could imagine
some ways to use the resources of the State and saw the State as having
a responsibility to play some role in transitional periods (Tocqueville in
Drescher 1968b:112-113; Oeuvres Completes (M) 3(1):55-56, (B) 9:240:241).
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an equal chance (with no constraint but to finish) is the operational-

ization of equality. Justice is not expected to be necessarily served by

a simple view of equal opportunity.

Tocqueville also believed that the better the offer the State could make
the slaveowners, the easier emancipation would be (Tocqueville in Drescher
1968b:114; Oeuvres Completes (M) 3(1):56, (B) 9:241).

Tocqueville believed that France wanted to end slavery and start a
peaceful industrious society in the colonies (Tocqueville in Drescher 1968b:
115; Oeuvres Completes (M) 3(1):57, (B) 9:242). He believed there was no
reason to fear bloody uprisings, but he could imagine that Blacks would
refuse to work. It is necessary to clarify this idea that the newly
enfranchised would not work. Tocqueville was afraid specifically that they
would not work for the sugar industries. He thought they might not want to
work for their old masters, that there could be difficulties settling wages
and they might want to be small land holders and work for themselves, if
given the opportunity (Tocqueville in Drescher 1968b:128-129; Oeuvres Completes
CM) 3(1):70-72, (B) 9:255-258). For this reason Tocqueville did not believe
former slaves should be allowed to own land. Tocqueville believed that there
needed to be a way to "pressure them into the arduous and manly habits of
liberty" (Tocqueville in Drescher 1968b:117; Oeuvres Completes (M) 3(1):59,
(B) 9:244). "It is by no means a natural and necessary inference of freedom,
that the colonial Negroes can therefore immediately move from the status
of slaves to that of landed proprietors. This is only the result of very
extraordinary circumstances, the proximity of fertile land which belongs, as
it were, to the first occupier. Nothing like it ever happens in civilized
societies. Despite all the efforts that we have made to place land at the
disposal of the working classes in France, it has remained so expensive that
the worker can only obtain some of it at a cost of great exertion. He
achieves it solely as a long-term project and after having made himself
wealthier by his industriousness. Throughout the rest of Europe it is almost
unprecedented for a laborer to become a landed proprietor. For him the soil
is, in a way, priced out of the market.

What then are we actually doing by momentarily prohibiting the Negroes
from possessing land? They are artifically put in the natural position of
the European laborer. Certainly this cannot be called tyranny, and the
man who is saddled with this inconvenience on emerging from slavery does not
seem to have the right to complain"(Tocqueville in Drescher 1968b:166;
Oeuvres Completes (M) 3(1):1O5, (B) 9:292).

Tocqueville believed that the prohibition on landholding was the least
oppressive measure which could limit the mobility of "freed" slaves and
cause them to work for the sugar industry. He stated that prohibiting Blacks
from owning land cannot be called tyranny because "the man who is saddled
with this inconvience on emerging from slavery does not seem to have the
right to complain" (Tocqueville in Drescher 1968b:166; Oeuvres Completes
(M) 3(1):1O5, (B) 9:292). In this case it was appropriate, Tocqueville
believed for government to play a role in trade regulation to establish
parity between beet and colonial sugar upon emancipation of the slaves
(Tocqueville in Drescher 1968b:169; Oeuvres Completes (M) 3(1):107, (B)
9:294-295).

Tocqueville also saw a place for government socialization of the
newly emancipated slaves. He explained that there needed to be an entirely
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Tocqueville explains that the institutional arrangements for reaching

a junction of liberty and equality is more complex. Much of the problem

which must be resolved involves constraining individualism and selfishness

different relationship between blacks and whites and how government inter-
vened to establish this new relationship was important. He explained that
the bond which existed between master and slave should be entirely destroyed.
To do this "the state must become the sole guardian of the enfranchised
population; it should grant the services of the Blacks to the planters on its
own conditions, retaining in its own hands all exercises of discipline"
(Tocqueville in Drescher 1968b:132; Oeuvres Completes (M) 3(1):74, (B) 9:260).

All of these institutional arrangements, the prohibition on landowning,
apprenticeship, the payment and manner of payment of indemnities, all went
toward the end result of giving government the most favorable moment for
gaining control over the slave's minds, Tocqueville explained (Tocqueville
in Drescher 1968b:131; Oeuvres Completes (M) 3(1):73, (B) 9:259). In the
case of enfranchisement, it was, according to Tocqueville, a good plan for
the state to become the sole authority and socializer of Blacks (Tocqueville
in Drescher 1968b:132; Oeuvres Completes (M) 3(1):74, (B) 9:260). "[W]hile
the promised liberty is not yet complete, while respect and obedience nurtured
in slavery are still maintained by forced labor, while the soul of the slave
is excited by the approach of independence, social pressure is easy and
efficient. The planter no longer rejects the hand of the Government and the
Negro yields to its influence without difficulty and without regret. He
does not yet see in the magistrate a master, but a guide and liberator. It
is the Government's most favorable moment to gain control over the minds
and the habits of the black population and to acquire the salutary influence
that will be necessary when they are entirely free." (Tocqueville in
Drescher 1968b:131; Oeuvres Completes (M) 3(1):73, (B) 9:259).

Tocqueville did not write a policy proposal about how to design insti-
tutions to bring such a population to democratic relationships. If one
finds his application of theory disturbing and his belief that guardians
were necessary questionable, the theory is applied consistently to these
Leviathan ends for the sake of colonial sugar.

There are several critics of Tocqueville's approach toward abolition.
Resch is critical of Tocqueville's theoretical approach to slaves in the
United States because he believes Tocqueville is overly theoretical "instead
of writing in terms of the human equation" and "dwarfed the real victim,
the individual" (Resch 1963:259). Resch also believes that Tocqueville
degraded the chances for emancipation by stating that the opportunities for
freed Negros were still fewer than those for whites (Resch 1963:257). If
anything, however, Tocqueville's ideas reflect the reality that racism and
bigotry would not end with emancipation.

Zeitlin too, finds Tocqueville's policies on slavery diverge consider-
ably from his writings on racism. Zeitlin believes that Tocqueville's
theoretical writings provide a very good analysis of the reasons to reject
racism against Blacks and Native Americans. However, Zeitlin takes issue
with Tocqueville's belief that Blacks and Whites could never live together
as equals and certainly not without conflict. One can infer that Zeitlin's
disagreement about this is not that such a phenomenon could not happen,
but that Tocqueville did not suggest any specific institutional arrangements
to assuage the problem. Tocqueville can leave the reader with the impression
that nothing can ever- be done to cause integration - in fact he suggests
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which can increase dramatically as equality of condition increases.

Tocqueville says that when people living in a democratic state of society

discover that they are not confined by any limits which force them to accept

little can be done. Tocqueville was pessimistic because he did not believe
there were enough common grounds for understanding between races to enable
an integrated political community to be formed. If we annotate Tocqueville's
personal blindness of ethnocentrism - there is ample evidence that he
considered Christian Europeans to be far superior to other cultures and
races - and go beyond this we can apply and evaluate the same institutional
designs which Tocqueville suggested to create and maintain other integrated
democratic communities for racial integration.

Zeitlin concludes that though Tocqueville was a sincere and committed
abolitionist, when it came to the French colonies he wanted limits placed
on the emancipated black person. French colonial interests took precedence
over equality and freedom when it came to policy in the Antilles (Zeitlin
1971:29).

Drescher is by far the most critical of Tocqueville's policy action on
abolition. Drescher believed that Tocqueville and Beaumont wrote about
abolition in an ideological atmosphere of consensus. Drescher believes there
was universal agreement in Tocqueville's social and political class that
slavery was a moral evil and historically doomed (Drescher 1968a:17). The
implication from Drescher's view is that it was easy to write as an intellectual
about abolition. It was hard to act and make policy on the question of Abo-
litionists. Drescher looks at Tocqueville's participation in the Society in
France. Drescher describes the Society as an elitist club or society of
notables. The rules for admission included nomination and the contribution
of money created a social barrier for incoming members. Drescher quotes
Beaumont as answering the question why Bissette, a prominent and wealthy
West Indian mulatto resident in Paris, was not a member of the Abolition
Society, with the explanation, "Why! He's a coulured man!" (Drescher 1968a:164.
Drescher also notes that no Blacks were asked to participate in Parliamentary
and Royal Commission testimony on abolition (Drescher 1968a:164).

Drescher also notes Tocqueville's support of some inequalities such as
European colonization and the superiority of European Christian civilization
(Drescher 1968a:253). Drescher finds that both Tocqueville and Beaumont
embraced the principle of dependent peoples, colonization, and explicit
domination backed by force (Drescher 1968a: 194. Drescher shows that
Tocqueville believed that international domination was a providential ordinance
of unknown historical duration and that the providential ordinance of equality
pertained to individuals personal control over other individuals, not to
international control (Drescher 1968a:192). The role of the French government
in abolition policy in the Antilles in placing two important restrictions
on the free market, the mobility and price of Black labor, seems then
consistent with this twist of equality. As Drescher points out, however,
the effect of this policy was to legislatively produce a landless, resource-
less proletariat (Drescher 1968a:188). Such an institutional design is
inconsistent with the policies Tocqueville prescribes for serving mutual aid.

Drescher is also critical of Tocqueville's view of abolition in the
United States. Drescher explains that when Tocqueville and Beaumont attacked
slavery in the United States, they emphasized the difficulties of proposed
solutions,predicting race wars in the South, and saying
there would be no peaceful way to abolish slavery (Drescher 1968a:177-178).



their present fortune. All, therefore, conceive of the idea of increasing

it. If they are free, Tocqueville continues, they all attempt this increase,

bat they do not all succeed equally well. Tocqueville concludes that if the

legislature no longer grants privileges, nature does and "as natural inequal-

ity is very great, fortunes become unequal as soon as every man exerts all

his faculties to get rich" (Tocqueville 1945 2:39; Oeuvres Completes

(M) 1(2):43, (B) 3:60). Tocqueville's point here is that while ascriptive

characteristics certainly should not stigmatize people in terms of their

political rights, neither should innate talents, or the lack of them. Here,

however, is the crux of the problem. How one might maintain dissimilarities

(for to homogenize probably leads to unequal satisfaction and certainly has

little claim to a relationship with justice or liberty) without segregating

people into lifetime or cross generational classes is not straightforwardly

Although such criticism is necessary to come up with good policies, Tocqueville
and Beaumont gave much fuel to anti-abolitionists without providing a positive
policy suggestion. Drescher points out that for Tocqueville and Beaumont
emancipation did not mean a stage in the process toward an integrated society.
Tocqueville, Drescher also notes did not believe Blacks and whites could
ever live on equal footing (Drescher 1968a:178). Drescher concludes more
generally that Tocqueville believed in the abolition of slavery but not in
the necessary end of relationships of domination and subordination between
racial groups as a whole. At the same time Tocqueville looked for abolition
of legal individual slave holding he looked for a more extended domination
of non-european peoples by Europeans throughout the world (Drescher 1968a:180-181).

In addition, Drescher says, if Tocqueville regarded Blacks as permanently
unassimilable in America, this is only a specific example of a more general
tension in his perception of social change (Drescher 1968a:275. Drescher
finds that Tocqueville could not see the assimilation of Blacks, Indians and
other ethnic groups who were very different from the dominant culture (one
could add women to this list in the dominant culture of patriarchy), even
in terms of political rights. So Drescher concludes that even if Tocqueville
discarded Gobineaus theory of biological determinism for group behavior,
he accepted long-term tendencies of the same phenomenon, without ever
describing the conditions in which these characteristics would tend to remain
or to disappear. Moreover the lower such a group ranked in Tocqueville's
value system, Drescher contends, the less susceptible of integration they
appeared to him (Drescher 1968a:176).
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answered. This problem is at root similar to one we have seen before:

individualism. If people are in situations where they may use dissimilarities

to gain advantages which they feel excuse them from the effects of their

actions on others, liberty and equality are acting as contrary tendencies

not aligned to promote justice.

Institutions must be created so that people may be in fact of dissimilar

roles in any particular relationship, but that these dissimilarities need

not be fixed, nor at any point be used to justify injustice. Tocqueville

does not wish to rely simply on the expected mobility of classes of democracy

to end injustice. Institutions must be designed which bring people back

to considerations of the roles of others in the relationship. One such

institutional arrangement is the laws of inheritance. Such laws for trans-

fering and dividing inheritance —especially physical property such as land—

are seen to provide "a revolution in property" every generation. Tocqueville

places the laws governing inheritance at the head of all political

institutions. He explains that they "exercise an incredible influence upon

the social state of a people, while political laws show only what this state

already is" (Tocqueville 1945 1:49-50:4Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):47, (B) 1:76)

This institutional arrangement has the possibility of operating on a society

11. See Drescher and Zeitlin for different views on Tocqueville and social
mobility. Both consider social mobility to be the most important component
in what they see as Tocqueville's concern with the coming classless society.
Although Tocqueville believed there was much potential for political "mobility"
or participation in democratic conditions, his analysis of social mobility
and "equality of conditions" is more complex. Tocqueville does indicate that
he believes equality in political conditions would lead to some leveling and
equality of social conditions. However since he also expected a high proba-
bility of extreme individualism and extreme dependence on majority opinion
(unless institutions were designed otherwise) both of which lent themselves
to despotism and since he also predicted a general trend toward centralization
in terms that would be today called monopoly capitalism, urbanization and
ghettoization, it would be incorrect to say that Tocqueville believed total
equality was probable or, certainly that social mobility would take care of
all injustice in some long-term . For this reason he suggested institutional
arrangements which could bring unequals together to discover their need for
mutual aid.
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"in a sure and uniform manner ... affecting as it were generations yet

unborn" (Tocqueville 1945 1:50; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):47, (B) 1:76).

Whether such a revolution occurs depends on how such institutions as these

are designed.

Tocqueville describes both physical and psychological effects of the

revolution in property resulting from this latter design of inheritance

laws. The death of the owner of property causes not only that possessions

change hands, "but that their very nature is altered, since they are

parceled into shares which become smaller and smaller at each division"

(Tocqueville 1945 1:50; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):47, (B) 1:77).

Tocqueville calls the direct or physical effect of the law. The psychological

effects of inheritance laws are what tend more comprehensively to destroy

large fortunes and domains of political power. Tocqueville explains that in

nations whose law of descent is founded upon the right of primogeniture, the

passage of land from generation to generation causes a family feeling which

is incorporated with the estate. "The family represents the estate, the

estate the family, whose name, together with its origin, its glory, its

power, and its virtues, is thus perpetuated in an imperishable memorial of

the past and as a sure pledge of the future" ("as a sure pledge to its

future" may be more exact, (Tocqueville 1945 1:51; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):48,

(B) 1:78). Contrarily, the equal partition of property destroys this intimate

connection between family feeling and the preservation of the paternal

estate; "the property ceases to represent the family; for, as it must

inevitable be divided after one or two generations, it has evidently a constant

tendency to diminish and must in the end be completely dispersed"

(Tocqueville 1945 1:51; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):48, (B) 1:78).12

12. Drescher points out that Tocqueville's ideas on land and equality
changed somewhat after visiting England. He found that there were some
economies of scale to large landholdings (Drescher 1968a:57).
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Tocqueville's view of the psychological effects of property or possessions

is important in applications to other than just the economic sphere, as

later chapters of this essay will show.

Tocqueville continues, explaining the tendencies for such estates never

to recongeal. He notes however that such institutional arrangements can be

influenced by other arrangements which may allow the establishment of

monopolies in other ways. Moreover he considers other methods of subverting

such arrangements by allowing subdivisions of land and other property to

take place in a context of individualism and isolation. In such cases, the

powerlessness which results l e a d s again to a need for consolidation and

centralization (in a manner I have discussed earlier), thereby sabotaging

this attempt toward autonomous yet interdependent communal endeavors.

These institutions such as the law of inheritance then play an impor-

tant role in bringing individuals back to a right understanding of their

interest in terms of the interests of others. The purpose of such institut-

ions is again to prevent the evolution of new aristocracies and maintain

conditions where people can gain resources to carry out the works of their

interest. The end is not just equal opportunity, however. Life is not

conceptualized as a contest with the fittest surviving. The end is liberty

in the context of mutual aid: each person striving toward desired goals,

conscious and caring about the effects of her goals and actions on others.

Such institutions are primarily constructed as an obstacle to building

monopolies of power in relationships. Where monopolies are prevented each

individual will have some incentive to avoid rigging relationships with

dominant and submissive roles. If such roles are set up, yet individuals

are prevented from predetermining the assignment of such roles, each may

feel some concern for the potential assignment of herself to an undesirable

position. When institutions are designed to cause selfconscious reflection
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on the justice of such roles then the equality known only as equal oppor-

tunity is fairly shallow and possible even a diversion from more profound

conceptions of equality associated with liberty. 13

When Tocqueville speaks disparagingly of uniform laws he is not

talking about equality under the law, either.14 His treatise is based on

the proposition that government should articulate its policies and laws to

the level of individuals and to each individual equally. Instead, his

argument is that people are diverse, their needs and desires are diverse

and to force them into situations where they are supposed to act like they

13. Some critics have misunderstood Tocqueville's view of the necessary
common understanding and sympathy for others that Tocqueville thought was
necessary for equality and liberty to exist as complimentary political
values. Zeitlin for example believes that Tocqueville found in aristocracy
great esprit de corps among the members of each class, produced by the
commonality of conditions in which each member of each class shared. Zeitlin
continues interpreting Tocqueville, saying that each individual felt a
strong human sympathy for the others in her class, but not for the members
of other classes. It was as if separate classes were separate races or species;
they did not relate to each other primarily as human beings. Tocqueville,
Zeitlin says, sees the ties of noble and serf not as human ties but as
strictly sociopolitical ties. However, Zeitlin continues, Tocqueville
believed all this was changed by the advent of conditions of equality. Indi-
viduals in democracy think and feel more nearly alike, thus they share a common
humanity and compassion for each other (Zeitlin 1971:34-35). Zeitlin greatly
oversimplifies Tocqueville's ideas here. Tocqueville believed, in fact,
that in situations of equality individuals would shut themselves up in a
nucleus of alienation with no contact with other individuals in a similar
position. As Poggi suggests Tocqueville stresses the possibility of democracy
representing a mass of equal but atomized individuals who place equality
and liberty at polar recesses of political values. Poggi explains that
Tocqueville believed equality can lead to a sort of individualism which
tended to create a smaller society for the individual's own use, and caused
the individual to relinquish the greater society to itself. Democracy as a
simplistic view of equality encouraged an apolitical outlook which extinguished
Democracy as a complex of equality and liberty. Democracy as simplistic
equality encouraged the privatization of concerns which could nullify the
principle that all government action depended on the citizen's will (Poggi
1972:4-45). It is for this reason that Tocqueville's analysis of liberty,
equality, and common understanding must be understood in a more complex way
than it is often presented.

14. Consistent with footnote 4:13 on equality and liberty, Tocqueville's
idea of equality under the law must be understood to apply complexly to
diverse cases in terms of a "class" of individuals who may not be. making
monolithic claims.
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all need or want the same things is both absurd and unfair. For example,

Tocqueville notes a great deal of diversity may exist on opinions determining

the proper content of public education curriculum. As diversity exists,

Tocqueville suggests it is rather tyrannical to demand uniformity. We have

seen, however, that it is desirable to hold some information in common, that

is uniformly, in a political order. Tocqueville suggests there are more

creative approaches to determining the common information than laying down

a uniform dogma.

One may determine several communities of interest on any particular

point of information and often it would matter not in the least whether their

disagreements last into infinity. It does not matter, only if the range of

effects of each community of interest is contained by that community. Should

externalities exist, we have another problem. In this case, Tocqueville

suggests we should devise several ways of getting requisite information and

determining standards for the whole effected group. We must incorporate

15. A primary reason Tocqueville is difficult to understand on this point
is that "we all" agree that everyone wants some items: food, shelter, and
so on. But Tocqueville's point is that there really is no consensus on what
everyone wants or needs; needs change as cultures change. Although it is
argued that Tocqueville saw all social welfare as concerned with luxury and
that Tocqueville avoided any practical sympathetic understanding with the
poor and the poor's situations, his ideas on who defines what is needed by whom
remain important to those concerned with policies which help rather than
hinder survival and development.

16. Lively agrees that Tocqueville took liberty as a given political value
and used the model of America to discover how liberty could be protected in
democratic societies (Lively 1962:26). Lively points out that in Tocqueville's
concern for the future of liberty, he was as anxious about the conformist
majority as the dissociated majority. Tocqueville believed that no government
would maintain the degree of individual liberty which individuals did not
themselves require and claim. Thus liberty was not a private activity, but
required individual participation in public life. For this reason Tocqueville
was interested in institutional arrangements which allowed participation in
voluntary associations and governmental levels which allowed individual
participation. Drescher points out that the dilemma enters Tocqueville's
presentation when one considers what important public policy problems do not
have a sphere of effects which commands large scale institutions to incorporate
the externalities of these effects. The challenge which Tocqueville presents
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these external views, but do so in such a way that what may be dogma can be

informed by new thinking. When we consider the complexities of diverse

desires and diverse ranges of effects of different objects of desire, the

17simplistic notion of uniformity seems an inadequate solution.

But what of the individual who may find herself in a community which

does not serve her interests—say again, for example, in education. And

what if another community would? Again, Tocqueville says the solution is not

in forcing her community to adopt what another has or making her accept what

the community has. A better solution is to make it easy for her to get out

of the unsuitable system and into one which fits her. Recall that if all

were the same, chances might be just as great that communities would all be

of the unsuitable kind than of the sort which she needed.

Always there is this dynamic tension between the individual's integrity

and the community's cohesiveness. But always in Tocqueville's view, the

individual's integrity must win out in seme rightly understood manner if justice is to be
1ft

preserved. Tocqueville's point is that while one may find it difficult to

is how to consider each policy problem to determine the scale of effects and
consider institutional arrangements which call for participation even in
large scale problems and do not automatically assume that all non-trivial
problems are large scale.

17• Probably Tocqueville's greatest distress with centralization is the
mentality which tries to simplify the complex inappropriately. The call for
uniformity is the clearest example of this mentality. Tocqueville was not
so much against large scale organizations as he was inappropriate scale for
the problems handled and the necessary simplification which large scale
must undertake when inappropriately matched to a problem.

18. The crux of Tocqueville's analysis is that various values on which the
institutions of the political order might be based (e.g. liberty, equality
security, etc.) are not all compatible and must be balanced. Tocqueville's
primary value in all his writings is liberty and certainly this balancing of
all other values against a scale of liberty effects his view of justice. It
is incorrect to say that Tocqueville believed simply that an individual held
all claims to right and that the collective of individuals, the community,
held none. Tocqueville's analysis that each individual must lay down some
claims to idiosyncracies in order to work with the group demonstrates this.
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insure the individual's integrity every time, uniformity is a sure way to

prevent any nurturance of this integrity at all. Thus the same argument

which Tocqueville uses against uniform dogmas,is used again to strike down

uniform laws. And, again uniform laws must be read as uniform regulation—

that is regulating different cases as if they were the same. One might

wonder how the desire for treating everyone is this paradoxically unfair

19but equal way can possibly arise.

It is quite simple. Notice how confusing it can be to try to straighten

out the subtleties of Tocqueville's argument that equality can by tyrannical

and that equal regulation is not equal justice. Tocqueville's view is that

people have the same such problem in straightening out their own views on

The manner in which individual integrity is preserved involves using what
Tocqueville called "extreme liberty" to battle the excesses of liberty.
Designing methods for individuals to make their beliefs known, to ask for
sympathetic understanding from others or extend such understanding to them
is one means Tocqueville discusses at length for reaching a position of
reasoned self interest or possible consensus end to a disagreement. Such
forums were undesirable if they were coercive, however. If they used
either the coercive powers of majority opinion or actual force, these were
not the designs Tocqueville wanted. Therefore, opportunities must be avail-
able for individuals to move on from the group is an insoluble problem
existed. For this reason, Tocqueville believed that an institutional
design which allowed mobility, was not uniform, nurtured experimentation and
expected diversity would take a positive approach to mitigating the tension
between individual and community.

19. Brogan also points out the connection in Tocqueville between what he
called "true liberty" and "true law" (Brogan 1973:70). Stone and Mennell,
as well, suggest that Tocqueville's political ideal was freedom under the
rule of law (Stone and Mennell 1980:23). Mayer shows that this ideal cannot
be guaranteed by fiat and that the relationship of this type of liberty to
justice is a constant balancing act (Mayer 1940:128-129). Mayer, too,
believes that Tocqueville was aiming at a political philosophy in which
rights and duties are adequately related to one another (Mayer 1940:128-129).
Just as with believing that Tocqueville's view of liberty was negative and
limited, many view Tocqueville as not considering any economic facet to his
theory of justice (See Drescher 1968a). Lively, however, points out that
Tocqueville believed there exist diverse and independent ends which people
require from political order and that Tocqueville did not argue that all
these were harmonious. On the contrary, he demonstrated their incompat-
ibility, because political order meant the restriction of liberty and every
extension of liberty carried with it the possibility of individual irrespon-
sibility (Lively 1962:19-21).
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how to fix a problem. They may call for uniformity because situations arise

where each individual finds it nearly impossible to focus on others as

separate people with diverse needs. When everybody else is identified only

as a blob in a large homogenized mass, uniform rules seem logical. When he

says they abhor the slightest privilege, Tocqueville means people learn to

hate any lot which is different from their own. If someone has something

you do not, the first thought is "why can't I?" in situations designed to

elicit such questions. The possibility that you could, if you wanted it;

that you never really wanted it before someone else had it; or that you do

not need it, are not immediately realized. This sort of acquisitiveness of

things, and ideas, tastes, religions and dogma, as well, finds its roots

in the structure of relationships, too. It is important to notice two

contrary sorts of rationalizations in people, Tocqueville says: One, in

which each believes in her uniqueness-—the dogma of individualism and two,

in which each experiences her smallness, powerlessness and lack of differen-

tiation from all others. Such tendencies inspire a person to both despise

anything different from what she knows to be her experience—often she does .

not even believe it exists—and also to seek those like her to form self-

20. Certainly this analysis does not cover the only source of needs, wants
and demands. Among Tocqueville's primary reasons for despising socialist
ideas of his day was what he felt were their vulgar appeal to "material
passions". Zeitlin and Zetterbaum have bitterly criticized this view of
Tocqueville and Tocqueville's failure to provide a more serious and thorough
analysis of socialist thinkers with whom he could have been familiar. In
Tocqueville's defense, however, one must recall that he found policies which
did nothing but make the poor dependent wards of the state (and taught no
skills,either work or political) much to be feared as causing a docile
complacent mass, purchased by the growing affluence of the state. These
would be the bought-off workers of Marcuse's One Dimensional Man, still
without revolutionary potential, political skills but with the "luxuries" of
mass culture. These workers would become the show pieces and puppets of
the state against the still many if not majority of unorganized, unskilled,
underpaid,resourceless proletariat. Tocqueville's theory demonstrated
an interest in policies which would lead to radical structural changes, not
simply a new class benefiting from intimate association with an all
powerful state while the rest suffered not only from the lack of decision
making authority (the state-even if one class reaped material benefits)
would have a monopoly on that but materially, as well.
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centered and other-phobic groups, demanding that individuals outside what

is now called the group, conform.

Besides these psychological reasons for despising deviance and desiring

uniformity, the individual may be in a position where for her uniformity pays,

in both political and, therefore, economic resources. Tocqueville discusses

very interesting connections between the acquisitiveness of people and their

desire for uniform laws to protect their acquisitions.

Tocqueville describes a most dangerous passage in the history of a

democratic people: "The taste for physical gratification can grow more

rapidly than their education and experience of free institutions. Such

people can lose all self-restraint in their quest for new possessions" and

"in their intense and exclusive anxiety to make a fortune they lose sight of

the close connection that exists between the private fortune of each and the

prosperity of all" (Tocqueville 1945 2:149; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):147,

(B) 3:227-228). People mistake the meaning of self interest and care for

nothing but their own gain. As discussed earlier in this essay, certainly

there is no time for participation in self government, neither of the self

nor the government. While this lack of participation may occur for those

who are getting more,it may certainly be expected from those toiling to have

any at all. Since Tocqueville expects that in a democracy the class which

has alot and could "devote its leisure to these duties" has expired, "the

place of government is, as it were, unfilled." (Tocqueville 1945 2:149;

Oeuvras Completes (M) 1(2):147, (B) 3:228). Tocqueville further theorizes

then that if an ambitious individual may grasp the supreme power and find .

the road to usurpation paved and open, an interesting twist explains the

pavement of the open road. Recalling that everyone is aspiring to prosperity

without care for the well being of those whom they might effect, Tocqueville

points out that a primary concern becomes the protection of public order
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so that those who acquire can continue to acquire and can protect their

acquisitions from the demands of losers in the self interested treasure hunt.

Tocqueville finds that if the usurper attends only for some time to the

material prosperity of the country and ensures the public tranquility,

little else will be demanded. Tocqueville explains that public tranquility

is important because "men who are possessed by the passion for physical

gratification generally find out that the turmoil of freedom disturbs their

welfare before they discover how freedom itself serves to promote it"

(Tocqueville 1945 2:149; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):147, (B) 3:228-229).

Deviant discussion and the discovery of those without a passion for self

gratification or demands from the ungratified are disturbing.

Tocqueville is not saying that public tranquility is in itself to be

avoided, bat that perpetual tranquility is akin to stagnation if not to death

and the mold of mellowing. Tocqueville explains that all nations have been

enslaved by being kept in good order, avoiding learning from deviance.

"A nation that asks nothing of its government but the maintenance of order

is already a slave at heart, the slave of its own well being, awaiting only

the hand that will bind it," explaing Tocqueville (Tocqueville 1945 2:150;

Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):1W, (B) 3:229). Tocqueville explains succintly

how the desire for law and order also, then, contributes to the concentration

of power in political orders.

I have also had occasion to show how the increasing love of
well-being and the fluctuating character of property cause
democratic nations to dread all violent disturbances. The love
of public tranquility is frequently the only passion which these
nations retain, and it becomes more active and powerful among
them in proportion as all other passions droop and die. This
naturally disposes the members of the community constantly to
give or to surrender additional rights to the central power,
which alone seems to be interested in defending them by the
same means that it uses to defend itself. (Tocqueville 1945
2:310-311; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):3OO-3O1, (B) 3:481).
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Other passions lie flaccid, and the passion for tranquility is all

that remains to tempt excitement; the hobbled hordes fuss around the future

defense against diminishing but ever-disturbing deviance. This desire for

uniformity is caused then finally by a tendency which is related to all that

has been said above. The alienated, individualistic person wishes no

responsibility for participation in community affairs. Nor certainly does

she wish to concern herself with the just or unjust state of others. Rather

than bother with the responsibilities of considering the effects of her own

actions, the individualist would rather adhere to a uniform rule. Individuals

acting as officials also like the potential irresponsibility of responding

to rule defined responsibilities according to the uniform prescription.

Uniformity becomes synonymous with centralization of authority.

Tocqueville explains that the hatred of all differences is particularly

favorable to the concentration of political power because "the sovereign,

being necessarily and incontestably above all the citizens does not excite

their envy, and each of them thinks that he strips his equal of the prerogatives

that he concedes to the crown" (Tocqueville 1945 2:312; Oeuvres Completes

(M) 1(2):302, (B) 3:43). Recall how Tocqueville has already reasoned that

"the man of a democratic age is extremely reluctant to obey his neighbor,

who is this equal; he refuses to acknowledge superior ability in such a

person, he mistakes his justice and is jealous of his power; he fears and

despises him; and he loves continually to remind him of the common

dependence in which both of them stand to the same master" (Tocqueville

1945 2:312; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):3O2, (B) 3483).

Tocqueville explains that in a manner similar to the citizens demand

for uniformity and centralization is the official's desire for uniformity.

Uniformity, Tocqueville says, relieves the government from inquiring into

details, which must be attended to if rules have to be adapted to different
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people, instead of indiscriminately subjecting all people to the same

rule. So Tocqueville concludes:

Thus the government likes what citizens like and naturally
hates what they hate. These common sentiments, which in
democratic nations constantly unite the sovereign and every
member of the community in one and the same conviction,
establish a secret and lasting sympathy between them. The
faults of the government are pardoned for the sake of its
inclinations; public confidence is only reluctantly withdrawn
in the midst even of its excesses and its errors, and it is
restored at the first call. Democratic nations often hate those
in whose hands the central power is vested, but they always love
that power itself. (Tocqueville 1945 2:313; Oeuvres Completes
(M) 1(2):302, (B) 3:484).

For a majority of citizens and officials the desire for uniformity resulting

in a desire for centralization seems nearly without deterrents unless

deterrents are designed.

Tocqueville's analysis of the collective in its interactions with its

environment completes his thoughts on the tendency of organizations toward

centralization. Resources must be available to the collective from within

and more stringent conditions of the environment must be met before a non-

centralized democratic state is possible. In fact Tocqueville suggests

centralization and inequality are the norm of organizational development

(Tocqueville 1945 2:314; Oeuvres Completes (M)1(2):304, (B) 3:486).

Tocqueville suggests that the conditions under which the collective is

constituted have alot to do with how a collective is able to avoid central-

ization. For example if the individuals comprising the collective have

little experience with taking responsibility for their decisions or

acting responsibly toward others, the equality characteristic of democracy

will have a tendency to drive them toward irresponsibility. When they can

act irresponsibly as free riders, their tendency is to establish centralized

sovereigns to take control of their business.
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Tocqueville believes that,among people who have lived free before they have

become equal,the learning that is possible from participation in free insti-

tutions can combat many of the tendencies toward centralization he expected would be

observed in ages of equality. On the other hand, when freedom has not been

generally experienced, as people concentrate on equality the powers of

government become concentrated, as well. Tocqueville similarly compares the

evolution of democracy in France and the United States to make his point:

... Napoleon deserves neither praise nor censure for having
centered in his own hands almost all the administrative power of
Prance; for after the abrupt disappearance of the nobility and
the higher rank of the middle classes, these powers devolved
on him of course; it would have been almost as difficult for him
. to reject as to assume them. But a similar necessity has never
been felt by the Americans, who, having passed through no
revolution and having governed themselves from the first, never
had to call upon the state to act for a time as their guardian.
Thus the progress of centralization among a democratic people
depends not only on the progress of equality, but on the
manner in which this equality has been established. (Tocqueville
1945 2:315; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):305, (B) 3:488).

"Where people establish a collective without a revolution in the trans-

ition they make from roles of submission to dominance, they may be more likely

to grasp first at centralizing authority to go beyond the difficult stages

of anarchistic decision making. That is they may set up exactly the same

sort of authority structure under which they revolted.- Only the new faces

of a new class will fill the old role of a dominant centralized authority.

Where individuals have a long standing history of participation and responsi-

bility to themselves and one another, at least the chance is greater that

they can establish different relationships from those likely in centralized

regimes.

In addition to the importance of the past experiences of the members of

collective, the conditions of the collective's environment also affects its
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chances for democratic relationships. If the environment is threatening to

the collective, hierarchy and centralization are the tendency rather than

21individual responsibility. For example, Tocqueville discusses the effect

such environmental turbulence would have on the structure of the collective.

Tocqueville underscores his belief that centralization ultimately enervates

society and weakens the government itself, but he does also explain that

situations occur when centralization is called upon as the organizational

strategy for enabling the execution of great undertakings with great facility.

Especially, Tocqueville explains, is this true of war, "in which success

depends much more on the means of transferring all the resources of a nation

to one single point than on the extent of those resources" (Tocqueville

1945 2:318; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):307, (B) 3:492). Thus Tocqueville

concludes "all men of military genius are fond of centralization which

increases their strength; and all men of centralizing genius are fond of war,

which compels nations to combine all their powers in the hands of the govern-

ment" (Tocqueville 1945 2:318; Qeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):3O7, (B) 3:492).

Perhaps Tocqueville is too glib in this conclusion; his conclusions on the

meaning of war for democratic communities is shared in a more general theory

of the effect of environment on organizations by other theorists. In his

expression, "the democratic tendency that leads men increasingly to multiply

the privileges of the state and to circumscribe the rights of private persons

is much more rapid and constant among those democratic nations that are

exposed by their position to great and frequent wars" (Tocqueville 1945

2:317-318; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):307, (B) 3:492). Tocqueville deduces

this conclusion from his earlier analysis about the love of tranquility and

the general propensity to sacrifice rights to the maintenance of tranquility.

21. One sort of threatening environmental situation that Tocqueville
discussed is similar to the "environmental turbulence" that Lawrence and
Lorschanalyse in the organization theory literature.
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He finds then:

A people is therefore never so disposed to increase the functions
of central government as at the close of a long and bloody
revolution, which, after having wrested property from the hands
of its former possessors, has shaken all beliefs and filled the
nation with fierce hatreds, conflicting interests, and contending
factions. The love of tranquility becomes at such times an
indiscriminate passion, and the members of the community are
apt to conceive a most inordinate devotion to order. (Tocqueville
1945 2:318; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):308, (B) 3:493).

It is this situation of a warring environment that Michels describes

as preceeding the path to an iron law of oligarchy. The political party

he describes is in a state of constant turmoil with its environment. In

such a situation of threat, counter-threat, information becomes a strategic

good. Just as in the situation of people in a state of nature described

earlier, sharing information is not the usual way to win a war. Instead

bargains, should there be any, are carried through in an atmosphere of

secrecy and deception for strategic positions. If secrecy is to be part

of one's coping mechanisms, an organizational structure must be developed

which protects the secrets. Having as few people as possible holding infor-

mation and therefore enabling as few people as possible to have access to

the resources for decision making is certainly one answer. This answer,

Tocqueville contends is nothing but aristocracy. And both Tocqueville and

later Michels contend that the tendency of aristocracy to become oligarchy

22is a law of political nature.

In many respects Lenin's views on what organizational structures are

feasible for a revolution are an empirical example of what Tocqueville

22. Aristocracy here is seen by Tocqueville in primarily its characteristic
hierarchy. Aristocracy and bureaucracy are seen in terms of similar character-
istics then and similar results of dysfunction as Weber, Michels and Tocque-
ville view either. This is not to say that Aristocracy and bureaucracy are
completely analogous political systems or organizational forms.
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is discussing.23 A revolutionary party usually operates outside the civil

law it wishes to restructure. Usually an outlaw needs a great deal of secrecy

if revolutionary acts are to be carried out. As the environment of a

revolutionary party is usually hostile and suppressive, it is in the interest

of the party to know its friends and discuss its business as little as possible.

Although Lenin is extremely concerned with participation, learning and raising

the consciousness of the proletariat, the environment of revolution does

not facilitate open discussion and criticism/self criticism sessions. On

the eve of revolution, Lenin sees himself forced to choose between the

long term revolutionary goal of raising consciousness and the immediate

need for a party vanguard of enlightened revolutionaries. Although he is

not immediately impressed with the hiatus between counterrevolutionary

means and revolutionary ends, Lenin recognizes the necessity of restructuring

the collective after the revolution. How to get this new aristocratic class

to return its power to the yet unenlightened or how to get the unenlightened

to participate and learn is not straightforward,given the structure which

stands after the revolution.

It would appear that oligarchy is an iron law where environmental

conditions create the need for secrecy, speed, dispatch and a hierarchical

structure to protect it. Moreover, oligarchy is forecast when the building

materials of the collective fail to meet some minimum standards such as

common beliefs or consciousness, or more broadly put, the sort of democratic,

pluralist, self actualized personality Tocqueville describes. If these

23. See Lenin, What is to be Done and compare his analysis of the need for
institutional arrangements to further consciousness change with Lenin
State and Revolution in which Lenin discussed what institutional designs are
feasible in a revolutionary context and what must be compromised to have a
revolution. Tocqueville's analysis would ask whether the compromise of
institutions for consciousness change do not compromise much of what would
be revolutionary. There is no evidence that Lenin was unaware of the costs
of secrecy and hierarchy, however.
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conditions axe not met, Tocqueville suggests it will be very hard to obtain

them in oligarchic structures. Cycles of tyranny and revolution are expected

until alternative changes in structure are implemented. If conditions

permit, alternatives are available. Such alternative institutions are

maintained only through conscious designs. It is to these designs that I

shall now turn.



CHAPTER 5

POLYCENTRIC POLITICAL ORDER AND THE POLYMORPHOUS,

PLURALIST PERSONALITY

Several interrelated problems must be solved simultaneously when

political orders are designed. Both tyrannies of minority and majority must

be avoided in order for government to articulate itself to the level of indi-

viduals, that is, in order that individuals retain their power of self

government. On the one hand, we must design against tyranny which Tocqueville

views as a function of centralization and hierarchy. Simultaneously,

1. Horwitz notes that Tocqueville considers both conventional and common-
place aspects of the tyranny of majority problem (Horwitz 1966:293). Focusing
on the numerical majority is commonplace and Horwitz and others believe that
most of Tocqueville's observations which deal with simply the numerical
majority are incorrect in their prediction of tyranny resulting from sheer
numbers in majority rule decision making situations. (See also Brogan,
Zeitlin and Drescher). Most of Tocqueville's ideas about the problems of an
unopposed numerical majority come from Madison's ideas as expressed in the
Federalist Papers (Madison 1961:320-325, Federalist Paper #51). He was consider-
ing what might happen should an unopposed nearly permanent majority become
entrenched in the government of a collective. The problem would be similar
to the Leviathan created by an unopposed minority empowered to decide and
enforce decisions on the collective. The two Leviathans only differ numerically;
the important characteristic that they share is the lack of opposition or
check on their powers to enforce their will on those whom they govern. Horwitz
believes that when Tocqueville writes of tyranny of majority as if it were
nothing more than despotism by the numerically dominant portion of the community
he is thinking of France and not of America (Horwitz 1960:300). While it-is
true that Tocqueville applied the same logic to France it is not true that
Tocqueville found the safeguards against centralization so failure-proof
that tyranny of a numerical majority was trivial in America.

Many have misunderstood Tocqueville's analysis to be simply his "fear
of. the masses" (See Zeitlin and Brogan for examples of this view). The
important focus for fear of a numerical majority, it must be recalled,
however, was in government. In fact what Tocqueville was standing against was
the design of government which left no recourse to a minority view. The
unopposed Leviathan might be in fact an unopposed administrative elite. In
that case, perhaps the best way to describe the problem would be minority
tyranny or oligarchy. The confusion among critics of Tocqueville on this point
is severe. Brogan believes that the American political system has been so
concerned with the "unreal bogey (tyranny of majority) elitists like to
frighten themselves with" that America consequently suffers from minority
tyranny (Brogan 1970:42). Brogan completely misses the point of Tocqueville's

-166-
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Tocqueville notes we must design against an anarchistic atomism where each

person can veto all others.

Tocqueville has described how when privileges of birth are abolished

any position looks accessible to the person and only one's energies and

ambitions seem the limiting factor to achievement. Certainly this is the

analysis, since it is the unopposed elite in government (a minority with
regard to the whole population, but a majority of participating decision-
makers) which Tocqueville does fear as a concomitant of increasing majority
belief and resulting centralization.

Tocqueville's analysis becomes easier to understand if we add the other
dimension of his view of the problem, uniformity, especially uniformity of
opinion. A portion of the difficulty in understanding this problem comes
from the language used to describe it. However, when Tocqueville describes
the uniformity dimension of this problem, he usually called it uniformity or
the tyranny of public opinion.

Horwitz explains that Tocqueville was more worried about the widespread
consensus among the citizens of America than he was about the Madisonian fear
of a deep and permanent division in the community between a majority and
minority faction (Horwitz 1966:298). Although this view is partially true,
the language is somewhat misleading. A consensus among those who rarely
felt that the laws enacted by the majority (again, possibly representatives
of the majority or even an unrepresentative majority of legislators, but an
elite minority of the whole community) were arbitrary or unjustly coercive
would not be a problem if the consensus was total and there was no dissension
or disagreement or diversity of experience. It is more to the point to
talk about the methods for having the community order be articulated to each
individual member of the community and not simply articulated to either
majority or minority groups as the institutional design's major focus if one
wishes to control both potential tyrannies of minority and majority simultan-
eously. Tocqueville did fear a deep division between an unopposed deciding
portion of the collective and those who agreed with or supported this
group on the one side and the dissenting few or many who were functionally
disenfranchised, unless some check on the deciding portions power could be
designed and used. The paradox of a centralized democracy which Tocqueville
described was that a sort of minority tyranny in the form of an elite ruling
group, bureaucratic or technocratic elite, and a sort of majority tyranny, in
the form of uniformity of majority opinion, widespread political alienation
and lack of participation or majority support of the elite, could coexist.

Drescher, too, presents this problem in a partially true, partially mis-
leading light. He maintains that the two volumes of Democracy in America are
really two utterly different books. One of the important differences in the
two books is their presentation of the tyranny of majority problem. Drescher
says that the nature of tyranny has changed from Volume One in 1835 to Volume
Two written in 1840. The locus of tyranny is no longer in the majority of
people acting as unthinking citizens by 1840, "The wild child of 1835
[became] . . . the perpetual child of 1840" (Drescher 1964:205). Actually
neither the basis for Tocqueville's analysis nor its focus changes in the two
volumes. The potential for irresponsibility or self interest misunderstood
leads to both the results of "wild child" individualism and "perpetual child"
dependence.
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ideology of personal ambition and unbounded possibilities which seem to

occur in the United States. Tocqueville is among many who find that the

individual in such a political structure readily convinces herself that she

is born to no common destiny. Tocqueville explains, however, that this

is an erroneous notion which is corrected by daily experience: "The same

equality that allows every citizen to conceive these lofty hopes renders all

citizens less able to realize them; it circumscribes their powers on every

side, while it gives freer scope to their desires," Tocqueville explains

(Tocqueville 1945 2:146; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):144, (B) 3:222).

Tocqueville elaborates that universal competition now is the barrier to

achievement.. As Tocqueville describes, "They have swept away the privileges

of some of their fellow creatures which stood in their way, but they have

opened the door to universal competition; the barrier has changed its shape

rather than its position." What this belief in infinite possibilities

coupled with the reality of immense obstacles means to the personality, is

important. Tocqueville describes, "This constant strife between the inclination

springing from the equality of condition and the means it supplies to satisfy

them harasses and wearies the mind" (Tocqueville 1945 2:146; Oeuvres Completes

(M) 1(2):144, (B) 3:223). In activities which are very personal,the design

of political structure influences mental health, one beliefs about one's self

and one's view of others. If relationships are not designed otherwise, one

sees others as obstacles or means to one's ends; one sees oneself as largely

a failure and one's mental state is a morass of anxiety,incomplete conceptual-

izations, paranoia and depression. All this personal chaos, isolation and

the lack of a more fruitful alternative leads individuals to

grasp for greater inflexibility, so to pin something down and leap from chaos

to strict definitions. More creative ways of learning from chaos and

experimenting with the possibilities that an unbounded feeling can provide
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are not likely without prior designs which make individuals consider the long

term costs of settling the inevitable chaos of choice by chosing inflexible limits.

Eschewing the design of amendment processes is intimately connected with despotism

in political designs. Tocqueville explains that despotism is by its nature

suspicious and sees in the isolation of individuals the surest way of main-

taining its own supremacy. Tocqueville describes the view of isolation and

individualism which a despot would be likely to take:

No vice of the human heart is so acceptable to it as selfishness;
a despot easily forgives his subjects for not loving him,
provided they do not love one another. He does not ask them to
assist him in governing the state; it is enough that they do not
aspire to govern it themselves. He stigmatizes as turbulent and
unruly spirits those who would combine their exertions to promote
the prosperity of the community; and, perverting the natural
meaning of words, he applaudes as good citizens those who have no
sympathy for any but themselves. (Tocqueville 1945 2:109; Oeuvres
Completes (M) 1(2):109, (B) 3 : 1 6 8 ) .

Tocqueville concludes then that the vices which despotism requires are

those that the total unboundedness of possibility which can accompany equality

will promote. As Tocqueville describes the manner in which despotism and

equality can perniciously aid each other, equality places individuals side

by side, "unconnected by a common tie; despotism raises barriers to keep them

asunder; the former predisposes them . . . not to consider their fellow

creatures, the latter makes general indifference a sort of public virtue"

(Tocqueville 1945 2:109; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):109-110, (B) 3:168-169).

The problem of which Tocqueville speaks results from a very simplistic

idea about how to design relationships of equality. Tocqueville is fearful

that equality will lead from individualism to despotism if institutions are

not designed which cause individuals to constrain their own behavior according

to their gauge of its effects on others. Without such designs, individuals

lose sight of their own needs for possibilities to experiment and learn from
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unboundedness and certainly cannot recognize the need for liberty that

others experience.

Tocqueville finds that in situations defined by equality there is an

extremely dangerous tendency to despise and undervalue the rights of private

persons. With this propensity to hold in contempt the rights of private

persons is a simultaneous extension and consolidation of the rights of

society at large. So from Tocqueville's point of view people have become

less attached to private rights just at the time when it is necessary to

defend them and design them so as to avoid both the selfish alternative and

the loss of all alternatives. It is important to see that this total

individualism and the total alienation which results from "the government

lightly sacrificing the private rights of individuals to the general execution

of its designs "are related to one another in both origins and effects".

Tocqueville explains that at such Junctions in relationship designs no

citizen is so obscure that it is not very dangerous to allow her to be

oppressed. Tocqueville says:

The reason is plain: if the private right of an individual is
violated at a time when the human mind is fully impressed with
the importance and the sanctity of such rights, the injury done
is confined to the individual whose right is infringed; but to
violate such a right at the present day is deeply to corrupt
the manners of the nation and to put the whole community in
jeopardy, because the very notion of this kind of right constantly
tends among us to be impaired and lost. (Tocqueville 1 9 5 2:345;
Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):332-333, (B) 3:534-535).

The centralization of power in a democracy leads to an organization resulting

in behavior similar to the ills of aristocracy.

As Tocqueville describes these problems, there were a few private persons

of great power and a social authority of extreme weakness. The "public

interest" then became the interest of these few persons and the principal



171

efforts of all became required to "strengthen, aggrandize, and secure the

supreme power; and, on the other hand, to circumscribe individual independence

within narrower limits and to subject private interests to the interests of

the public" (Tocqueville 1945 2:346-347; Qeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):334,

3*537)• Here Tocqueville means public interest as defined by the private

interests of the few. In the situation he describes there would be no

information on any aggregate interest of other less powerful individuals.

In aristocratic designs, there were safeguards against individualism
2

and its paradoxical link to uniformity. A new way of balancing the problems

of democracy must be found in the democratic context, however. Tocqueville

is not interested in returning to aristocratic designs. He explains that in

aristocracies uniformity was not a problem, rather people in aristocracies were always

prone to make improper use of the notion that private rights ought to be

respected,(Tocqueville 1945 2:347; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):334, (B) 3:537).

The problem in democracies is that "everything threatens to become so much

alike that the peculiar characteristics of each individual will soon be

entirely lost in the general aspect of the world" (Tocqueville 1945 2:347;

Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):334, (B) 3:537). And if too much concern for

private interest is the fault of aristocracies, too little concern is the

fault of democracies, "We are naturally prone, on the other hand to exaggerate

the idea that the interest of the private individual ought always to bend to

the interests of the many... . ."(Tocqueville 1945 2:347; Oeuvres Completes

(M) 1(2):334, (B) 3:537).

What is necessary is some balancing of these interests and some design

2. Tocqueville's view of the positive quality of aristocracy or, more
broadly, inflexible role definitions, is that it does provide a structure
that gives definitive cues to people so that each knows exactly what she is,
is supposed to do and how she fits into the social order. An aristocracy
which no longer gave these cues was probably as bad or worse than no order,
however.
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which can consider both. In Tocqueville's estimation much of the democratic

designs which were theorized tended either toward related extremes of

anarchy or despotism.3

I trace among our contemporaries two contrary notions which are
equally injurious. One set of men can perceive nothing in the
principles of equality but the anarchical tendencies that it
engenders; they dread their own free agency, they fear themselves.
Other thinkers, less numerous but more enlightened, to be a
different view: beside that track which starts from the principle
of equality to terminate in anarchy, they have at last discovered
the road that seems to lead men to inevitable servitude. They
shape their souls beforehand to this necessary condition; and,
despairing of remaining free, they already do obeisance in their
hearts to the master who is soon to appear. The former abandon
freedom because they think it dangerous; the latter, because
they hold it to be impossible. (Tocqueville 1945 2:347-348;
Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):335, (B) 3:538-539).

Tocqueville sees the feeling of detachment, the fear of anarchy and

the trend toward centralization, uniformity and despotism as resulting from

equality which is unconstrained by principles of liberty and justice.

Tocqueville explains that the sole condition required to succeed in central-

izing the supreme power in a democracy is to make every citizen believe this

power loves equality. The degenerative forms of equality, equal opportunity

3. Gargan is the critical source on the extent to which Tocqueville's
political activities fit with his political theory. Gargan explains that
Tocqaeville's confidence as a historian was greater than that which he
displayed as a deputy. Tocqueville, Gargan reports, made no real claim to
a position of political leadership. On the eve of the Revolution of 1848,
Gargan says, Tocqueville was less poised than one would expect. Gargan
continues that Tocqueville found himself in a society in which mediocrity
ruled and principles were governed by self love (Gargan 1975:53). Gargan
also concludes that as Tocqueville progressed from theory to practice and
grew in knowledge of the real world of politics he became somewhat less
liberal. Gargan says that as Tocqueville's participation in the making of
events became more specific, his ideas concerning the "masses" and their
attraction to socialism similarly concretized. His progress from theory to
practice greatly intensified his knowledge of the real world, Gargan shows,
it seemed, however, to weaken his vision of the liberal ideas which had
motivated his creative life (Gargan 1975:69).
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and uniform outcomes simplistically conceived appear to be a ready replace:-
»

ment for a broader ideal of equality. Thus, as Tocqueville puts it, "the

science of despotism, which was once so complex, is simplified, and reduced,

as it were to a single principle" (Tocqueville 1945 2:320; Oeuvres Completes

(M) 1(2):309, (B) 3:495). The reasoning for this single principle is not so

simple and Tocqueville summarizes his fears of centralization and despotism

in democratic times as follows.

Thus by two separate paths I have reached the same conclusion.
I have shown that the principle of equality suggests to men the
notion of a sole, uniform, and strong government; I have shown
that the principle of equality imparts to them a taste for it.
To governments of this kind the nations of our age are therefore
tending. They are drawn thither by the natural inclinations
of the mind and heart; and in order to reach that result, it is
enough that they do not check themselves in their course.
(Tocqueville 1945 2:313; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2)003, (B) 3:484-485).

Centralization then appears to be the natural trend of organizations; any

other design is the result of artifices to produce a different solution to

the problems of political orders. This chapter will consider the alternative

designs which might avoid the problems Tocqueville describes.

Participation and Learning

One of the results of centralization which most troubles Tocqueville

is the tendency he saw for such a structure to limit citizen participation and

impair learning. Tocqueville finds that a corollary problem with the cases

of centralization he observes is its effect on behavior including a tendency

to reinforce the worst forms of self interest, individualism, fear and loathing

of deviation, powerlessness and irresponsibility. Centralization, however,

seems to be the trend when people act without conscious design. The challenge

then is in designing situations where people can learn more artful ways of
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4
being than these natural tendencies. From Tocqueville we find that designing

ways for people to participate in the events that effect their lives and learn

about themselves and others through their participation is a first step.

Both political and civil associations provide important opportunities for

people to learn methods of organization for self government and mutual aid.

Tocqueville finds that politics gives birth to numerous associations

and to associations of great extent. Unlike in civil affairs, where it is

seldom that any single interest draws a very large group of people together

to act in concert, in political affairs, opportunities for such organizations

appear daily. Where few may learn about how organizational structure works

from their civil affairs, seizing one of the daily opportunities to participate

in political events may teach with some ease many of the practical ideas which

this essay labors to show. Tocqueville points out that citizens who are

individually powerless cannot easily anticipate the strength they might have

by uniting in some activity. This strength can only be shown to them through

experience.

Besides teaching people their strength when united, political associa-

tions can teach individuals more about others who are perhaps like themselves

in some interest, but different in many other ways. Tocqueville explains,

"A political association draws a number of individuals at the same time out

of their own circle; however they may be naturally kept asunder by age, mind,

and fortune: it places them nearer together and brings them into contact"

(Tocqueville 1945 2:124; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):123, (B) 3:191). As

4. It should again be recalled that Tocqueville was not against all large
scale organization. He wrote in support of appropriately scaled organizations.
In some cases large scale was indicated for nationally scoped problems.

Tocqueville does not suggest designing a Leviathan bat instead an account-
able "central" agency whose power is balanced by other institutions, and whose
agents are accountable to public concern. In other words, the "central" agency
or large scale organization would not be a monolithic or monopolistic power;
although it might have a large scope of control it would not exist unopposed by
other institutions or be "centralized" in the negative manner of monopoly which
Tocqueville's language leaves somewhat ill defined.



175

Tocqueville points out once these people have met they can always meet again.

It might appear that individuals could just as easily gain this exper-

ience of organizational structure and how to behave with other people from their

work or business enterprises. But in addition to experiencing a less varied

personnel in one's own work circle, civil partnerships are not as easily entered

upon as political ones. Tocqueville explains that it is rare that one could

embark on a civil partnership without risking some of her possessions. And

when one knows little about the art of association one could buy experience

dear if much is risked. As Tocqueville concludes, people prefer depriving

themselves of a powerful instrument of success to running the risk that

attends the use of it. (Tocqueville 1945 2:124; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):123,

(B) 3:191).

Political associations seem less dangerous because they typically do

not involve the risk of money. And they teach as well or better than civil

associations what people need to know about self government. Tocqueville

explains, they cannot belong to these associations long without finding out

how order is maintained among a large number of people "and by what contrivance

they are made to advance harmoniously and methodically to the same object"

(Tocqueville 1945 2:124; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):123, (B) 3:191-192).

Importantly Tocqueville explains the consciousnesses of the individuals

change so that they learn "to surrender [her] own exertions subordinate to

the common impulse" (Tocqueville 1945 2:125; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):123,

(B) 3:192). The individual learns to come in from the commons, learns self

interest rightly understood and, if the organization is well designed, learns

ways to incorporate new information and amend previous superstitions and

prejudices with greater experience. Tocqueville sums up his thoughts on this

subject by saying "Political associations may therefore be considered as large

free schools, where all members of a community go to learn the general theory
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of association (Tocqueville 1945 2:125; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2): 123,

(B) 3:192).

Although Tocqueville felt that aristocracy on the other hand provided

a method for solving the problems of individualism by giving people definite

roles and responsibilities to one another, this method provides few of the

functions of learning and real understanding of mutual aid.5

Tocqueville explains that when all people are irrevocably marshalled

into roles in a community according to their professions, their property, and

their birth, "the members of each class, considering themselves as children

of the same family, cherish a constant and lively sympathy towards one another,

which can never be felt in an equal degree by the citizens of a democracy "

(locqueville 1945 2:172; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):174, (B) 3:264. However,

the same feeling did not exist between the several classes towards each other.

Tocqueville furthermore explains that aristocratic institutions, which

made the people of the same species so different, did nevertheless bind

them to one another by close political ties. Tocqueville gives as an example

that "Although the serf had no natural interest in the fate of nobles, he did

not the less think himself obliged to devote his person to the service of that

noble who happened to be his lord; and although the noble held himself to be

a different nature from that of his serfs, he nevertheless held that his

duty and his honor required him to defend, at the risk of his own life,

those who dwelt upon his domains" (Tocqueville 1945 2:173; Oeuvres Completes

(M) 1(2):172, (B) 3:265).

Tocqueville emphasizes that these mutual obligations did not originate

in the law of nature but in the law of society. He even says that the claim

5. The important conclusion which can be drawn from Tocqueville then is that
a central criterion for judging institutional arrangements is what process and
content of learning is possible under what institutional designs. Tocqueville
was not always true to the principles of liberty and learning as foremost
criteria. For example, the policies which Tocqueville advocated for institut-
ional designs to emancipate the slave were anti-experimentation and learning
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of social duty was more stringent than that of mere humanity. The roles

of aristocracy taught a form of right understanding of others, but

only with reference to a clear and rigid perception of these roles. Tocqueville

says, "These services were not supposed to be due from man to man, but to the

vassal or to the lord" (Tocqueville 1945 2:173; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):172

(B) 3:265). Tocqueville explains then, this form of right understanding did

not really go very far. He summarized the limited teachings of aristocracy

like this:

Feudal institutions awakened a lively sympathy for the sufferings
of certain men, but none at all for the miseries of mankind.
They infused generosity rather than mildness into the customs of
the time; and although they prompted men to great acts of self-
devotion, they created no real sympathies, for real sympathies
can exist only between those who are alike, and in aristocratic
ages men acknowledge none but the members of their own caste
to be like themselves. (Tocqueville 1945 2:172-173; Qeuvres
Completea(M) 1(2):172, (B) 3:265 emphasis mine).

Tocqueville's feeling is t h a t the obligations that individuals

feel to one another do not come from their natural inclinations but from the

social roles they are taught. But aristocracy teaches nothing beyond these

roles. Participation in decision making on the other hand teaches a position

of responsibility to one another and other information. Participation teaches

expecially how organizations work. Tocqueville had found that people in the

United States jumped quickly to inaccurate generalizations and seldom took

the time of studying particulars and details. A corrective for their inaccu-

rate perceptions about others was their experience in organizations. Tocqueville

explains that with such practice they will "enter into detail and the details

and hardly prone to liberty, given the large amount of state intervention and
socialization. One may deduce that Tocqueville chose a Leviathan because he
could not assume the common symbols and beliefs necessary for dialogue and
political community. However, there is also indication that Tocqueville did
not believe the consensus that might be reached by a freer learning context
would be in favor of French economic interests in the international sugar
market.
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will teach them the weak part of their theory" (Tocqueville 1945 2:20; Oeuvres

Completes (M) 1(2):26, (B) 3:51).

The liberty which people experience in democratic relationships must

be directed toward a right understanding of self interest. The voluntary

association served several functions in teaching individuals this right

understanding. People learned to organize themselves to have events occur

which they could not cause by themselves. As I have shown in this essay some

events cannot be caused by one person acting alone. For example, a single

individual's good will does not produce political order; such an event,

by its nature requires the participation of all in creating the political

community. Other public works such as the construction of a road which all

can use are goods which it is unlikely that a single individual would

create without the aid of others who would also be benefitted by them.

Tocqueville explains that such a logic of collective action is especially

important as social roles become more equal. Tocqueville describes what could

be a "tragedy of the commons" occurance in conditions of equality: "Among

democratic nations . . . all the citizens are independent and feeble; they

can do hardly anything by themselves, and none of them can oblige his fellow

men to lend him their assistance" (Tocqueville 1945 2:115; Oeuvres Completes

(M) 1(2):114, (B) 3:177). If there is a road to be built from which all would

benefit and from which none could be easily excluded, what reason would the

self interested person have to pay for its construction if she could hold out,

have others pay and then use it for free? How would an individual

interested in this road convince others to work with her to help her build it?

Obviously if everyone thinks this way nothing will get built. But anyone who

gives in to the anxious boredom of waiting while things fall apart and takes

care of it herself, by herself, is much taken advantage of. Tocqueville

believes that if citizens do not learn voluntarily to help one another they
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become powerless (Tocqueville 1945 2:115; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):114,

(B) 3-177). But as I have shown earlier, anytime individuals combine to help

one another, the first event of organizing is to constrain themselves to help—

everyone must be bound by a promise which can be enforced that they will help.

No one can take advantage of another and get free what the rest of the collective

has created. If they can, no collective really exists.

Now Tocqueville takes this simple idea about getting organized and places

it in the context of the preestablished social relationships of democracy as

equality. He explains that if people are to learn to act responsibly to one

another in the context of equality, they must have the possibility of organi-

zing themselves and learning about organizations through their participation.

Tocqueville's position is that such associations maintain civilization. He

explains that if people "living in democratic countries had no right and no

inclination to associate for political purposes, their independence would

be in great jeopardy, but they might long preserve their wealth and their

cultivation: whereas if they never acquired the habit of forming associations

in ordinary life, civilization itself would itself be endangered" (Tocqueville

1945 2:115-116; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2): 114, (B) 3:178). Tocqueville's

reasoning for this conclusion is simply that if people lose the practice or

the possibility for learning how to help each other they will relapse to a

hypothetical state of nature with each against all. Tocqueville's more

general proposition is then that opportunities must be available for individuals

to learn of their responsibilities to others, more fundamentally, to learn

that there are others and that one's actions often affect them. What each

individual must learn, then, is a general science of association, as Tocqueville

calls it.
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Nothing in my opinion, is more deserving of our attention than
the intellectual and moral associations of America. The political
and industrial associations of that country strike us forcibly;
but the others elude our observation, or if we discover them, we
understand them imperfectly because we have hardly ever seen
anything of the kind. It must be acknowledged, however, that they
are as necessary to the American people as the former, and perhaps
more so. In democratic countries the science of association is
the mother of science; the progress of all the rest depends upon
the progress it has made. (Tocqueville 1945 2:118; Oeuvres Completes
(M) 1(2):117, (B) 3:181-192).

"What people learn through their participation in voluntary associations

are reasons why individualism and tryanny of others is not in their interest.

Specifically they learn two lessons. First they learn some common basis of

understanding with their fellows. Common beliefs are emphasized when people

must combine voluntarily for their mutually derived, individual benefits.

6. In two letters to Gobineau, Tocqueville discusses further the need for
efficacious laws which will help people improve their relationships. Such
laws have an impact on regulating daily life by setting the general temper of
habits and ideas. Such a case is especially true, Tocqueville notes, of
religious laws. Tocqueville thus notes what Merton calls the latent functions
of institutions in his theory of complex organizations (Tocqueville 1968:212;
Oeuvres Completes (M) 9:68, 22 Oct. 1843). Tocqueville chooses Christianity
as a specifically revolutionary philosophy to be the institutional arrange-
ment to perform these functions. He outlines his ideas to Gobineau saying
that Christianity first switched the order of virtues to put love, pity and
leniency at the head of the list of important virtues and the "ruder virtues"
on the bottom of this list. Secondly, Christianity, according to Tocqueville,
broadened the realm of duties each person has to others and equalized the
duties to apply to all classes of persons; moreover all classes of persons
were equal before the eyes of the Christian god. Finally, Christianity put
the ultimate aims of each person beyond this world. As other Tocqueville
scholars have discussed, this redefinition of ultimate aims counter-balanced
individualism and materialism (Tocqueville 1968:191; Oeuvres Completes
(M) 9:45-46, 5 Sept. 1843). Goldstein interprets these ideas of Tocqueville
as an example of how Tocqueville saw the perfection of relationships as
ultimately related to a spiritual ideal. Goldstein further interprets
Tocqueville as believing that spiritual aspirations could best be defined in
religious terms, and, furthermore, best accomplished through Christianity
(Goldstein 1975:4, Goldstein 1960:380-381). What is important is to consider
Tocqueville's rationale for these ideas. Religion is chosen by Tocqueville
because he believes it emphasises virtues and behavior in line with right
understanding and mutually advantageous behavior. He argues against Gobineau's
view that Christian morality was simply the avoidance of doing harm and that
concern for an afterlife leads to a dissociation with this world and its
problems (Tocqueville 1968:197; Oeuvres Completes (M) 9:50, Gobineau to
Tocqueville 8 Sept. 1843). Tocqueville believed that the Christian views of
charity, for example, represented an active, positive precept which reinforced
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Through participation people learn to experiment and in doing so learn more

about the general direction they must take to correct errors they make

(Tocqueville 1945 1:248; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):235, 1 (1):242; (B) 2:97, 2:109)

self interest rightly understood. However, there is evidence in both Tocqueville's
correspondence with Gobineau and his notes on French politics, that he was
not totally satisfied with religion as a medium for the spiritual aspects of
community. Tocqueville was unhappy about the degree of control French Cathol-
icism had over university education although he apparently found, his political
position not withstanding, himself unable to describe an alternative to the
Catholic monopoly on thought in lay education (Goldstein 1975*^5-51 )• During
the University-Catholic Controversy, he was critical of the clergy, not of
religion (Goldstein 1975:48-49). He maintained that religion and liberty
were not inevitable enemies, although much of his experience with the Catholic
clergy in France might have lead to the opposite conclusion. He believed it
was the fault of the clergy and not of religion, because the individuals of
the clergy sought power by aligning themselves with the state. From the stand-
point of Tocqueville's theory the abuse of religion to enhance individual
power seems to be an inevitable consequence of uncertainty and institutional
designs which do not allow opposition to tyrannical dogma. It is for these
reasons that Tocqueville was interested in the separation of religion from
political institutions.

Much of Tocqueville's analysis on this point relies on the individual's
assumed ability to resolve personal questions of conscience and the presence
of opportunities in which to do so. These opportunities are provided in large
part through institutional arrangements which allow the individual to learn
or go to the boundaries of dogma and beyond. There is good reason to be
critical of Tocqueville's choice of religion as the medium for common ideas,
especially when the particular religion found no opposition or institutional
arrangements which made tyrannical dogma less likely. Tocqueville, himself
was somewhat critical of religion and certainly aware of the abuses of power
in the name of Christianity. In a letter to Gobineau, Tocqueville explained
that he had been speaking more of the pure teachings of Christianity, not what
humanity had made of them. It appears from his replies to Gobineau that
Tocqueville took Gobineau's criticisms very much to heart and found it not an
easy task to reply to them without emotion. He defended his feelings about
Christianity to Gobineau by saying that Christianity is a religion, not a
philosophy and that it has been reformed by centuries of rudeness and ignorance
(Tocqueville 1968:205-206; Oeuvres Completes (M) 9:57-58, 2 Oct. 1843).
Although Tocqueville seemed to wish for a philosophy which could be universal
and which any rude mind could understand, Christianity, in his view, did
mark a revolutionary point in the ordering of values, however, and for that
reason in addition to the emotional reasons which he felt he could not success-
fully articulate to Gobineau, he felt it was a better integrative medium
than other alternatives. It would not be true to say that Tocqueville
ultimately solved the dilemma of community integration with individual
conscience. He did place the problem in the context of structural designs
which could potentially make tyranny less likely.
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Throughout this process Tocqueville suggests it is possible to learn the

relationship between various means and ends, ideas of cause and effect.

Through participation in voluntary associations, political and civil, people

are constantly reminded of their obligations to each other. They learn

what they have in common with others, they learn how much they need to work

with others to achieve much of what all need. Tyranny appears less and less

a useful strategy for the organizstional. heart of a collective venture. Tocqueville

explains how people come to think of the collective after their participation

with others.

Although private interest directs the greater part of human
actions in the United States as well as elsewhere, it does
not regulate them all. I must say that I have often seen
Americans make great and real sacrifices to the public welfare;
and I have noticed a hundred instances in which they hardly ever
failed to lend faithful support to one another. The free
institutions which the inhabitants of the United States possess,
and the political rights of which they make so much use, remind
every citizen, and in a thousand ways, that he lives in society.
They every instant impress upon his mind the notion that it is
the duty as well as the interest of men to make themselves
useful to their fellow creatures; and as he sees no particular
ground of animosity to them, since he is never either their master
or their slave, his heart readily leans to the side of kindness.
Men attend to the interests of the public, first by necessity,
afterwards by choice; what was intentional becomes an instinct,
and by dint of working for the good of one's fellow citizens,
the habit and the taste for serving them are at length acquired.
(Tocqueville 1945 2:112; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):112, (B) 3:173-174

Through greater liberty, then, are the problems of equality controlled.
7

Through participation is mutual aid learned. Tocqueville believes that

freedom to organize teaches people the way to avoid individualism, selfishness,

alienation and, consequently, despotism.

7. Solomon and Goldstein both show that Tocqueville's writings on
religion and democracy created an analysis in which there was no separation
between public and private realms of action (Goldstein 1964:52; Solomon 1936:412).
Solomon interprets Tocqueville as believing that freedom can be actualized
with reference to a commitment to a realm of values. In this, religion
represents the awareness of an interaction between freedom and commitment
(Solomon 1936:412).
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Despotism, then, which is at all times dangerous, is more
particularly to be feared in democratic ages. It is easy to
see that in those same ages men stand most in need of freedom.
When the members of a community are forced to attend to public
affairs, they are necessarily drawn from the circle of their own
interests and snatched at times from self observation. As soon
as a man begins to treat of public affairs in public, he
begins to perceive that he is not so independent of his fellow
men as he had at first imagined, and that in order to obtain
their support he must often lend them his cooperation (Tocqueville
1945 2:109; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):1O9, (B) 3:169).

Tocqueville suggests these common beliefs can also be recalled and considered

in new situations. Thus a person learns first that she needs to work with

other people to get through collective action what she cannot get alone.

Second, she learns enough that is similar about herself and others that she

can put herself in the place of others and have some sympathetic understanding

of their case. She no longer wishes to tyrannize another because she can

put herself in another's position and would not wish herself to be tyrannized.

Additionally through their interaction she has learned more about what

another needs so it is less likely that she tyrannize another through sheer

ignorance. Finally, she is ever conscious that it is not in her interest to

tyrannize one with whom she may need to work. Although this behavior of self

interest rightly understood is conceived as a positive development of a

potentially negative trait, self interest, it is important to see that

Tocqueville expects the habit of thinking of others to transcend the method

of doing oneself good through the medium of another. Moreover, should

one's actions remain only at this base level of doing good only because one

expects reciprocity, Tocqueville finds this method of learning at least

superior to the strict adherence of role prescribed behavior to be found in

aristocracy. Finally participation in organizations can teach what organiza-

tional designs most effectively produce the results the organizations members

had in mind. Tocqueville expects these ideas about ordering one's relationships



184

can be applied to ideas about the government of the whole political body and

especially, then, what institutional arrangements teach these same lessons of

mutual aid.

Institutional Arrangements Facilitating Voluntary Associations

If free associations are a portion of the answer to our quest for a

school to teach self interest rightly understood, we must consider the insti-

tutions which make it possible to have them. Tocqueville believes, unhappily,

that the same social conditions which make associations so necessary to

democratic nations makes their formation in those nations difficult. Tocqueville

contrasts the clibbishness of aristocratic associations with the anonymity

and alienation experienced by people in equal, ordinary, undifferentiated

social roles in democracy. "When several members of an aristocracy agree to

combine, they easily succeed in doing so; as each of them brings great strength

to the partnership, the number of its members may be very limited, and

when the members of an association are limited in number, they may easily

become mutually acquainted, understand each other, and establish fixed

regulations" (Tocqueville 1945 2:116; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):115, (B) 3:178).

Tocqueville believes that such conditions are not as likely in democratic

nations since probably associations with equally ordinary citizens will have

to be larger to have any political power. Also all the other forces acting

in favor of isolation and alienation which I have discussed will hinder the

development of associations among the equally ordinary. Still with such

inclinations toward the demise of voluntary associations, methods must be

designed to induce such participation.

From Tocqueville's point of view, designing organizations for error

free people is unwise. Relying on rules which provide strict roles and cues

will not teach people enough to govern their affairs, either. Instead each
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person must learn enough to be self governing. In discussing the role of the

legislator in the United States, Tocqueville explains this need for common
8

sense. Tocqueville says that occasions arise in which the legislator must

have recourse to the good sense and the virtue of her fellow members of the

body politic. Such occasions always occur although perhaps more frequently

and more prominently in republics and more remotely and carefully concealed

in monarchies. Tocqueville believes "There is no country in which every-

thing can be provided for by the laws, or in which political institutions can

prove a substitute for common sense and public morality"(Tocqueville 1945

1:127; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):124, (B) 1:203).

Thus each individual must develop for herself an independent facility

for considering her own lot and the effects of her behavior on others. For

to have a common understanding of dogma without a self critical facility

would be little better than a design with no common understanding at all.

The problem then is to design those institutions which develop this self

critical facility. Such institutions, Tocqueville says, are voluntary

associations. The second question, then concerns designing macro level

institutions which allow voluntary associations to flourish. What is the

overall design of the political system which permits such participation and

voluntary combinations as are necessary for this learning to take place?

Tocqueville sees two interrelated institutions and institutional

arrangements as the foundation for voluntary associations: newspapers and

8. Tocqueville is not writing the manifesto of the rugged individualist.
Several authors have seen an important portion of Tocqueville's analysis to
be an answer to the question of how aristocracy and democracy or their ideal
types do or do not defend liberty (See Poggi 1972:3-4 and Herr 1962:38-39).
Herr portrays Tocqueville as balancing democratic values between self perpet-
uating privileged groups, in other words, a new elite class, and total
individualism (Herr 1962:38-39). Tocqueville was interested primarily in
designing for some mutualism and found disfavor with the irresponsible attitude
of the rugged individualist as much or more than with the ruling elite.
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what he calls adminstrative decentralization.

"When men are no longer united among themselves by firm and lasting
ties, it is impossible to obtain the cooperation of any great
number of them unless you can persuade every man whose help you
require that his private interest obliges him voluntarily to
unite his exertions to the exertions of all the others. This can
be habitually and conveniently effected only by means of a newspaper; |
nothing but a newspaper can drop the same thought into a thousand
minds at the same moment. A newspaper is an advisor that does not
require to be sought, but that comes of its own accord and talks
to you briefly every day of a common weal, without distracting
you from your private affairs.

Newspapers therefore became more necessary in proportion as men
become more equal and individualism more to be feared. To suppose
that they only serve to protect freedom would be to diminish
their importance: they maintain civilization. (Tocqueville
19^5 2:119: Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):118, (B) 3:183-184).

The newspaper not only suggests the same purpose to a great number of

people but provides the means for them to become organized. Tocqueville

explains that in democratic communities, people who want to combine their

energies often cannot accomplish this because they cannot find each other.

The newspaper can provide the medium for them to find each other (Tocqueville

1945 2:119-120; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):109-110, (B) 3:184-185). The

connection between voluntary associations and newspapers is intimate, then,

for several reasons.

Tocqueville believes that for an association to have any power in a

democracy it must be a numerous body. So it can be expected that the persons

who constitute an association will be scattered over a wide area, and that each

will be detained by her work,home and small income to her place of residence.

"Means must then be found to converse everyday without seeing one another,

and to take steps in common without having met," explains Tocqueville

(Tocqueville 1945 2:120; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):119, (B) 3:185).

Tocqueville derives a relationship between the institutional arrangements of
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newspapers and voluntary associations and the macro level design of political

orders, then, as well. Tocqueville shows that,

This connection between the number of newspapers and that of
associations leads us to the discovery of a further connection
between the state of the periodical press and the form of
administration in a country, and shows that the number of
newspapers must diminish or increase among a democratic people in
proportion as its administration is more or less centralized.
(Tocqueville 1945 2:120; Qeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):119, (B) 3:185).

Tocqueville explains that the situation of decision making and administrative

authority in democracies must be different from the placement of that power

in aristocracies. "The exercise of local powers cannot be entrusted to the

principal members of the community as in aristocracies. . . . Those powers

must be either abolished or placed in the hands of [very large numbers of

people] who then in fact constitute an association permanently established

by law for the purpose of administering the affairs of a certain extent of

territory; and they require a journal to bring to them every day, in the

midst of their own minor concerns, some intelligence of the state of their

public weal" (Tocqueville 1945 2:120; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):119, (B)

3:185-186). Tocqueville finds then, that the more numerous local powers are,

the greater the number of people involved in these powers, the greater their

need for information and the more profuse newspapers are expected to be.

What Tocqueville calls administrative decentralization makes institut-

ional arrangements such as numerous newspapers both necessary and possible.

And if newspapers are necessary to voluntary associations and administrative

decentralization is necessary to newspapers then, Tocqueville reasons,

administrative decentralization is necessary to voluntary associations. Such

reasoning is not Tocqueville's only route to this conclusion. Administrative

decentralization was considered earlier in the paper. Essentially it is a

form of administration which Tocqueville describes as having many centers of



188

power both divided vertically and horizontally. The choice of the word

decentralization is not particularly handy in this case, however. It suggests

that power has been devolved from some central agent to other agencies.

Possibly this is an example of Tocqueville's French experience biasing the
9

observation of the United States. For the examples and description of

administrative decentralization come from an evolution of community to

township to special district to states to not a national, but a confederal

and then federal government at the national level. Probably the problem

with the term "decentralization" is for Tocqueville only semantical. In

his exposition of the effects of government structure on citizen official

behavior in the United States, Tocqueville describes the evolution from

community to federation in the development of U.S. constitutional order.

He believes that it is necessary to study the structure and condition of the

state governing unit before that of the union at large. He describes the

structure of the federal form:

The first difficulty that presents itself arises from the complex
nature of the constitution of the United States, which consists
of two distinct social structures, connected, and, as it were
encased one within the other; two governments, completely
separate and almost independent, the one fulfilling the ordinary
duties and responding to the daily and indefinite calls of the
community, the other circumscribed within certain limits and
only exercising an exceptional authority over the general
interests of the country. . . . The form of the Federal government
of the United States was the last to be adopted; and it is in

9. Horwitz believes that the key to most every contradiction or ambiguity
in Democracy in America is that Tocqueville "describes America but thinks of
Europe" (Horwitz 1966:294-295). Drescher and Mantz share much of this opinion
(Drescher 1964:25; Mantz 1917:88; Lukacs 1968:5). Much of the problem with
understanding Tocqueville is put in perspective after realizing the language
problems one encounters when describing a feature or phenomenon which has not
before existed or been named. It seems reasonable that Tocqueville would
choose a comparative method of relating the unclassified, unnamed institutions
to the known French cases of a similar nature. Tocqueville himself writes in
his introduction to Democracy in America that his primary objective in writing
is to prepare a lesson plan for French instruction in democracy.
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fact nothing more than a summary of those republican principles
which were current in the whole community before it existed,
and independently of its existence. (Tocqueville 1945 1:61;
Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):57, (B) 1:93-94).

It is to the township that Tocqueville then turns, describing it as a sort

of natural collective form. Further evidence that Tocqueville viewed the

structure of government in the United States not simply as decentralization

is provided in his analysis of the township. He saw the township as a sort

of natural collective form. Tocqueville says, "the village or township is

the only association which is so perfectly natural that, whenever a number of

men are collected, it seems to constitute itself" (Tocqueville 1945 1:62;

Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):58, (B) 1:95). He explains that the town or

tithing exists in all nations, whatever their laws and customs may be: "it

is man who makes monarchies and establishes republics, but the township seems

to come directly from the hand of God" (Tocqueville 1945 1:62; Oeuvres Completes

(M) 1(1):58, (B) 1:95). In words which resemble the ideas of the anarchist

writers Kropbtkin and Goldman, Tocqueville writes of the township as coeval

with the development of humanity, but says "its freedom is an infrequent and

fragile thing" (Tocqueville 1945 1:61; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):58, (B) 1:95).

Tocqueville describes the following reasons why the experiment in self govern-

ment through small groups is usually terminated.

A nation can always establish great political assemblies, because
it habitually contains a certain number of individuals fitted by
their talents, if not by their habits, for the direction of affairs.
The township, on the contrary, is composed of coarser materials,
which are less easily fashioned by the legislator. The difficulty
of establishing its independence rather augments than diminishes
with the increasing intelligence of the people. A highly civilized
community can hardly tolerate a local independence, is disgusted
at its numerous blunders, and is apt to despair of success before
the experiment is completed. Again the immunities of townships,
which have been obtained with so much difficulty, are least of all
protected against the encroachments of the supreme power. They
are unable to struggle, single-handed, against a strong and enter-
prising government, and they cannot defend themselves with success
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unless they are identified with the customs of the nation and
supported by public opinion. (Tocqueville 1945 1:62-63; Oeuvres
Completes (M) 1(1):58, (B) 1:95-96).

Tocqueville then concludes that until the independence of townships is amal-

gamated with the customs, manners and attitudes of the people, it is easily

destroyed. It is important to recognize that Tocqueville finds that local

government is not destroyed by the increasing complexity of decision making

which is presumed to accompany civilization and technological development.

He believes local decision making is destroyed by lack of faith, lack of

responsibility and lack of participation accompanied by opportunism and bids

for power from officials. Tocqueville does not believe the lack of faith in

local government is warranted; he also does not find that an experiment in

citizen self government has been given the opportunity for a complete test

and evaluation.

Although individuals make mistakes in their early attempts at decision

making, Tocqueville suggests they understand a great deal about how to treat

each other to accomplish collective endeavors after proceeding with their

experiment in non-tyrannical ways of organizing. Additionally, Tocqueville

explains a central power may be as likely to err in major ways and have

fewer possibilities of recognizing and correcting errors than the constitut-

ional experimenters. The only method of teaching what must be known to develop

the sort of democratic personality necessary to democratic government is

through each individual's experience with democratic self government.

10. Something similar to "democratic personality" is meant by Solomon in
the phrase "existential Catholicism" which he attributes to Tocqueville's
views. The phrase,"democratic personality", could also be interchanged with
the metaphor "living on the boundary" which emphasises the concern with
liberty, the balancing of the individual's beliefs and actions with community
integration, the concern with experimentation and learning and the concentration
on experience and imagination which are important at all stages of creating
democratic political institutions.
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Because of the learning opportunities offered by such institutions, Tocqueville

believes that municipalities "constitute the strength of free nations . . . .

Town meetings are to liberty what primary schools are to science," says

Tocqueville, "they bring it within people's reach, they teach men how to use

and how to enjoy it" (Tocqueville 1945 1:63; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):59,

(B) 1:96). Tocqueville further explains that a nation may establish a free

government but if it does not design municipal institutions, it will lack

"the spirit of liberty" (Tocqueville 1945 1:63; Qeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):59,

(B) 1:96-97). Tocqueville describes the psychological results of this absence

of the spirit of liberty: "Transient passions, the interests of an hour, or

the chance of circumstances may create the external forms of independence, but

the despotic tendency which has been driven into the interior of the social

system will sooner or later reappear on the surface" (Tocqueville 1945 1:63;

Qeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):59, (B) 1:97). This idea that problems in the heart

of social design reappear on the surface will be useful in the latter chapters

of this essay.

Tocqueville's analysis begins importantly from the assumptions which

he has made about people. The point of participation is to teach a form of

self interest other than an individual's possibly natural tendency to act

selfishly. In a related development of the assumptions, community action

rather than centralized action is seen as both providing the situation for

learning to take place and as an intelligent design if people are seen as the

best judges of their own interest. If expected to err and allowed the

authority to design methods of recognition and correction, each individual

is expected to do better judging her interests than even the most benevolent

paternalist. In commenting on the administration of community practices

among Puritans, for example, Tocqueville notes that their policies were often
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harsh and fantastic but, importantly, the people placed the restrictions on

"themselves and had the option of removing them. Tocqueville explains that

the settlers of New England continually exercised the rights of sovereignity,

naming their magistrates, concluding peace, declaring war, making police

regulations and enacting laws. Tocqueville describes the structure in which

legislation was designed and enacted in New England. He believes this structure

is instructive in presenting a solution to the great problems of political

order.

The chief case of the legislators in this body of penal laws was
the maintenance of orderly conduct and good morals in the community;
thus they constantly invaded the domain of conscience, and there
was scarcely a sin which was not subject to magisterial censure.
The reader is aware of the rigor with which these laws punish
rape and adultery; intercourse between unmarried persons was
likewise severely repressed. The judge was empowered to inflict
either a pecuniary penalty, a whipping, or marriage on the mis-
demeanants. ... It must not be forgotten that these fantastic
and oppressive laws were not imposed by authority, but that they
were freely voted by all the persons interested in them, and that
the customs of the community were even more austere and puritan-
ical than the laws. In 1649 a solemn association was formed in
Boston to check the worldly luxury of long hair. (Tocqueville
1945 1:39-41; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):37-38, (B) 1:59-61).

11. Goldstein also underscores this view of Tocqueville's about the Puritans.
As is well known the Puritans are quite famous for the tyranny of their moral
consensus. (If the "consensus" had been a true consensus obviously there would
have been no problem from dissent). The lack of options for alternatives for
the diverse caused many new colonies to start from Puritan exiles. Goldstein
also underscores this view of Tocqueville's about the Puritans (Goldstein
1974:21). However, looking at history, the Puritans would seem to be one of
the more archetypal examples of tyranny of majority than of the other more
libertarian designs for democracy Tocqueville wishes to exemplify. Tocqueville's
primary purpose in using the Puritan community as an example was to suggest
that examples of the positive aspects of local government could be found.
However as the Puritan community lacked within its structure any means of
allowing diversity and dissent while maintaining the community, it is a prime
example of the war community consensus can carry out against individual
liberty. Thus the Puritan community does not exemplify all of the structural
arrangements of polycentric decision making which Tocqueville described as
necessary for the preservation of individual liberty. The Puritan community
can be taken as an example of how extensive the design to protect the indiv-
dual must be. Localities may be free to make their own laws, but this may
still leave the individual unprotected from tyranny. Only a governing order
which is articulated to the individual begins to lay the foundation for
designs which protect the diversity of individuals.
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We r e t u r n again and again to the problem of maintaining the rights of

the individual and simultaneously maintaining the integrity of the community.

But what of the person in this community who was not excited about the law

and order attitudes of the majority of the group—even if she did agree that

marriage is a fantastic and oppressive punishment? Tocqueville reminds us

that government is instituted in the United States such that justice is

articulated not to the community or any other collective unit, but to the

individual. Tocqueville writes that however a political order is constituted

all governments require means "of constraining its subjects to discharge their

obligations and protecting its privileges from their assaults" (Tocqueville

1945 1:154; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):150, (B) 1:247-248). Otherwise there

is no political order and no means of creating a cause for responsible behavior

from members of the community to each other. It is in the creation of insti-

tutions which produce this direct effect on citizens by the government in the

form of constraints that tyrannical practices slip past the institutional

designer's schemes. Tocqueville explains how the design of the United States

constitution theoretically avoids this kind of tyranny.

As far as direct action of the government on the community is
concerned, the Constitution of the United States contrived, by
a master stroke of policy, that the Federal courts, acting in
the name of the laws, should take cognizance only of parties in
a individual capacity. For, as it had been declared that the
Union consisted of one and the same people within the limits
laid down by the Constitution, the inference was that the
government created by this Constitution and acting within these
limits, we invested with all of the privileges of a national
government, of which one of its privileges is the right of
transmitting its injunctions directly to the private citizen.
When, for instance, the Union votes an impost, it does not apply
to the states for the levying of it, but to every American
citizen, in proportion to his assessment. The Supreme Court,
which is empowered to enforce the execution of this law of the
Union exerts its influence not upon a refractory state, but upon
the private taxpayer; and, like the judicial power of other
nations, it acts only upon the person of an individual. (Tocqueville
1945 1:154; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):154, (B) 1:253).



Thus it is primarily through the administration of justice, through

arbitration and discussion that rights are to be balanced. An enormous

problem arises if judges err in this arbitration according to Tocqueville.

For if no administrative channels exist for redressing grievances, revolution

is the only possibility (Tocqueville 1945 1:157; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):154,

(B) 1:253). Finally Tocqueville explains one has no form of appeal but to all

humanity. When the only forum left one is an appeal to God, however, the

basis of understanding in the civil community has been lost and, according to

12Tocqueville, revolution is the only method for dealing with grievances.

Tocqueville explains that in periods of aristocracy on the other hand,

each person is always bound so closely to all others that she cannot be

assailed without many of her fellow citizens coming to her assistance. But

Tocqueville maintains in ages of equality each person naturally stands alone.

She has no "hereditary friend," whose cooperation she may demand; no class upon

whose sympathies she may rely and she is "easily gotten rid of" and "trampled

with impunity" (Tocqueville 1945 2:342; Qeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):330,

(B) 3:550). The only method of self defense in such a situation which does

not amount to ending the compact each person has with all others to constitute

a political order is to "appeal to the whole nation, and if the whole nation

is deaf . . . [to] appeal to all humanity" (Tocqueville 1945 2:342; Oeuvres

Completes (M) 1(2):330, (B) 3:53O). Institutional arrangements must exist

which make appealing possible. A method for making this appeal, according to

Tocqueville, is the press. And the means for doing something after the

12. Again this is an example of what has been taken as Tocqueville attempting
to finesse a metaphysical meaning to justice. However, it is important to
notice that the forums for appeal, the press, voluntary associations,
revolution, are all of this world. Injustice occurs when the covenant each
in the community has to another to understand her interests in terms of
their effects on others is broken. This common basis for communication—
this belief that one should treat another justly—is broken.
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appeal is again voluntary associations.

The only means he has of making this appeal is by the press.
Thus the liberty of the press is infinitely more valuable among
democratic nations than among all others; it is the only cure for
the evils that equality may produce. Equality sets men apart and
weakens them; but the press places a powerful weapon within every
man's reach, which the weakest and loneliest of them all may use.
Equality deprives a man of the support of his connections, bat
the press enables him to summon all his fellow countrymen and all
his fellow men to his assistance. Printing has accelerated the
progress of equality, and it is also one of its best correctives.
(Tocqueville 1945 2:342-343; Qeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):330,
(B) 3:530-531).

So in Tocqueville's system people, including officials, are expected to err

so the emphasis is placed on enabling people to notice and correct these

errors.

Tocqueville's primary fear for the people of democratic nations then

is that institutions will not be designed which allow error correction. For

example the centralization of power in the hands of the executive branch, the

lack of balance between the powers of state and federal jurisdiction, the

lack of forums for citizen participation and the composition of the supreme

court by "imprudent or bad men" could cause "the Union [to be] plunged into

anarchy or civil war" (Tocqueville 1945 1:154; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):154

(B) 1:253).13

The reason for this conclusion, Tocqueville explains, lies in his

analysis of the design of institutional arrangements. For as arbitrators

and those who judge and enforce judgments become more strong and independent

in their power, their wisdom to pass judgments and the perceived legitimacy

of their decisions must increase, as well. Legitimacy of authority for

Tocqueville is not something which transcends the information available in

human relationships. Legitimate authority in a democracy is basically that

13. Clearly the days of the weak executive are past. Tocqueville's ideas
on centralization predict the increasing powers of the President.



196

which a majority agrees with; legitimate practices are essentially common

practices or generally understood manners or the dictates of public opinion.

The peace, the prosperity, and the very existence of the Union
are vested in the hands of the seven Federal judges. Without
them the Constitution would be a dead letter: the executive
appeals to them for assistance against the encroachments of
the legislative power; the legislature demands their protection
against the assaults of the executive; they defend the Union
from the disobedience of the states, the states from the
exaggerated claims of the Union, the public interest against
private interests, and the conservative spirit of stability
against the fickleness of democracy. Their power is enormous,
but it is the power of public opinion. They are all-powerful as
long as the people respect the law; but they would be impotent
against popular neglect or contempt of the law. The force of
public opinion is the most intractable of agents, because its
exact limits cannot be defined; and it is not less dangerous to
exceed than to remain below the boundary prescribed. (Tocqueville
1945 1:156-157; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):153, (B) 1:252-253).

The determination of legitimacy through public opinion does not differ

except possibly numerically from the same sort of determination in an aristoc

racy. Possibly fewer people are necessary to hand down opinions to others

14. Various writers have suggested that Tocqueville expresses a profound
fear of "the masses" in his ideas about tyranny of majority. Zeitlin for
example says that Tocqueville fears the people more than despotism (Zeitlin
1971:112). Brogan, who cites Tocqueville's ownership of a dog as the ultimate
proof of Tocqueville's true aristocratic sentiments, believes Tocqueville
greatly feared "the masses" (Brogan 1973:42-43). (In fact, it was Mary Motly
Tocqueville who owned the dogs and brought them from England to France. For
the record Tocqueville's correspondence with Nassau Senior shows that he was not
fond of dogs.) To the contrary of these views, Tocqueville was concerned about
despotism in any form. Certainly he makes clear that tyrannical common practice
is no better than arbitrary or irregular tyranny. As Horwitz also points out
the problems of uniformity can be profound. Near unanimity on moral beliefs
which may be no more than untested dogma can invest the community with over-
whelming intolerance of diversity. Horwitz discusses at length how uniformity
of thought is preserved by individual mental censorship and thus community
censorship controlled by public opinion. The entire idea of coercion had to
be reevaluated in the American case, because of this new problem of opinion
formation. The individual was no longer being dominated by an authority out-
side herself, except insofar as one could reify the abstractions of public
opinion (Horwitz 1962:302-304. Although Mennell and Stone point out that
Tocqueville's fear of tyranny of majority, to the extent that it does represent
latent fear of the masses, can be understood in light of Tocqueville's personal
experience with France's revolutionary history, no apology is needed for
Tocqueville's analysis to make sense on its own merit.

15. Not only can it be drawn from Tocqueville's analysis that the potential
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in an aristocracy, but so long as only one, centralized source of opinion

exists, the systems differ very little. Should public opinion know no oppos-

ing force it becomes an unmitigated tyrannical oppressor. It is difficult to

notice or correct the errors of a democratic people in a centralized state.

Possibly the difficulty is greater than in aristocracy. Thus Tocqueville

begins to suggest that democracy simply lies in contradiction to centralization

16as its structural expression.

Tocqueville's analysis of the effects of public opinion on activity in

the democratic political order is like other analyses of his derived from the

assumptions he makes about people. He explains that if it is that in a

situation of equality that the influence of individuals is weak and hardly

perceptible, it is simultaneously true that the power exercised by the mass

upon the mind of each individual is extremely great. Tocqueville also

observes that these conclusions do not depend on the form of government

instituted,nor is it so that the majority would lose its intellectual supremacy

if it lost its political power.

tyranny of opinion is a function of structural design, Tocqueville's ideas
also show that the problem called tyranny of majority has a social as well as
a political aspect to it. Horwitz also points this out when he discusses the
Madisonian idea of the political "tyranny of majority" and Tocqueville's idea
of the social "tyranny of uniform opinion" (Horwitz 1962:305).

Total unanimity would be no problem if no one deviated from the crowd,
if no issue on which one deviated held any consequence, if the unanimous
opinion were always right with regard to the environment beyond the individuals
of the community or, if, in other words, no externalities of wrong opinions
existed. It should be underscored that these ideas on tyranny of majority
all follow from Tocqueville's ideas about the problem of obtaining common
beliefs or unanimous understanding without certain knowledge. Tocqueville's
ideas about, tyranny of majority are differently and more elaborately
expressed than Madison's statement, but both writers share a common concern
of designing ways for individuals to face uncertainty with the potential
for learning and correcting the errors they will make.

16. See footnote 5:16 for a discussion of how Tocqueville's extreme concern
with centralization made positive policy action in the French government
nearly impossible for him.
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Tocqueville believes that on the contrary in aristocracies people often

have much greatness and strength on their own: when they are ai5 variance with

the majority "they withdraw to their own circle, where they support and console

themselves" (Tocqueville 1945 2:275; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):267, (B) 3:425-426).

In a democratic country, however, "public favor seems as necessary as the

air we breath, and to live at variance with the multitude is, as it were, not

to live" (Tocqueville 1945 2:275; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):267, (B) 3:426).

Tocqueville then concludes about the tyranny of public opinion, "the multitude

require no law to coerce those who do not think like themselves; public

disapprobation is enough; a sense of their loneliness and impotence overtakes

them and drives them to despair" (Tocqueville 1945 2:275-276; Oeuvres Completes

(M) 1(2):267, (B) 3:426).

Tocqueville finds that when social conditions are relatively equal,

public opinion presses with enormous weight upon the minds of each individual.

This phenomenon arises from the constitution of society more than from its

political laws, according to Tocqueville, As people become more alike,each

person feels herself weaker with regard to the whole of the others. Such a

person can find nothing to distinguish herself from others and mistrusts herself

as soon as they assail her for her deviant opinion. Tocqueville says not only

does she mistrust her strength, she doubts of her right to a contrary opinion.

Just when the person is near acknowledging her presumed wrong, her fellows

assert that she is wrong. Thus Tocqueville says the majority need not force

her, they convince her, and Tocqueville says that whatever way the powers of a

democratic community may be organized and balanced, it will always be hard

"to believe what the bulk of the people reject or profess what they condemn"

(Tocqueville 1945 2:276; Qeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):267-268; (B) 3:426).

Tocqueville finds that such circumstances lead to stability of opinions.

Uhen opinions have taken root among democratic people they persist because no
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one attacks them. "Those who at first rejected it as false ultimately

receive it as the general impression, and those who still dispute it in their

hearts conceal their dissent; they are careful not to engage in a dangerous

and useless conflict" (Tocqueville 1945 2:276; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):268,

(B) 3:427).

Tocqueville further points out that time and events can undermine or

destroy an opinion, but without any outward sign of change. No one openly

assails the opinion, "but its followers one by one noiselessly secede . . .

until at last it is only professed by a minority" (Tocqueville 1945 2:276;

Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):268, (B) 3:427). But still it will prevail.

Since its enemies remain mute they themselves are unaware for a long time

that a revolution has taken place: "and in this state of uncertainty they

take no steps; they observe one another and are silent" (Tocqueville 2:276;

Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):268, (B) 3:427). Tocqueville says that the

majority has ceased to believe what they believed before, but they still affect

the belief, "and this empty phantom of public opinion is strong enough to

chill innovators and to keep them silent and at a respectful distance"

(Tocqueville 1945 2:276; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):268, (B) 3:428).

Although it is important from Tocqueville's system that the rules of

the collective be self imposed restraints, very often he notes they seem to

set no limit on those who enforce the restraints (Tocqueville 1945 2:307;

Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):298, (B) 3:475-476). Moreover people often are

unaware of the restraints they set, restraints such as public opinion and

socialization. Thus the effects of public opinion can be contrary to the

necessary learning and error correction of a democratic community, however

it is designed. In a centralized democracy, however tyranny of majority is

a very great threat to the possiblility that non-oppressive self government

can happen, as no institutional opposition exists to balance majority opinion
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and the natural problem of tyranny of opinion would be reinforced.

It is important to notice that Tocqueville is not afraid of democratic

rule; he uses none of the terms used by detractors of democracy such as mon-

ocracy. He is a sympathetic critic of established democratic orders. What

he fears is that democracy will be implemented in the structural form of

centralization. If administrative centralization is the design, Tocqueville

suggests a government articulated to. the individual and not just the majority,

will not follow. It is from this position in the analysis that Tocqueville

17writes of his fear of majority tyranny. ' He is quite opposed to the idea

that people are too stupid to learn to rule themselves; his entire program

for a democracy is a learning model. He is not interested in designing a

government concerned only with the powers of authorities; he is concerned

with new designs for recognizing the rights of individuals. Tocqueville

explains his opinion,

If the absolute power of a majority were to be substituted by
democratic nations for all the different powers that checked
or retarded overmuch the energy of individual minds, the evil

17. Solomon sees much of Tocqueville's concern as questioning how to con-
stitute a political elite in a democracy (Solomon 1959:452). In fact the
problem of how to constitute political officials can be understood to be at
issue in this context. Solomon considers the problems Tocqueville enumerates
as resulting in the conclusions that the new elite could no longer be drawn
from a distinct class nor would the government bureaucrats be a proper political
elite since they would form a new class with none of the positive attributes
of an aristocratic elite (Solomon 1959:415-455).

Solomon believes that Tocqueville felt the anti-revolutionary classes
could learn from the democratic radicals what a new political elite could look
like (Solomon 1959:456). Either the new elite could simply mimic the old or a
new structure of relationships could be designed.

Mayer believed Tocqueville's greatest weakness in his political philosophy
was this evasion of the problem of how to constitute the political elite in
democracy. Mayer explains that Tocqueville was saying that the aristocratic
elite was gone and the bourgeoisie was unheroic, caring only for security and
easy living and were devoid of all political virtue. A political elite recruit-
ed from the bourgeoisie seemed to Tocqueville merely a contradiction; he saw
no possible basis for a political elite fit to be trusted with the leadership
of the state (Mayer 1940:115). Mayer says that Tocqueville did not draw the
conclusion from this which Sorel later did—the belief in a proletarian
elite (Mayer 1940:116).
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of despotism would only have changed character. (Tocqueville
1945 2:13; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):19, (B) 3:20).

Tocqueville believes people would not have found the means of independent

life; "they would simply have discovered (no easy task) a new physiognomy of

of servitude" (Tocqueville 1945 2:13; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):19, (B) 3:20).

Majority tyranny in the centralized democracy,Tocqueville fears,would be

irresistable, no matter how pure the motivation of the majority.

Tocqueville writes that several circumstances combine to make the

power of the majority in America preponderant and irresistible. Tocqueville

believes that the moral authority of the majority is based on the idea that

there is more intelligence and wisdom in a number of people united than in

a single individual, "and that the number of legislators is more important

than their quality" (Tocqueville 1945 1:265; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):258,

(B) 2:136). Tocqueville explains that the "theory of equality" is applied to

the intellects of individuals, "and human pride is thus assailed in its last

retreat by a doctrine which the minority hesitate to admit, and to which they

but slowly assent" (Tocqueville 1945 1:265; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):258,

(B) 2:1 36). Tocqueville points out that perhaps more than with other types

of power, the authority of the many must be sanctioned by time to appear

legitimate. "At first it enforces obedience by constraint; and its laws are

not respected until they have long been maintained" (Tocqueville 1945 1:265;

Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):258, (B) 2:136). But Tocqueville also exposes

the near impossibility of amending majority opinion once its grasp on the

mind is felt. Tocqueville is not completely convinced that adequate safeguards
18

to majority tyranny have been designed in the United States. Tocqueville

18. The United States was not viewed by Tocqueville as the ultimate achieve-
ment of designing democratic laws and institutions. He believed that good
laws could be eroded into uselessness or perverse usage without the institut-
ional arrangements to prevent such abuses. Tocqueville finds that if
social customs do not support democratic laws and institutions, these laws
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asks us to consider when an individual or a party is wronged in the United

States to whom she may apply for redress. Tocqueville gives his opinion:

If to public opinion, public opinion constitutes the majority;
if to the legislature, it represents the majority and implicitly
obeys it; if to the executive power, it is appointed by the
majority and serves as a passive tool in its hands. The public
force consists of the majority under arms; the jury is the
majority invested with the right of hearing judicial cases; and
in certain states even the judges are elected by the majority.
However iniquitous or absurd the measure of which you complain,
you must submit it as well as you can. (Tocqueville 1945 1:271;
Oaimaa Completes (M) 1(1);263, (B) 2:145:146).

Many from experience have drawn the same conclusion. Such need not be the

case, however. Tocqueville believes,

If on the other hand, a legislative power could be so constituted
as to represent the majority without necessarily being the slave
of its passions, an executive so as to retain a proper share of
authority, and a judiciary so as to remain independent of the
other two powers, a government would be formed which would still
be democratic while incurring scarcely any risk of tyranny"
(Tocqueville 1 9 5 1:272; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):264, (B) 2:

and institutions, will be eroded, as well. Horwitz, too, finds that Tocqueville
did not place institutions and laws at the primary level of political analysis',,
He believed that customs and culture were necessary to maintain these insti-
tutional arrangements. Horwitz suggests that Tocqueville did not always
press the logic of this analysis of customs and social conditions to the
unpalatable conclusion the France might be doomed never to achieve democracy
without dictatorship (Horwitz 1966:296-297).

Herr finds Tocqueville's point is not that social conditions are more
important than institutions, but a primary basis for democratic institutions.
People cannot be democratic without some experience in self government and
thus social conditions of common belief and personal self government, for
example, are primary (Herr 1962:72-73)• Herr views this portion of the
analysis as a shift in focus for Tocqueville, but I believe it more clearly
could be described as depicting the obvious interaction of institutions and
social conditions. From Tocqueville's analysis it may be concluded that
Tocqueville may have assumed the least in terms of virtue and knowledge
on the part of citizens, but set quite a stringent set of necessary conditions
for the social conditions which would support democratic social and political
institutions. Unequal opportunities to learn self government would greatly
effect the institutional workings of democracy. For this reason, Tocqueville's
theory is very useful in showing why social conditions of sexism, racism and
so forth make the use and maintenance of democratic institutions nearly
impossible.
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Tocqueville makes a distinction between tyranny and arbitrary power, noting

that tyranny can certainly be within the civil law. Tocqueville is not

19more afraid of the majority than he is of an aristocratic elite. The

19. Evidence can be mustered to show that Tocqueville found it difficult
to take positive political action as a deputy even though he felt much sym-
pathy with the poor. Much of the reason for his essentially negative but
active role in public policy seems to be his fear of state intervention and
rising state power. Tocqueville always felt he was born in the wrong time
and that one could do more as a writer than as a politician. Tocqueville
could not practice his ideals positively, he could defend and negate. He
felt that the right to work laws were consistent in feeling with Christian
charity but he was opposed to the intervention of the state in most matters
because of the increasing state power.

Goldstein finds that much of Tocqueville's willingness to serve the
Republic, a government with which his political sympathies did not perfectly
correspond, was from his fear that socialism would create a government which
would be far worse. He was primarily afraid of the increasing power of the
state which he believed socialist programs introduced in the context of
French centralization would yield. Goldstein notes that Tocqueville voted
against a bill enacting a public assistance law but the political situation
makes the meaning of this negative vote unclear. Tocqueville, Goldstein
believes, was not against poor relief, but was against what was proposed in
the way of public administration (Goldstein 1975:60-61). Goldstein points
out that Tocqueville was always inwardly troubled by restlessness and dis-
content, finding the political world especially fell short of his ideals
(Goldstein 1975:5).

Gargan presents the most extended discussion of Tocqueville's confron-
tation with social problems. Besides finding that Tocqueville generally
became less liberal as his experience in the practice of politics grew,
Gargan also notes that Tocqueville became increasingly disgusted with popular
leaders and cynical about their potential for inspiring any real change in
the structure of social relationships. He believed that they offered their
followers a fantasy of rights without responsibility and programs which the
government could not deliver or sustain,purely to gain followers for their
political careers. Gargan says that Tocqueville exposed the revolutionists'
confusion and lack of talent for such work (Gargan 1959:69, 78).

Herr,who looks at the transition he believes Todqueville makes from a
horror of the working class during his political career to some sympathy for
class analysis after 1851 (his retirement from politics and the period of
writing the Old Regime), believes Tocqueville's fear of the lower classes
paralyzed Tocqueville's resistance to a new Napoleonic despotism (Herr
1962:74-75, 95,99). Herr believes Tocqueville viewed French socialists as
the greatest danger to liberty between 1848 and 1851. The despotic "democracy"
of Napoleon in 1852 seemed a worse enemy however. Herr's point is that
Tocqueville as a political figure could have considered innovative policies
which would have made the reign of Napoleon less likely to happen. Tocqueville
did write that he felt the possibly unjust fear of socialism would drive the
upper and middle classes into the arms of a despot. However, it is this
breach of writing and practice that makes Herr's point.

Mayer, too, believes Tocqueville was limited in his political conceptions.
He could not imagine a new concept of the "rights of ownership," Mayer says
and he believes Tocqueville thought socialism was impossible. However
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unopposed oppressive rule of either is bad from the deviating individual's

point of view. Moreover there is the possibility of a "democratic" elite

of opinion leaders in the centralized, democratic design. If such

Tocqueville offered nothing positive for French social policies (Mayer 1960;
114-115, 122-123).

Drescher concurs that Tocqueville believed there was no realistic or
viable alternative to the economic system of the free market and individual
proprietary ownership (Drescher 1968a:207). Drescher believes that the
problems of poverty and deprivation were a coda to Tocqueville's thought.
Tocqueville, Drescher says, felt that rights in the economic sphere could
only shrink the sphere of liberty. Drescher feels Tocqueville saw no connect-
ion between economic means and political and social liberty and decision
making power (Drescher 1968a:226). Drescher says that Tocqueville saw the
states role in charity as an extension of the obligation of the wealthy.
Allocations were to be determined by the resources of the tax payers and
of the society, not by need. The heart of the problem for Tocqueville was
the social control exerted by the state. The considerations Tocqueville
made of poverty,Drescher says, focus on the poor as a moral obligation of
the rich and do not focus on the social claim of the poor (Drescher 1968a: 121-
122). Drescher believes that the working class were asking for a status
between proprietary independence and indigent dependence. Tocqueville in his
political acts refused to recognize any intermediate status between a
dependency which would enhance the power and obligation of the state and
independence (Drescher 1968a:229-230).

It cannot be repeated too often that Tocqueville was displeased with
the choices which came before him in his political career. It is not hard
to imagine his negatively active role in public policy formulation was a source
of many of the deep depressions to which many biographers comment he was given.
It is appropriate to consider some of his actions and speeches on poverty
during his political career.

Tocqueville's analysis of poverty is related to another idea with which
he is credited, relative deprivation. Tocqueville's ideas about relative
deprivation are simply that the individual's perception of her own position
relative to others with whom she could compare herself influence's her view of
how well off she is. This idea which is taken primarily from Tocqueville's
writing on the French revolution has gained wide acceptance among sociologists
and political scientists. This idea accounts for the paradoxiacl finding
that an individual's situation may be made better by some objective standard
yet the individual will still revolt. The explanation is that the bettering
lets the individual know how bad her position was relative to others and she
perceives any continuing discrimination in positions as much worse than
she would have. Although this description compresses Tocqueville's analysis
of the problems of the Old Regime, the abstraction of a model of relative
deprivation is important. In an essay on pauperism Tocqueville constructs
a similar picture of poverty. Tocqueville's view is that to early cultures
(what he calls savage man) being poor was not being able to eat. However,
to later societies (what he calls civilized man), being poor defines a degree
of lack of a multitude of goods. He says that the French poor believe the
English poor are rich because they have goods the French do not (Tocqueville
1968a:9-10; 1911:23-24). Tocqueville does not necessarily believe that the
poor do have enough to eat or that the English poor are not really poor.
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an evolution of public opinion to opinion leaders occurs, there is little

functional difference between the aristocratic and democratic form of such

Not only may the poor not have enough to eat, they may not have enough of
many other items that could be considered as essential as food as societies
change so that what once did not exist is now a necessity. Tocqueville is
criticized for heartlessness or cynicism for believing that democracy does
not necessarily end poverty. But this view misses the more interesting
portion of his analysis. Tocqueville suggests that the process of civili-
ation causes more dependence by the poor as the standard of living increases
and needs expand; the chance of being exposed to some need exists and the
most insecure class continuously grows (Tocqueville in Drescher 1968b:10-11).
The important aspect of Tocqueville's view is that he expects this type of
increase in poverty to come naturally or from unregulated relationships with-
out even considering the additive increases in dependency he expects from
centralization and from industrial monopolies and urbanization. Many critics
have considered Tocqueville to be the mouth piece of laissez faire public
policy. Tocqueville's quandny, however, came in finding some public policy
that really treated this problem at its roots and moreover, did not increase
the dependence of the poor and worsen the problem. Drescher is correct in
saying that Tocqueville saw no simple solution between proprietary indepen-
dence and increasing dependence on an increasingly less effective state. No
such solution seems to have come before him. The solutions which Tocqueville
suggested were of the more complex interdependencies which resulted in
enlightened self interest and were described for American voluntary associat-
ions. Evidence exists which suggests that Tocqueville was not totally satis-
fied with his proposed solutions. He was aware for example, that private
charity institutionalized as the protestant church in Ireland did nothing to
help the poor (Tocqueville 1958:135, 160-173; Oeuvres Completes (M) 5(2):111,
136-151, (B) 8:390-391, 406-426; also Tocqueville in Drescher 1968b:12).
From his trip to Ireland Tocqueville concluded that nobody helped the poor
but the poor. Tocqueville's primary interest was in institutes which made
it more possible for the poor to help themselves. This predilection for
these institutional arrangements which help the poor get organized to help
themselves does not mean Tocqueville is opposed to aid from other classes.
Such aid is in the long term less certain, potentially creates greater
dependencies and,given both these potentialities, potentially leaves the
poor worse off or not better.

Tocqueville believes there are at least two ways of understanding
welfare or social obligation. First, society can be considered obliged to
guarantee some state of well being for the individual. Secondly, welfare
can be considered as a social duty "to give an individual an easy and sure
means to guarantee it for himself and create his own well-being" (Tocqueville
1958:96, see also Tocqueville in Drescher 1968b:11; Oeuvres Completes (M)
5(2):69, (B) 8:359). Tocqueville believes that the first is simpler, more
uniform and more easily grasped by the superficial. The second is more
complicated, not uniform and harder to grasp. But the second Tocqueville
believes is the only one that will truly work , that will be compatible
with the existence of political liberty and that will perform the educational
function of making individuals responsible in their relationships
(Tocqueville 1958:96; Oeuvres Completes (M) 5(2):69, (B) 8:359). Tocqueville
believes the most satisfactory of all institutions one could create would
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an oligarchy.

Tocqueville explains what again many experience: "Tyranny may be

exercised by means of the law itself, and in that case it is not arbitrary;

be those which could give the individual "access to the means to work for
his own well-being" (Tocqueville 1958:96; Oeuvres Completes (M) 5(2):69,
(B) 8:359).

Brescher's view that Tocqueville does not consider a right of the poor
bat considers only the social obligation angle of poverty policy is true
according to Tocqueville's writing. His position is not chosen thoughtlessly,
however. His analysis of various aspects of the problem of poverty can be
found in the essay on pauperism.

When Tocqueville compares the educative potential of both public and
private charity he concludes that private charity teaches more responsibility
and more sympathetic understanding than public charity does. Public charity
he says makes no connection between the giver and the poor. He believes it
establishes a right which requires no gratitude and perpetuates idleness.
He believes it teaches no responsibility. Private charity he believes
establishes ties between the rich and the poor, the recipient feels gratitude
and a moral tie is even established between the two classes (Tocqueville
in Drescher 1968b:18, 25; Tocqueville 1911:30-31, 36). Drescher notes that
this essay is among Tocqueville's least known since it was not reprinted
in Beaumont's edition of Tocqueville's work. It was reprinted in 1911 in the
Bulletin des sciences e'conomiaues et sociales du comity des travaux historiaues
et scientifiaues. pp. 17-37). Tocqueville says he believes in general that
the idea of rights elevates the human spirit, but in the case of poverty, a
"right to assistance" lowers the spirit. He explains that if the one asking
help is not a supplicant, it is a virile right. But when the poor can claim
help because of a law i.t is more humiliating than he who asks help of his
fellow men in the name of God (Tocqueville in Drescher 1968b:1 7-18; Tocqueville
1911:29-30). The former situation of virility represents private charity,
the latter, humiliation,represents public charity. In commenting on the
English poor laws, Tocqueville voiced the opinion that free work
makes a lazy class, while a program of working for the state involved the same
problem Tocqueville saw in most activities of the state: who will legislate,
oversee, control priorities of who gets aid — i n short, who will authorize
and be responsible for the program (Tocqueville in Drescher 1968b:16-175
Tocqueville 1911:20-29). The English sought a system to separate unmerited
misfortune from vice, but the dilemma was in finding the arbitrator, judge
and administrator to ascertain what these words mean and to figure out who
fit in which of these categories. Tocqueville remarks, "Poverty is verified,
but the causes of poverty.remain uncertain: the first is a patent fact, the
second is proved by always debatable process of reasoning" (Tocqueville
in Drescher 1968b:i6; Tocqueville 1911:28). For example, Tocqueville felt
public charity could be justified for "the helplessness of infancy, old age,
sickness, insanity and public calamities". "The helplessness of infancy"
was no longer unmerited misfortune, if, the infant was the child of an
unwed mother (Tocqueville in Drescher 1968b:22-25; Tocqueville 1911:3^-36;
Oeuvres Completes (M) 5(2):32-33, (B) omitted). This case exemplifies the
problems which just judgments seem to entail.

Finally, Tocqueville believed that public charity makes for a revolution.
Tocqueville saw public charity as a permanent system which will impoverish
the rich bringing them to the same level as the growing number of the poor.
And when no one had more to give, the state could no longer provide the service,
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arbitrary power may be exercised for the public good in which case it is

not tyrannical" (Tocqueville 1945 1:272; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):264,

(B) 2:147. Tocqueville points out that tyranny usually employs arbitrary

the tax would be more than any could bear and revolution would ensue.
Public charity, Tocqueville thought was a dangerous and temporary solution
(Tocqueville in Drescher 1968b:25$ Tocqueville 1911:36).

Tocqueville!s analysis here is consistent with positions he has taken
on other issues. The primary problem with the effects of his words in this
discussion is that he emphasizes problems with public charity such as "the
poor would no longer be humbled by their fate" (a position which is by no
means uncontroversial as to both the veracity and the appropriateness of this
belief that humility on the part of the unfortunate is desirable), and does
not emphasize such ideas as creating interdependencies and avenues of mutual
aid among all individuals in the community. It is no suprise, then, that a
sort of inflammatory aristocratic tone has been associated with Tocqueville's
ideas and the idea that state intervention disrupts the ties between individuals,
It was a system of interdependencies that Tocqueville sought to devise as a
long term institutional arrangement to deal with poverty. It cannot be said
that Tocqueville misunderstood the different psychological and social effects
of the presence or lack of state intervention. When the proposals were being
made to abolish slavery in the French colony of Algeria, Tocqueville was
in favor of a great amount of state intervention as he believed only a strong
centralized state could be depended upon to completely sever the established
relationships between master and slave. In this case these relationships
between master and slave were considered extremely negative and destroying
these negative ties completely was a warranted course of action, Tocqueville
thought. Although one could argue that the feudal relationships between
master and servant should likewise be abolished in poverty policy, and that
gratitude was not a necessary or psychically beneficial response for the
poor to have to charity, these arguments attack Tocqueville's use of theory
and attitudes, but not the theory itself. If one feels severing such relat-
ionships between the rich and the poor might benefit the community, state
intervention would be suggested from Tocqeville's analysis. Tocqueville
did not choose state intervention because he believed severing these relation-
ships would not benefit any faction of the community. He used the France of
the Old Regime as an example of the ill effects of cutting the interdepend-
encies of aristocratic relationships without providing institutional arrange-
ments which defined new interdependencies in new relationships. America,
he thought, possibly had defined such new interdependencies in its institut-
ional arrangements, but even in America Tocqueville feared individuals might
lack the necessary arrangements of mutual aid and could lapse into anomia.
The policy for poverty Tocqueville was addressing was for France. Tocqueville
believed France had a history of isolation of each class from the others and
a strong master, the state, to rule the divided disorganized subjects. His
view of the proper course for policy was to do whatever could create ties
of interdependence in the transition of relationship from master-servant to
peers. One could criticize Tocqueville for coming up with policy ideas
which could create negative self images for the poor person and negative
interdependencies between giver and receiver. Tocqueville as a deputy, did not
articulate positive institutional arrangements for France. Primarily his
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The majority has absolute power both to make the laws and to
watch over their execution; and as it has equal authority over
those who are in power and the community at large, it considers
public officers as its passive agents and readily confides to them
the task of carrying out its designs. (Tocqueville 1945 1:272;
Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):265, (B) 2:147-148).2°

Noting this possibility for an unopposed majority to tyrannize, Tocqueville

21considers the moral obligation of each individual to oppose tyranny. The

role as an elected official was to vote "no" on the proposals of others which
he believed would strengthen the hold of the state. There is much evidence
that Tocqueville was very unhappy about both his inability to propose positive
institutions for France and his ever increasing belief that France would not
be a democratic country with personal liberty, but would be an example of his
"democratic despotism." He believed in the period after his tenure in office,
shortly before his death, that he had served the cause of liberty much more
as a writer than he was able to as a politician.

20. Brogan believes that Tocqueville misdefines tyranny. Brogan says
that Tocqueville did not mean the tyranny of large groups over smaller ones
like whites over Blacks in America. He was worried about the mass oppressing
non-conformist minorities or individuals, Brogan says (Brogan 1973:43).
Although it may not be clear how these examples differ, Brogan continues to
try to clarify Tocqueville by saying that "tyranny" must be defined as a
personal or institutionalized system of political oppression, not as
synonomous with injustice and oppression (Brogan 1973:43). However, this
was just Tocqueville's point that democracies faced a new sort of problem for
which their might not yet be sufficient linguistic interpretation, let alone
institutional design. Tocqueville's point was that systematic political
oppression of Blacks by whites could be outlawed, but making political
oppression illegal does not subdue the whole oppression of bigotry. The
central idea here is one Tocqueville returns to several times, customs and
morals are as much a part of the political sphere as are laws.

21. This view of the meaning of citizenship and virtue and the need of
conscience is the heart of Tocqueville's hopes for democracy. "Without
conscientious citizens and cultural and legal institutions which reinforce
their learning and participation, all in democracy would be lost to
tyranny, according to Tocqueville.
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end of government in Tocqueville's view is justice (Tocqueville 1945 1 :280;

Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):271 -272, (B) 2:159-160). And the end of political

associations is to educate each citizen on the nature of justice (Tocqueville

1945 1:330; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):318, (B) 2:239). If laws are used

to tyrannize, then laws are unjust and civil disobedience is recommended.

I hold it to be an impious and detestable maxim that politically
speaking, the people have a right to do anything; and yet I have
asserted that all authority originates in the will of the
majority. Am I, then, in contradiction with myself?

A general law, which bears the name of justice, has been made
and sanctioned, not only by a majority of this or that people,
but by a majority of mankind. The rights of every people
are therefore confined within the limits of what is just. A
nation may be considered as a jury which is empowered to represent
society at large and to apply justice, which is its law. Ought
such a jury, which represents society, to have more power than
the society itself whose laws it executes?

When I refuse to obey an unjust law, I do not contest the right
of the majority to command, but I simply appeal from the sovereignty
of the people to the sovereignty of mankind. Some have not
feared to assent that a people can never outstep the boundaries
of justice and reason which are peculiarly its own; and that
consequently full power may be given to the majority by which
it is represented. But this is the language of a slave.
(Tocqueville 1945 1:269-270; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):261-261,
(B) 2:114-2-143).

Again, then, we are brought to Tocqueville's conclusion that more than a

single forum for discussion, more than a single central authority, must

exist for tyranny to be avoided.

Tocqueville explains that no political structure had yet been discovered

that was equally favorable to the prosperity and development of all the

classes into which a society is divided. Tocqueville explains "these classes

continue to form as it were so many distinct communities in the same nation ;

and experience has shown that it is no less dangerous to place the fate of

these classes exclusively in the hands of any one of them than it is to

make one people the arbiter of the destiny of another" (Tocqueville 1945

1:248; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):243, (B) 2:111). Tocqueville points out
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that if the majority is unopposed in its decision making power then the

advantage of democracy would not consist in favoring the prosperity of all,

as is often asserted, "but simply in contributing to the well being of the

greatest number" (Tocqueville 1945 1:241-9; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):243>

(B) 2:111).

Tocqueville is speaking here of a centralized democracy where majority

tyranny is likely. The problem is that in aristocratic times there was

very often some feeling of paternalism from lord to servant. The lord was

linked to the servant for his own well being and found it to be in his interest

not to let his servant starve, for example. However, in the situation of

democracy qua equality, no such link need exist between those in the majority

and those of the minority—potential masters and servants, respectively—

according to the decision making situation. The barriers to inhumane

treatment supposed to be present in aristocratic manners and customs do not

apply. So if the greatest good goes simply to the greatest number—perhaps,

then, a middle class - we could be in as bad or worse condition than even the

paternalism of aristocracy. Stated in another way, even the social constraints

which force even the limited income redistribution of the self interested.

King maintaining his subjects (why run a kingdom of paupers?) found in the

logic of aristocracy are non-existent in the majority tyranny of centralized

democracy. Majority tyranny may perversely end up with even greater inequality

of social roles than aristocracy. The insitutional design which is again

indicated is administrative decentralization. Tocqueville explains how

administrative decentralization helps allow the diversity and experimentation

necessary to mitigate majority tyrannies.

Tocqueville believes the majority in the United States lacks what

Tocqueville calls the most perfect instrument of tyranny, centralization.

Tocqueville says, "The majority has become more and more absolute; but has
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increased the prerogatives of the central government; those great prerogat-

ives have been confined to a certain sphere; and although the despotism of -

the majority may be galling upon one point, it cannot be said to extend to

all" (Tocqueville 1945 1:281; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):273, (B) 2:162).

He explains several reasons why, lacking centralization of decision making

authority, the majority cannot present such a thoroughly flawless tyranny

to the deviant individual. He shows that however much the predominant party

may be overwhelmed by its beliefs and the pursuit of its projects, it

cannot oblige all the citizens to comply with its wishes in the same manner,

at the same time, throughout the whole country. Also he points out, when

the central government which is supposed to represent the majority in a

democracy issues a decree in a polycentric administration it must entrust

the execution of its will to agents whom it may not control or at least

cannotateach moment direct. Thus Tocqueville finds the townships, municipal-

ities and countries represent breakwaters to the tide of popular determination.

Tocqueville believes "If an oppressive law were passed, liberty would still

be protected by the mode of executing that law; the majority cannot descend

to the details and what may be called the puerilities of administrative

tyranny" (Tocqueville 1945 1:282; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):274, (B) 2:162).

Tocqueville believes that should a democratic structure of political order

be organized without many centers of decision making activity, forums for

discussion and multiple forums for the redress of grievances, the results of

democracy qua equality would be very different. He says, " [If ] the power of one

man had previously established a centralized administration and had sunk it

deep into the habits and the laws of the people, I do not hesitate to assert

that in such a republic a more insufferable despotism would prevail than in

any of the absolute monarchies of Europe; or, indeed, than any that could

be found this side of Asia" (Tocqueville 1945 1:282; Oeuvres Completes
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(M) 1(1):274, (B) 2:163).

Obviously these breakwaters can act both as a relief from an oppressive

law, inappropriate for some community, and as an administrative nightmare of

simultaneously serving diverse communities. But Tocqueville's meaning is

partially obscured by his word choice. Decentralization implies the devolution

of power from where it has once been collected at some center of authority.

The situation Tocqueville is observing, however, he describes as developing

from the community upward to the level of a federal union. Rather than

decentralized administration, Tocqueville is describing a situation of multiple

levels of organization, arranged in a vertically uncsntralized manner which is

22distributed horizontally within a particular level of authority, as well.

The priority institutional design purpose is to avoid tyranny, whatever

its form. Therefore if a community is refusing to administer a rule and

its failure to follow a code handed down by a higher level of political

order negatively effects another community, this is tyranny. This tyranny

is to be avoided by each community appealing to a higher authority. Tocqueville

instructs us to think of a collective body as an individual and thus if we

considered two communities as two people the use of the word tyranny becomes

clear. Peers whether they be individuals, communities, states or whatever

cannot be expected to end a mutually tyrannical situation. As equals, neither

has the authority or power (besides an oscillating war of threat/counter-threat

or force/counter-force mutual dissatisfaction relationship) to arbitrate,

judge and enforce a ruling in a dispute to which they are parties. Thus

together they must take their problem to a third party to whose authority

they mutually consent.

22. It is this point in Tocqueville's work which many critics fail to
observe (See for example, Brogan 1973).
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In the language of the political economist this end to tyranny can be

seen as incorporating the externalities of a particular activity. Different

relationships have different ranges of effects. Thus Tocqueville maintains

that different size groups are necessary to control the decisions made in the

relationships which affect them. If a decision is made by A which affects

B, then to allow B no capabilities of deciding with A is to tyrannize B.

To incorporate the externalities which fall on-B from A's decision, the decision

making group must be enlarged to allow B to help make the decision. However

if B gets to make decisions for A about activities which concern only A,

then B is being allowed to tyrannize A. The decision making group is

larger than the domain of the problem. It is none of B's business what

23A does, bat B gets to participate anyway.

It would seem, then, that all we need to do is figure out the range

of effects of an activity and set up a decision making group that size

so there are no externalities and no tyrannies: not an easy solution.to practice.

A way to find out such a thing, according to Tocqueville, is to promote

a maximum amount of participation and interaction among individuals and

communities . At all levels of human organization we have the same

problem: how to protect the integrity of an individual, whether it be an

individual facet of a personality, a person, an organization, a community,

a state or whatever-but not create a situation where individualism, self-

ishness, ethnocentrism, separatism, zenophobia and so forth are the actual

result of maintaining this individual— therefore also maintaining any group

to which this individual of necessity belongs. Toward this end, Tocqueville

23. It is hoped that this expression of Tocqueville in the language of
political economy will help clarify Tocqueville's analysis of tyranny of
majority, especially in a democracy without a counter balanced majority rule.
Tocqueville has been accused by Brogan of defining the majority as a united
majority of the ignorant as opposed to the enlightened minority of the
intelligent "symbolized by [Tocqueville]" (Brogan 1973:43).
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prescribes designing as many interdependences and. ways of communicating

and learning as possible. The marketplace is considered one such institut-

ional arrangement. Importantly a free market, of either the economic sort

of Mill's free marketplace of ideas, is not to be confused with laissez

24faire ideology. Tocqueville's view of the marketplace exists in the context

of self interest rightly understood: neglect is not considered benign. In

the context of political activity, the overall framework of a marketplace is

a multicentered political authority which makes voluntary associations,

participation, communication and learning more likely. An additional

institutional arrangement which Tocqueville suggests in this context is

the review of errors by one's fellows; specifically he discusses trial

by jury.

Trial by jury is important primarily in its role as an educational

institution. Tocqueville believes that the jury is first of all a political

institution; in particular he says it should be regarded as one institutional

expression of the sovereignty of the people. Tocqueville believes that the

action of the jury in civil cases is of great importance. He reasons that

laws are always unstable unless they are founded on customs, and he believes

that customs are what the collective has that is a durable and resisting

power. Thus he says when the jury is reserved for criminal offenses, the

Tocqueville did not assume either intelligence or knowledge on the part of
any, but, rather, equal learning capabilities on the part of all. The latter
is certainly the less common view of citizens in Tocqueville's time, but it
is the one Tocqueville uses for the basis of his analysis, nonetheless.

24. Various writers have interpreted Tocqueville as a supporter of laissez
faire capitalism (See Drescher, Zeitlin and Zetterbaum). However Tocqueville
considers state intervention in the creation of institutional arrangements to
solve various problems. (See Tocqueville on abolition of slavery in Drescher
1968b:99-173:-Oeuvres Completes (M) 5(2):4l-111, (B) 9:227-298).

Lively believes Tocqueville ignored the area of work in general. He
criticizes Tocqueville saying that he concentrated on presenting to people
the means of cooperating with others for common purposes, yet he ignored the
area of work, where there was the widest gap between peoples' activities and
their control over them (Lively 1962:251). Tocqueville was however quite
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collective sees only its occasional action in particular cases and they become

accustomed to living without it in the ordinary course of life. On the

contrary, Tocqueville says that when a jury acts in civil cases, as well,

its application is constantly visible, it influences all the interests of

the community and everyone gets to cooperate in its work. Not unlike the

voluntary association, then, Tocqueville believes the jury can penetrate into

all usages of life, fashion the human mind to the idea it represents, namely

that one's peers are fit critics and teachers. Gradually, Tocqueville says

this idea becomes synonomous with the idea of justice itself (Tocqueville

1945 1:294-295; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1 (1):285-287, (B) 2:128-185). What

Tocqueville shows is that this institutional arrangement is important to

both concepts of constructive self criticism and of self government.

Tocqueville lists the lessons which he says a jury teaches. He says

it imbues all classes with a respect for the thing judged and with the notion

of right or justness. Tocqueville believes if these elements of responsible

participation in relationships are removed, "the love of independence becomes

a mere destructive passion" (Tocqueville 1945 1:295; Oeuvres Completes

(M) 1(1):286, (B) 2:183). He believes participation in a jury teaches each

person to practice equity; every person learns to judge others as she would

wish to be judged. Tocqueville points out that this conclusion is especially

true for the use of the jury in civil cases, for, he says, "while the number

of persons who have reason to apprehend a criminal prosecution is small,

everyone is liable to have a lawsuit" (Tocqueville 1945 1:295; Oeuvres

Completes (M) 1(1):286, (B) 2:183). Tocqueville believes, in sum, that

participation on a jury teaches each person not to recoil from the respon-

sibility of her actions. Says Tocqueville, "It invests each citizen with

a kind of magistracy; it makes them all feel the duties which they are

interested in the situation of workers expecially in right to work legistation,
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bound to discharge towards society and the part which they take in its govern-

ment" (Tocqueville 1945 1:295; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):286, (B) 2:183).

Tocqueville believes that by obliging the individual to turn her attention

to affairs other than her own, "it rubs off that private selfishness which

is the rust of society" (Tocqueville 1945 1:295; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):

286, (B) 2:183). Tocqueville believes that the greatest advantage of the

institution of the jury is its contribution to form the judgment and "increase

the natural intelligence of a people" (Tocqueville 1945 1:295; Oeuvres Completes

(M) 1(1):286, (B) 2:184. Tocqueville says that trial by jury "may be

regarded as a gratuitous public school ever open, in which every juror learns

his rights, enters into daily communication with the most learned and enlightened

members of the upper classes, and becomes practically acquainted with the laws,

which are brought within the reach of his capacity by the efforts of the bar,

the advice of the judge and even the passions of the parties" (Tocqueville 1945

1:296; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):286, (B) 2:184. So Tocqueville concludes that

jury duty in civil cases is like voluntary associations, "one of the most

efficacious means for the education of the people which society can employ"

(Tocqueville 1945 1:296; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):286, (B) 2:184) .

Tocqueville, in summary, enumerates a number of institutional

arrangements which have not only an administrative, legal or, for example,

judicial function, but also an important political function, namely as

free schools for democratic citizens. Of greatest importance in Tocqueville's

writings is the manner in which these administrative and political decisions

are handled at many different loci of authority, at different levels of

organization and, within any given level of organization, by many different

organizations with simultaneous authority. Such a macro level design is

more complex than what can be immediately grasped from Tocqueville's typology



217

of administrative versus governmental organizations and centralized and

decentralized structural forms. The government structures which he character-

ized by its centralized government and decentralized administration is

25federalism as it exists in the theories of Hamilton, Madison and Jay.

Tocqueville' s point is that this federal structure in theory utilizes both

centralized and decentralized forms. A clearer characterization would note

the multiple centers of authority in the organization of the nation as a

whole with several different authorities in both vertical divisions of the

nation and horizontal divisions within each level of government. Polycentric

describes the system better than administrative decentralization and monocen-

tric is a better description of the sort of system Tocqueville experiences

26
as loathsome in France. The idea of polycentric government or administrate

ion means the distribution of simultaneous powers in a context where disputes

are arbitrated in several stages and reevaluated continuously. The emphasis

is not on relationships where one has power over another, since for such

relationships to work, greater certainty of the superior power's errorless

25. Jared Sparks was the first to criticize Tocqueville for relying too
heavily on Madison's theoretical description of federalism. Lively also
finds that Tocqueville made generalizations about democracy that had no basis
in empirical observation. Lively points out that in volume two of
Democracy in America Tocqueville drew conclusions about features of democratic
society which he admitted were absent from the United States. Lively concludes,
however, that Tocqueville's purpose was to construct a model and not to try
to draw comprehensive empirical generalizations from his American experience
(Lively 1962:235. In fact, Herr points out that empirical evidence, history
and theoretical analysis are all at the base of the evolution in Tocqueville's
thinking which lead to the more complete development of the themes of centrali-
zation and class struggle from Democracy in America to the Old Regime. Herr
shows that in Democracy in America, Tocqueville envied the blessings of the
federal government but did not perceive centralization to be an "inevitable
curse." By this curse, Herr means the major obstacle to France being able to
constitute itself as a democracy of enlightened, participating, virtuous
citizens (Herr 1962:78).

26. See footnote 2:11 for a further discussion of how Tocqueville is much more
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decisions is necessary. Instead interdependences are created on purpose

and relationships where one has power with another are emphasized along

with the expectation of errors and the facilities of error correction. It

is this macro level organizational design which facilitates other political

institutions such as voluntary associations and trial by jury. The emphasis

is on planned interdependences, necessary participation and consequential

learning. How much learning actually happens depends on the institutions

available. Such institutions have much to do with what exists to be learned

and what the participants are predisposed to learn. In sum all these institut-

ions, voluntary associations, newspapers, the jury and so forth, can be seen

as multiple forums for learning. In Tocqueville's view, extreme liberty

enables individuals to organize and thus combats the excesses of liberty

27which are tyrannical.

In summarizing his discussion of associations Tocqueville articulates

his view that the liberty to participate combats the "excesses" of liberty,

individualism and selfishness. He notes that in their institutional arrange-

ments the citizens of the United States have established a government in their

associations which has borrowed from the forms of civil administration.

Tocqueville sees in the United States government within government and

institutions for discussion within the main institutions of government debate.

Tocqueville concludes that "the independence of each individual is recognized;

as in society, all the members advance at the same time towards the same end,

but they are not all obliged to follow the same track" (Tocqueville

1:205; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):2O1, (B) 2:43). Further Tocqueville

concerned with the monocentric or monopolistic structural design than simply
with the prescribed rules and roles of hierarchy.

27. Tocqueville's view of liberty can therefore be seen as a positive
definition which requires participation in the creation of political order.
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explains how learning through participation supports both liberty and right

understanding of self interest, "No one abjures the exercise of his reason

and free will, but everyone exerts that reason and will to promote a common

understanding" (Tocqueville 1945 1:205; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):201,

(B) 2:43). We are brought back to Tocqueville's view that multiple forums,

the polycentric ordering of communities, set the stage for further institut-

ions to mitigate the tyranny which once seemed a natural consequence of order-

ing communities by rules.

A Personal Theory of Constituting Rules: The Qualities Of
"Right Understanding"

Tocqueville believes that whatever the structure of political orders,

their effect is felt throughout political and civil associations. Even

such relationships as the family and more fundamentally the organization of

the individual's personality are influenced by the learning which takes place

within various relationship structures. On equality's effect on everything

else, Tocqueville has these observations:

Among the novel objects that attracted my attention during my
stay in the United States, nothing struck me more forcibly than
the general equality of condition among the people. I readily
discovered the prodigious influence that this primary fact
exercises on the whole course of society; it gives a peculiar
direction to public opinion and a peculiar tenor to the laws;
it imparts new maxims to the governing authorities and peculiar
habits to the governed.

I soon perceived that the influence of this fact extends far
beyond the political character and the laws of the country, and
that it has no less effect on civil society than on the government;]
it creates opinions, gives birth to new sentiments, founds novel
customs, and modifies whatever it does not produce. The more I
advanced in the study of American society, the more I perceived
that this equality of condition is the fundamental fact from
which all others seem to be derived and the central point at
which all my observations constantly terminated.(Tocqueville
1945 1:3; Oeuvres Completes 1(1):1. (B) 1:1-2).

If institutions "are inadequately arranged to maintain democratic ways of

making decisions and processing conflicts, there are effects felt throughout
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the entire culture down to the level of individual personal behavior

and individual personalities. Tocqueville talks about the new sort

of despotism, against which democracies must design. Tocqueville

believes a new species of oppression will menace democratic nations. He

finds the old words despotism and tyranny inappropriate and inadequate to

describe it (Tocqueville 1945 2:336; Oeuvres Compretes (M) 1(2):324, (B) 3:519.

Tocqueville then describes this new sort of oppression, its origin and

consequences for the personality. "What he describes might best be understood
28

in twentiety century vernacular as totalitarianism. Again, Tocqueville

must be seen as a critic of democratic institutions as he finds them in the

United States. He is most critical not because he fears the rule of the many.

Instead he fears they will be able to make too few tangible decisions, learning

too little from their participation. If their sovereignty is shunted into

symbolic uses of politics, the ills which will follow will be extreme.

Tocqueville fears too few safeguards to democracy may be present in the

United States to prevent administrative centralization, whether it be for

the purposes of national defense or to work with the growing aristocracy of

manufacturers:; he foresees. Should the United States democracy be sacrificed

to national security considerations or monopoly capitalism, Tocqueville sees

little hope for maintaining anything but symbolic institutions of participation.

The effects on the personality will be severe. Tocqueville examines some of

the novel features of the new form of despotism and its effects on the

personality and the manner in which structure may cause personality develop-

ments which increase the problems. He describes his observations of the

alienated person:

... an innumerable multitude of men, all equal and alike,
incessently endeavoring to procure the petty and paltry pleasures

28. Albert Solomon has used Tocqueville's analysis of the insidious mental
censorship of public opinion in his work the Tvrannv of Progress. This work
underscores Tocqueville's contribution to the analysis of problems which can
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with which they glut their lives. Each of them living apart is
a stranger to all the rest; his children and his private friends
constitute to him the whole of mankind. As for the rest of his
fellow citizens, he is close to them, but does not see them, he
touches them, bat he does not feel them; he exists only in himself
and for himself alone; and if his kindred still remain to him, he
may be said at any rate to have lost his country. (Tocqueville
1945 2:336; Oeuvres Completes 1(2):324, (B) 3:519-520).

He views the new despotism as an immense and tutelary power which alone can

secure the gratification of the citizens and watch over their fate. Tocqueville

believes this power to be absolute, minute, regular, provident and mild. He

says, "It would be like the authority of a parent if, like that authority,

its object was to prepare men for manhood; but it seeks, on the contrary, to

keep them in perpetual childhood: it is well content that the people should

rejoice, provided they think of nothing but rejoicing." (Tocqueville 1945

2:336; Oeuvres Completes (M)1(2):324, (B) 3:520). The government Tocqueville

says willingly labors for their happiness, provided it is the sole agent

and arbiter of that happiness. It might be added provided there is no

deviation from a uniform definition of happiness and provided the definition

of happiness to be shared by all does not tax the powerful class overmuch.

Tocqueville writes that for those meeting these conditions the government

"provides for their security, foresees and supplies their necessities,

facilitates their pleasures, manages their principal concerns, directs

their industry, regulates the descent of property, and subdivides their

inheritances: what remains, but to spare them all the care of thinking and

all the trouble of living?" (Tocqueville 1945 2:336; Oeuvres Completes

(M) 1(2):324, (B) 3:520). Tocqueville discusses the effects of such insti-

tutional design on the personality. He says that everyday such a situation

reduces the usefulness of freedom and makes the practice of freedom less

result from unopposed majorities or minorities. Solomon uses Tocqueville!s
analysis to understand the fascist potential of equality under a despot as
realized in Italy under Mussolini.
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frequent. He finds that the individual is unlikely to see any relationship

between her own situation and the situation of others. As long as all is

well enough for the individual, the plight of another is not simply unimportant

and incomprehensibly different from her own situation; it is considered a threat

to what makes her life good enough. A citizen who, in a structural context

of participation and mutual aid would be an ally, becomes the alienated

individual's worst enemy. The circumscription of freedom and participation and

discussion of dissent is seen as a great benefit. Tocqueville surveys the

manner in which the new despotism associates itself with centralization.

After having successively taken each member of the community
in its powerful grasp, and fashioned him at will, the supreme
power then extends its arm over the whole community. It
covers the surface of society with a network of small compli-
cated rules, minute and uniform, through which the most original
minds and the most energetic characters cannot penetrate, to rise
above the crowd. The will of man is not shattered, but softened,
bent, and guided; men are seldom forced by it to act, but they
are constantly restrained from acting. Such a power does not
destroy, but it prevents existence; it does not tyrannize, but
it compresses, enervated, extinguishes, and stupifies a people,
till each nation is reduced to nothing better than a flock of
timid and industrious animals, of which the government is the
shepherd. (Tocqueville 1945 2:337; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):
324-325, (B) 3:521)

Tocqueville describes the tendency for governments to then provide the

29symbolic vestages of participation and self government. Tocqueville

believes that the servitude of this regular, silent, gentle kind he discusses

is very easily combined with outward forms of freedom, and that "it might

even establish itself under the wing of the sovereignty of the people"

(Tocqueville 1945 2:337; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):325, (B) 3:521). The root

of this problem is found in the propensities of individuals which I have presented

29. So called "job enrichment" strategies and symbolic do-nothing workers'
councils in industry are examples of symbolic participation. These pretend
participation forums can be contrasted with worker self managed industries.
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earlier. The perpetual revival of individuals dangling between anarchy and

authoritarianism is underscored by Tocqueville's insistence that an alternative

to this cycle must be taught. Tocqueville believes that the propensities

he discovers in people lead them to two conflicting passions: the desire

to be led and the wish to remain free. People would at once like to give

up all responsibility for living but they do not want complete unconsciousness.

Tocqueville says that since neither desire will go away, one seeks to satisfy

both. So for example Tocqueville says, "They devise a sole, tutelary and

all-powerful form of government, but elected by the people" (Tocqueville

1945 2:337; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):325, (B) 3:522).

Tocqueville explains that what happens specifically is that such

individuals combine the principles of centralization and universal suffrage.

Tocqueville says, "This gives them a respite: they console themselves for

being in tutelege by the reflection that they have chosen their own guard-

ions" (Tocqueville 1945 2:337; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):325, (B) 3:532).

Tocqueville notes that each person sees herself as lead not by a person or

a class of persons, but by the people at large who hold the end of her chain.

Tocqueville believes that many people are content with this sort of

arrangement because they believe they have enough protection for individual

freedom. This is only true for those who require little more than the freedom

of chosing different brand names of the same soap, however. Among the other

sorts of behavior which are exhibited by people in such circumstances is

mindless patriotism. This kind of patriotism is the sort of instinctive love

for the place one was born or for one's club or sports team, according to

Tocqueville. Tocqueville believes such patriotism may cause transient

exertions for some goal but no continuous effort. He says it might save the

state in some critical circumstance, but often allows the community to decline
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in times of peace. Where there is no responsibility and no learning there

is no advancement. It is this very naturalness which is of potential harm,

implying as it does an unquestioning attitude; the "givens" of patriotic sentiment

are the furrows for tyranny of public opinion. This type of patriotism

need not be the choice, however. Tocqueville believes there is a more

rational kind of attachment to the political community, one related to

self interest rightly understood and the responsibility found in relation-

ships of mutual aid. Tocqueville explains: "It is perhaps less generous and

less ardent, but it is more fruitful and more lasting: it springs from

knowledge; it is nurtured by the laws; it grows/ by the exercise of civil

rights; and in the end, it is confounded with the personal interests of

the citizen" (Tocqueville 1945 1:251; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1): 246,

(B) 1:115-116).

Tocqueville believes it is possible to create institutional arrangements

in which a person can comprehend the influence which the well being of the

community has on her own state and learn that the structure of the community,

including its laws, permit her to contribute to that well being

she can learn to promote the community well being, first because it benefits

her and secondly because the community prosperity is inpart her own work (Tocqueville

1945 1:251; Oouvres Completes (M) 1 (1) :246, (B) 1:116).

The difficulties with patriotism are similar to problems we have

encountered before with the need for common, yet undogmatic beliefs. Religion

according to Tocqueville. is another sort of institution which can be

constituted so as to anchor common beliefs which allow experimentation in

many areas of political life. Tocqueville finds that religion is

likely to become dogma and thus, an alternative design for common spiritual-

ity must be arranged. Tocqueville's ideas on this common foundation can be

likened to a sort of "centering" an individual might do with her personality.
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Such a centering can be, non-dogmatic and informed by experience. But at

any point at which a decision must be made a core of values informing the

decision must exist. The person experiencing either a lack of this core

or in Tocqueville! s terms a religion or arriving at this spiritual core orreligion

dogmatically will not have the personality necessary to democratic actions.

Tocqueville discusses both the direct and indirect influence religion has on

political order. First he discusses particular religions.

He says that it is an error to regard the Catholic religion as the

natural enemy of democracy. On the contrary, Tocqueville says that Catholicism

would be one of the most favorable to equality of condition among people.

It is important to note that Tocqueville is here especially using equality

of condition to mean democracy. He points out that the Catholic church

represents a religious community composed only of two elements, the priest

and the people. Tocqueville explains that "The priest alone rises above the

rank of his flock, and all below him are equal" (Tocqueville 1945 1:311;

Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1) :301, (B) 2:209). This structural arrangement is

not the one Tocqueville normally prefers for democratic communities. It

sounds similar to the despotic structure Tocqueville described. Tocqueville

made a distinction between the structure of political decisions and spiritual

decisions, as I have already pointed out. He was not ignorant of the terrible

effects despotism in spiritual matters could have on all the communal decisions

which would follow and be influenced by the manner in which the community

decided its common beliefs. Yet Tocqueville was much more fearful of the

alienation and isolation which he believed would result from anarchism in

spiritual matters or the lack of common beliefs. Tocqueville did not see

an alternative to a possibly despotic structure and anarchism. He believed

the priest would be the most knowledgeable about spiritual matters and could
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justifiably be named the authority above the flock. Tocqueville did see

other benefits of Catholicism. He believed:

On doctrinal points the Catholic faith places all human capacities
upon the same level; it subjects the wise and ignorant, the man
of genius and the vulgar crowd, to the details of the same creed;
it imposes the same observances upon the rich and the needy,
it inflicts the same austerities upon the strong and the weak;
it listens to no compromise with mortal man, but, reducing all
the human race to the same standard, it confounds all the distinct-
ions of society at the foot of the same altar, even as they are
confounded in the sight of God. (Tocqueville 1945 1:311;
Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):301-302, (B) 2:209).

Tocqueville further explains the effects of religion on behavior by

comparing Catholicism and Protestantism. He says, "If Catholicism predisposes

the faithful to obedience, it certainly does not prepare them for inequality;

but the contrary may be said of Protestantism, which generally tends to make

men independent more than to render them equal" (Tocqueville 1945 1:311;

Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):302, (B) 2:210). Again Tocqueville is concerned

with the designs which will give responsible relationships of mutual aid.

Protestantism could lead to independence which would not result in a right

understanding of self interest but Catholicism could result in too little

testing of dogma and too little learning. Tocqueville believes, "Catholicism

is like an absolute monarchy; if the sovereign be removed, all the other

classes of society are more equal than in republics" (Tocqueville 1945 1:311-312;

Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):302, (B) 2:210). If the sovereign be removed —

from Tocqueville's theory,one should not hold her breath for that accomplish-

ment.

It is here that Tocqueville notes the importance of working on experiments

in human relationships from some solid basis in common beliefs. Tocqueville

describes one method of procuring common beliefs while still allowing exper-

imentation. He explains that the Catholic priests in America divided the
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world into two parts: "... in one they place the doctrine of revealed

religion, which they assent to without discussion; in the other they

have those political truths which they believe the Deity has left open to

free inquiry" (Tocqueville 1945 1:312; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):302-303,

(B) 2:211). Tocqueville believes the Catholics of the United States are

therefore the most submissive believers and the most indepentent citizens.

Tocqueville then expects religion to fulfill that need for an anchor of

certainty in the metaphysical foundations of the community, yet

religion must allow for free experimentation in the operation of its

principles in the political realm. The indirect role of religion is import-

ant in the specific political order. Religion is considered by Tocqueville

to be a political institution.

Tocqueville points out that the influence of religion in the United

States is not only confined to manners but extends as well to the intellects

of the people. Tocqueville believes that Christianity reigns without obstacle

in the United States, by universal consent. What he believes follows from

its reign is both perplexing and instructive.

Tocqueville it should be recalled, observed that every principle of

the moral world should be fixed and determinate while the political world was

abandoned to debate and experimentation. He finds then "the human mind is

never left to wander over a boundless field ; and whatever may be its

pretentions, it is checked from time to time by barriers that it cannot

surmount" (Tocqueville 1945 1:315-316; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):3O5,

(B) 2:216). Tocqueville believes then that before an individual can innovate

certain primary principles are established, "and the boldest conceptions are

subjected to certain forms which retard and stop their completion"

(Tocoueville 1945 1:315-316 0euvres Completes (M) 1(1):3O5, (B) 2:216).
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One might wonder why retarding innovation is a positive activity for

any political institution. It should be recalled that Tocqueville believed

that the imagination of Americans was often flighty, undirected,and its

works left unfinished. So Tocqueville says some habit of constraint is

"singularly favorable both to the tranquility of the people and to the dura-

bility of the institutions, they have established" (Tocqueville 1945 1:316;

Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):305-306), (B) 2:216). Tocqueville is not

concerned that seeking tranquility will result in constant repose in these

passages. Here he is concentrating on the fear he expressed total un-

bound edness of thought. His preference is for erring on the side of too

much constraint of innovation rather than too little. He believes that

religion can provide a moderation of structurelessness and too much structure.

As Tocqueville explains, "while the law permits the Americans to do what they

please, religion prevents them from conceiving, and forbids them to commit,

what is rash or unjust" (Tocqueville 1945 1:316; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):3O6,

(B) 2:217).

Tocqueville's main concern, as ever, is to find a means for bounding

the activities of community members within some consensual set of norms. He is

likewise concerned with the means for creating these boundaries as well as

the means for amending them. It might not be everyone's preference to err

in the direction of binding the mind too tightly rather than binding it

too loosely. Tocqueville's choice is not totally obtuse in its view of the

problems errors of too much control may cause. Loose bindings require

assumptions about the probability that people can maintain their just relation-

ships with few constraints. Tocqueville's view is that with experience people

can learn such behavior. Tocqueville suggests a set of institutional arrange-

ments which can create an environment for such learning. It was his belief
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that if there was great experimentation and flexibility in political insti-

tutions, greater constraint could be applied in the coherance of norms which

guided the community. He reasoned that this was so both because experimen-

tation in political relationships could lead to learning which could be

applied to amending the norms and because he believed that too much flexibility

or incoherence in the norms would likely lead to individuals fixing dogmat-

ically the principles of political relationships. He believed the human

consciousness was limited in its tolerance of ambiguity ani flexibility; some -variables

had to be fixed to interpret one's environment and conduct ones relationships.

Total uncertainty would be conquered by dogmatism and authoritarianism.

Certainty in religion provided enough binding of variables to have flexible

political relationships. Christianity seemed to Tocqueville to be a good

representation of fixed variables because its teachings were consistent with

norms such as self interest rightly understood.

It is important to note that Tocqueville was quite opposed to religion

playing a direct role in the government of the collective. Tocqueville

believed that such a role would amount to fixing all relationships so there

could be little or no experimentation, learning and amendment.

The theme of balancing tendencies toward wandering around in a void

against an authoritarian clamp-down on new thoughts is primary in Tocqueville's

ideas about religion. No foe to innovation, Tocqueville feared the stagnation

of thought as much as the mediocrity resulting from inconstancy, dilettantism

and utilitarian ideologies. Tocqueville is aware of the oppressive uses

of religious dogma and is no fan of institutional designs where this is the

tendency. Tocqueville writes that he is aware that religion may strengthen

the influence which he says originates "by the artificial power of the laws

and by the support of those temporal institutions that direct society"

30. There are varying opinions on the characterization of Tocqueville as
an innovator. Drescher believes that Toequeville and Beaumont were both
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(Tocqueville 19*1-5 1:321; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):31O, (B) 2:225).

Tocqueville acknowledges that religions have been intimately -united with

governments on earth and that the exercise of sovereign power has been

founded on terror and faith. Tocqueville believes religion risks more than

it gains by such allegiances. "When the terror is rejected, so is the

faith.

Not only is the oppressive reign of a political regime ruling in an

alliance with religious dangerous for religion, Tocqueville is

aware of its effects on those holding diverse beliefs. The result is the

same as tyrannies of public opinion, majority tyranny and an imposed uniformity

on diverse experiences. Tocqueville considers the tyranny of slavery and

post-slavery race relations which were often supported by institutions

regulating the customs and beliefs of the people in the United States

(Tocqueville 19^5 1:373-374; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):357-359, (B) 2:305-308).

Tocqueville marks as well how religion was used in Ireland to aid social

injustice (Tocqueville 1958:160-170; Oeuvres Completes (M) 5(2):136—151,

(B) 8:406-426).

innovators and conservatives (Drescher 1968a:129). They went to America to
seek new cures but often felt stumped by an inability to do anything innovative
in France. Drescher explains that Tocqueville desired to strengthen the
trend against further social experimentation and establish as wide an
ideological gulf as possible between political and social democracy (Drescher
1968a:219). The position I have taken in explicating the theory presented
in Democracy in America represents Tocqueville as desiring a great deal of
experimentation.

Herr explains Tocqueville's seeming paradoxes in the following way.
Tocqueville, he believes,tried in his personal life to prolong the ancient
confidence between classes while modernizing its basis (e.g. eliminating the
local practices which set him apart from other members of his
village): (Herr 1962:96-97). In his theoretical writing Tocqueville seemed
to desire the same sort of transition and movement to peer relationships
which preserved the positive qualities of mutual aid he believed existed in
the best examples of aristocracy.

31. As noted elsewhere (footnote 5:9), Tocqueyille himself is not above
suspicion of hypocrisy when a comparison of theory and practice on racism
and abolition is conducted.
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Thus it is not religion as religiosity which Tocqueville desires but a shared

state of faith. No dogma will in the end do what this religion must

to accomplish. This state of faith is necessary to protect the community

from individualism and to help individuals cope with problems which divide

them from each other. This will not be accomplished by dogma used as an

expedient to justify oppression and tyranny.

Tocqueville writes that if it is logical that spiritual opinions are

of special importance in democratic designs, it is still not that simple to

say "by what means those who govern democratic nations may make them pre-

dominate" (Tocqueville 1945 2:156; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):152, (B) 3:238).

Prom what Tocqueville says about the relationship of spiritual ideas

and political relationships, the answers given to this design problem may be

the most basic influence on behavior within the political order. Tocqueville

writes: "What ever elevates, enlarges, and expands the soul renders it more

capable of succeeding in those very undertakings which concern it. Whatever on

other hand enervates or lowers it weakens it for all purposes, the greater

as well as the least, and threatens to render it almost equally impotent for

both" (Tocqueville 1945 2:157; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):154, (B) 3:241).

If the spiritual self is totally bound by dogma, it will atrophy ; if some portions

ofthesoulare exercised more than others, it will be unbalanced; if the soul has

no binding at all, it may be dissipated in the drain of structurelessness.

The danger of a nation operating on individualism and expediency

with no care for the souls of its component members is further clarified by

Tocqueville. What must be done is to create institutions which operate to

aid the consciousness or souls of individuals. This is what Tocqueville

means by designing for a state of faith.

Tocqueville notes that in "ages of faith" the final aim of life is placed

beyond life to metaphysical ideas about one's soul's communion with a larger

unity of souls, nature or some conception of god.
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Tocqueville believes therefore that people living in such ages "almost in-

voluntarily accustom themselves to fix their gaze for many years on some

immovable object towards which they are constantly tending, and they learn

by insensible degree to repress a multitude of petty passing desires in order

to be the better able to content that great and lasting desire which possesses

them" (Tocqueville 1945 2:158; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):155, (B) 3:242).

Tocqueville believes such an attitude can be transferred to action in the

political world.

Tocqueville believes, on the other hand, that when people have no

religious thoughts, they care no more for the future, for planning or for

the effect of their actions on others. Tocqueville says thaf'as soon as

they have lost the habits of placing their chief hopes upon remote events,

they naturally seek to gratify without delay their smallest desires, and no

sooner do they despair of living forever, than they are disposed to act

as if they were to exist for a single day" (Tocqueville 1945 2:158-159;

Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):155-156, (B) 3:243).

Tocqueville believes governments must try to restore to people the

interest in the future with which religion had once inspired them. If

religion was not the medium for teaching an interest in posterity some other

institutions must be designed.

Tocqueville believes that, given the right institutional designs, people

will accustom "themselves to forsee from afar what is likely to befall them

in the world . . . [When this occurs] they can hardly confine their minds

within the precise limits of life, and they are ready to break the boundary

and cast their looks beyond" (Tocqueville 1945 2:160; Oeuvres Completes

(M) 1(2):157, (B) 3:246). Tocqueville concludes that if institutions are

designed so that members of a political community are trained to think

of their future in this world, they will be gradually and unconsciously
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brought nearer to religious convictions (Tocqueville 1945 2:160; Oeuvres

Completes (M) 1(2):157, (B) 3:24). Although Tocqueville speaks specifically

about religion, his ideas could be interpreted more broadly to mean a spiritual

consciousness, a view of the future, care about planning and an attempt

for right understanding of one's interest. Tocqueville finds the only method

by which religion can give order to people's beliefs long enough for them

to work with each other, while avoiding dogmatism, is for religion to become

synonomous with self interest rightly understood. Tocqueville writes, "If

the principle of self-interest rightly understood had nothing but the present

world in view, it would be very insufficient, for there are many sacrifices

that can find their recompense only in another> and whatever ingenuity may be

put forth to demonstrate the utility of virtue, it will never be an easy

task to make that man live aright who has no thought of dying" (Tocqueville

1945 2:133; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):131, (B) 3:204. Tocqueville believes

that all religions have a component of self interest rightly understood.

Tocqueville's conclusion, then, is that dogmatic patriotism and

religiosity are poor substitutes for an objective moral law. However, if an

objective moral law is not revealed to everyone simultaneously or does not ;

exist, a better solution than dogma is subjective moral law rightly under- :

stood—a moral law informed by reason, reasoned passions, experimentation, and

the consciousness that develops through testing reason and intuition in

practice. Thus Tocqueville's point is not to hail aristocracy as the only way •

to maintain order nor" as a partisan of aristocracy to criticize democracy.

Dogmatic religion, like aristocracy, will not fill the bill. Tocqueville enumerates ;

aspects of Christianity, especially Puritanism and Catholicism which he finds useful

to democracy. These aspects it must be noted are the decentralized nature

of much Puritan and Christian practices in the United States; even
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Catholicism is observed to have fewer vestages of hierarchy and greater

decentralized dialogue "between specific priests and parishes (Tocqueville

1945 1:311; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):301, (B) 2:209). Yet Tocqueville's

argument must be taken beyond his time bound observations of specific religions

to be understood as an analysis of organizational structures in which

unchanging, defined roles, (aristocracy, hierarchical religions, even dogma)

are preferable to no roles (political and personal anarchy) but are

inferior to flexible role definitions in decision making (polycentric

democracy). The polycentric democracy is seen by Tocqueville as the way

to avoid cycles of oppression-revolution-oppression which plagues centralized

organizational schemes.

Despotism seems a very easy design to complete. Moreover, not only does

the establishment of a despotic design oppress people, it removes many of the

qualities of humanity which make it possible to get out of the ill designed

relationship. Tocqueville does not believe, however, that the solution to the

dilemma of democracy's potential degeneration into despotism is to maintain

or reconstruct the permanent distinctions of rank and role which were the

aristocracy. What is necessary is to design institutions in the context

of equality which mitigate the potential of despotism.

I have already noted many of the institutions which Tocqueville

hopes will moderate the power of officials and maintain decision making

capabilities of individuals and their potential for mutual aid. It is important

to underscore how Tocqueville wants these institutions to work. He does not

want to placate people through symbolic uses of politics; it is not the

feeling of participation that he hopes to encourage. Tocqueville is looking

for institutional arrangements which allow learning, consciousness change,

in order to encourage common beliefs through experience and the desire to

act justly toward others. Tocqueville discusses virtue as a necessary

component in all human interactions. Tocqueville writes that after the
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general idea of virtue, he knows of no higher principle than that of right.

"The idea of right is simply 'that of virtue introduced into the political

world" (Tocqueville 1945 1:245; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):248, (B) 1:119).

Tocqueville believes that it is the idea of rights and responsibility that

enables people to define anarchy and tyranny and the right understanding

of self interest which is an alternative to these. Tocqueville explains that

there is no society without respect for right and asks "what is a union of

rational and intelligent beings who are held together only by the bond

of force?" (Tocqueville 1945 1:254; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):248, (B) 1:119).

Given all of Tocqueville's discussion one can extrapolate that force can mean

not only physical force but the force of majority opinion, religious dogma

or ideology.

Tocqueville believes that the only means for learning about rights is

by participation in the exercise of one's own rights. Tocqueville writes that

"in America, the lowest classes have conceived a very high notion of political

rights of others in order that their own may not be violated" (Tocqueville

1945 1:254; Qeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):249, (B) 2:120). It must be recalled

that Tocqueville is comparing this situation with one in which the working class

might be predicted to think little of the rights of their masters since

their masters saw no reason to be respectful of the rights of those in their

service.

Tocqueville cautions that if the community does not "succeed in connect-

ing the notion of right with that of private interest, which is the only

immutable point in the human heart, what means will you have of governing the

world except by fear?" (Tocqueville 1945 1:255; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):249,

(B) 1:121-122). Saying that each person in the community must understand the

notion of right is asking that people learn what structure of rules, roles,

rights and responsibilities by which to organize their relationships.
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Tocqueville believes that structuring relationships to maintain liberty

requires an arduous apprenticeship and constant tending. Tocqueville writes:

It is not so with despotism: despotism often promises to make
amends for a thousand previous ills; it supports the right, it
protects the oppressed, and it maintains public order. The
nation is lulled by the temporary prosperity that it produces,
until it is roused to a sense of its misery. Liberty, on the
contrary is generally established with difficulty in the
midst of storms: it is perfected by civil discord; and its benefits
cannot be appreciated until it is already old. (Tocqueville
1945 1:254-256; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):249, (B) 1:122)..

Tocqueville says in the introduction to Democracy in America that the

first duties of the institutional designer are to educate democracy, to

reawaken a belief in the spiritual realm, to substitute knowledge of state-

craft for its inexperience, and an awareness of its true interest for its

blind instincts, to adapt its government to time and place, and to modify it

according to people and to conditions. In short, Tocqueville says "A new

science of politics is needed for a new world" (Tocqueville 1945 1:7; Oeuvres

Completes (M) 1(1):5, (B) 1:9). Importantly all people will learn this new

political science, not just officials, and each will be autonomous thinkers

and yet responsible members of the democratic community. Tocqueville writes:

I can conceive of a society in which all men would feel
an equal love and respect for the laws of which they consider
themselves the authors; in which the authority of the government
would be respected as necessary, and not divine; and in which
the loyalty of the subject to the chief magistrate would not be
a passion, but a quiet and rational persuasion. With every
individual in the possession of rights which he is sure to retain,
a kind of manly confidence and reciprocal courtesy would arise
between all classes, removed alike from pride and servility. The
people, well acquainted with their own true interests, would
understand that, in order to profit from the advantages of the
state, it is necessary to satisfy its requirements. The voluntary
association of the citizens might then take the place of the
individual authority of the nobles, and the community would be
protected from tyranny and license. (Tocqueville 1945 1:9-10;
Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):7, (B) 1:12-13).

Tocqueville believes that people can learn to obey the rules of political
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order through reason instead of merely through the negative reinforcement of

force. Tocqueville writes that the citizen obeys society "not because he is

inferior to those who conduct it or because he is less capable than any other

of governing himself, but because he acknowledges the utility of an association

with his fellow men and he knows that no such association can exist without a

regulating force" (Tocqueville 1945 1:67, Qetivres Completes (M) 1(1):63,

(B) 1:103). Tocqueville's analysis describes a way that the "regulating force"

of political organization need not be an absolute center of authority.

Because Tocqueville makes the assumption that people are capable of

learning, he believes that people can develop criteria for evaluating various

political designs relative to various values which they hold. Because people

can learn, it is possible for them to engage in critical dialogues to articulate

shared or common values and standards of evaluation. People can learn various

means of ordering human relationships consonant with these values. Tocqueville

believes people can learn a science of political ordering.

Now, while the development of a perfect, objective standard of right

or wrong behavior may never be possible for fallible human beings, Tocqueville

shows that the limits of information at any point in time do not mean that

individuals can do nothing. Through his picture of individuals as beings

capable of learning, Tocqueville develops a model for designing relationships

which can generate useful information and increase the probability of applying

the right means to desired ends. In a designed environment which aids the

evaluation of means, ends and the standards by which they are judged, the

probability of error can be reduced and the probability of correcting error

can be increased.

For individuals to be able to experiment, tests means and ends and

evaluate standards of value and beliefs against experience requires that they

be able to participate in an environment where they may articulate their own

understanding of themselves and their environment and hear and learn from the
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beliefs and ideas of others. An environment of undistorted, reasoned diliberation

and discussion is necessary for learning to be possible.

If individuals can learn and can come up with a shared political theory

(a theory of action or means to make choices or decisions based on standards of

value and ideas of cause and effect), however imperfect, and if they can

determine the conditions for informing that political theory with reasoned

reflection on experience, then they can specify the conditions which create a

popular sovereignty which is neither a state of nature nor a leviathan.

Tocqueville describes that people can create a design for political order which

both distributes authority and limits the authority of individuals acting in the

capacity of officials of the political order. Officials need no longer be

sovereign and the specific government of the political order must no longer

be synonomous with the political order. To explain this design, Tocqueville

uses the cumbersome language of administrative decentralization and government

centralization within a constitutional framework. To clarify Tocqueville's

ideas I have used the term polycentric order within a framework of

constitution rule.

Tocqueville's conceptualization and description of this design is clear

even if his nomenclature for it is not. He describes a means of creating

political order where constitutional rules are separate and qualitatively

different from ordinary rules and in which constitutional decision making

and operational decision making are likewise different. Constitutional law is

that which applies to the organization and operation of the government; it

specifies the terms and conditions which constitute the formulation of political

order. Ordinary law pertains to particular courses of action taken by officials

or citizens to regulate their social interactions. Ordinary law must be

in keeping with constitutional law. Similarly constitutional decision making

involves making choices which define the ordering principles of the community

and define the organization and behavior of the government. Operational
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decision making involves the particular tactical choices made to employ these

ordering principles in the regulation of social interactions. Operational

decisions must be in keeping with constitutional decisions. From these spec-

ifications it can be seen that the government, as a collection of officials,

can be separate from the constitutional order which defines the organization

and conduct of that government. Tocqueville shows how a constitution might

be devised "by the individuals forming a political body so that they specify the

conduct and organization which is permissible for the government. If this

constitution is not alterable by any number of government officials, but can

only be altered by individuals in their capacity as citizens, then they have

fulfilled another necessity for a design of popular sovereignty.

Finally individuals must not only be capable of articulating a shared

political theory about the need for distribution and limitation of authority

and, be capable of devising a constitutional order which they, not officials,

may alter, they must also be able to use that constitutional law to subject all

members of the political order, including officials, to the limits of law.

The idea of popular sovereignty depends on the ability of citizens to learn

the appropriate expressions in the form of a constitutional design which

can limit a person in the capacity of a government official in the exercise

of the authority of government. The viability of a constitutional order

depends on citizens making decisions and taking actions which prevent the

usurpation of authority by government officials, What this means in fact is

that citizens may have to modify the structure of the political order to

create new limits or maintain the existing limits of constitutional

rule. Citizens may also have to challenge laws or official actions which they

perceive to involve the usurpation of constitutional authority. The challenge

citizens must make to resist usurpation and limit official actions must be

based in reason on their understanding of the shared political theory at the

basis of the political order. To make such a challenge citizens may have to
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employ acts of civil disobedience. They must assume the burden of presenting

their cause to other citizens or officials. This is what Tocqueville means by

an appeal to the whole nation and then to all humanity about the nature of

tyranny and injustice which an individual experiences.

The means for pleading the case is aided by the design of a polycentric

order, from Tocqueville's analysis. A polycentric order can maintain the open

public realm necessary to communication, deliberation and analysis. Commun-

ication is necessary to show the relationship between shared values and

constitutional and operational decision making. Furthermore, it is necessary

in order to plead the case that there are discrepancies between these values

and the actions of government. Finally communication is necessary to show

discrepancies between these values and experience, in other words, to demonstrate

the existence of erroneous claims to belief. Such communication Tocqueville

shows is aided by the possibility of participating in the diverse decision

making forums which a polycentric structure affords.

A polycentric structure aids in the process of creating a shared

political theory and a means of maintaining constitutional rule in an additional

way. Polycentric structure means the division of authority across several

decision making forums. Each of these forums for decision making can

represent a limit or veto point to all others. This division of authority

results in multiple forums for discussion, adjudication and enforcement

of decisions. Thus no individual—official or citizen—and no decision

making forum of the polycentric order is empowered with the authority to

judge its own cause when it conflicts with the cause or beliefs of others.

Conflicts between peers (individuals, municipalities, states or branches of

various government levels) could be adjudicated by decision forums of other

units of government in the political order, but these units too would be

bound by constitutional rule. Tocqueville shows through the example of the

theory of a federal system of government how a political order can maintain
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its unity as an equilibrium of polycentric authorities instead of through the

dominance of a single center of authority. Because this unity of the political

order can be maintained without the dominance of a single authority, the idea

of learning a political theory through reasoned dialogue in the absence of

dominating distortions of communication can have some meaning in practice.

In sum, Tocqueville explains how the unity of the political body is

maintained in a polycentric order constitutional order. Unity may be obtained

from the consensus of the represented as an alternative to the singularness

of the representer. For this consensus to be possible, individuals must have

the intellectual, emotional and moral capacity to make themselves instruments

through which they may come to know others. These instruments must use the

tool of language to translate consciousness into conversation. Knowing others

does not mean simply transposing oneself into the situation of another to try

to see things as she does. Bather, to know others and developing a common

understanding of beliefs and practices involves making these phenomena intelligible

in one's own frame of reference. Learning about others also involves making

oneself more intelligent about oneself. Strategies of willed ignorance of

others and hence oneself are contrary to the necessary conditions for a

democratic order of distributed, limited authority. Extrapolating from

Tocqueville's conclusions, willed ignorance is contrary to the conditions

which prevent a democracy which degenerates to despotism.

In a system which depends on consensus in beliefs among fallible beings,

it is necessary to have beings who are oriented toward greater information,

the correction of errors, and the quest of common understanding in a nontyrannical

consensus. Tocqueville presents an analysis of institutional forms which have

a high probability of maintaining such an orientation in the beings of a

democratic political order. All of the institutional forms involve the creation

and maintenance of limits on all individuals of the political order and the

distribution of authority throughout multiple decision making bodies in the
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political order. The point of these structural designs is to maintain a high

probability of open dialogue concerning beliefs and actions and to decrease

the chances that individuals, citizens or officials, or coalitions may gain a

dominant hold on the processes of decision making and thereby distort the

language of consensus to favor their own cause. It was through institutional

designs which decreased the possibility of a dominant centralization of authority

that Tocqueville believed popular sovereignty could be a viable political form.

It was through popular sovereignty, in the context of polycentric constitutional

rule, that Tocqueville found that practice of a consensus of belief in the form

of laws, rules, rights and responsibility could have a higher probability of

being just according to the great diversity of interests any political order

might have. In Tocqueville's analysis, multiple decision structures made it

more likely that beliefs and laws which reflect beliefs could be scrutinized

by people with diverse experiences and interests so that a consensus would

truly reflect mutually agreeable standards and practices. If there were

no dominating parties to distort dialogue and deliberation it might be

possible for individuals to develop the critical faculties to revise these

standards and practices. If there were a process of consensus building

without domination of the tools of communication the unity of the represented

might be accomplished through consensus or common understanding instead of

through the unity of an absolute sovereign authority to represent their

wills. Popular sovereignty and democracy might be viable. To the extent that

domination and distortion occurred and could not be rectified, i.e. to the

extent that conflicting claims to belief could not be tolerated within the

political order, designs for democratic order have not been realized.
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CHAPTER 6

THE EXTENSION OF TOCQUEVILLE'S THEORY THROUGH FEMINIST THEORY

In this chapter I will explore the implications of Tocqueville's theory

for feminism and feminist demands on democracy in America. I will look at

Tocqueville's theory in conjunction with more recent writings of feminists in

the United States and Europe. I will show in this analysis that Tocqueville's

theoretical designs for a democratic body politic cannot be realized outside a

community applying feminist principles. I will show that sexism represents a

systematic distortion of the environment in which the necessary dialogue to

reach consensus for unity in the democratic political order takes place.

Tocqueville understood in a limited way the necessity of gender equality

if democratic norms of liberty, equality and justice were to be realized. He

wrote in 1840:

"As for myself, I do not hesitate to avow that although the women
of the United States are confined within the narrow circle of
domestic life, and their situation is in some respects one of
extreme dependence, I have nowhere seen women occupying a loftier
position; and if I were asked, now that I am drawing to the close
of this work, in which I have spoken of so many important things
done by the Americans, to what the singular prosperity and growing
strength of that people ought mainly to be attributed, I should
reply: to the superiority of their women" (Tocqueville 1945
2:225; Oeuvres Completes 1(2):222, (B) 3:348).

He also writes of the stringent penalties for rape in the United

States, a country which he believes has mitigated almost all of the penalties

of criminal law. He believes such penalties are an important indication that

woman's full participation in the community is desired in the United States.

Although he also says that such laws are necessary to protect the morality

and honor of women (as the men of the community define that honor), he is

concerned about a woman's ability to travel alone, participate in life, learn

from her experiences and come to full confidence and reliance on her own strenght,

-243-



244

Tocqueville believes that in countries where rape is not considered an

important offense (he mentions France), contempt is shown not only for decency,

but for women (Tocqueville 1945 2:225; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):222, (B) 3:348),

In the history of ideas it's uncommon to establish the connection between

attitudes about rape and attitudes about women (Brownmiller 1976). Yet, even

with such an ability to connect these ideas, Tocqueville was not ready for

people who deviated from the sex roles which stifiled their individual

participation to be admitted to the democratic community he envisioned. Speak-

ing of George Sand whom he had the honor to meet at a dinner party, he unveils

his perspective.

Milnes placed me next to Madame Sand, I had never spoken to her,
and I doubt whether I had ever seen her (I had lived little in the
world of literary adventurers which she frequented). ... I was
strongly prejudiced against Madame Sand, for I loathe women who

. write, especially those who systematically disguise the weaknesses
of their sex, instead of interesting us by displaying them in their
true character. Nevertheless, she pleased me. ... I thought
her features rather massive, but her expression admirable: all
her mind seemed to have taken refuge in her eyes, abandoning the
rest of her face to matter; and I was particularly struck at
meeting in her with something of the naturalness of behavior of
great minds. She had a real simplicity of manner and language,
which she mingled, perhaps, with some little affectation of
simplicity in her dress. . . . We talked for a whole hour of
public affairs; it was impossible to talk of anything else in
those days. Besides, Madame Sand at this time was a sort of
politician, and what she said on the subject struck me greatly;
it was the first time that I had entered into direct and familiar
communication with a person able and willing to tell me what was
happening in the camp of our adversaries. Political parties
never know each other: they approach, touch, seize, but never see
one another. Madame Sand depicted to me in great detail and with
singular vivacity, the condition of the Paris workmen, their
numbers, their arms, their preparations, their thoughts, their
passions, their terrible resolves. I thought the picture overloaded,
but it was not as subsequent events clearly proved (Tocqueville
1959 2:148-149; Oeuvres Completes (M) 12:150).

Nor was he more inclined to apply his democratic theory to lesser known

women who did nothing so offensive as write "like men". Though he let us know

of himself:

For myself, when I feel the hand of power lie heavy on my brow,
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I care but little to know who oppresses me; and I am not the more
dispossed to pass beneath the yoke because it is held out to me
by the arms of a million men. (Tocqueville 1945 2:13; Oeuvres
Completes (M) 1(2):19, (B) 3:20).

He reversed his usual view of the individual as a person, contending in the

case of women, government articulates itself instead to the family. Thus he

speaks with high regard of the surrender to the yoke held out by any man to

the non-person female.

I have never observed that the women of America consider conjugal
authority as a fortunate usurpation of their rights, or that they
thought themselves degraded by submitting to it. It appeared to
me, on the contrary, that they attach a sort of pride to the
voluntary surrender of their own will and make it their boast to
bend themselves to the yoke, not to shake it off. Such, at least,
is the feeling expressed by the most virtuous of their sex; the
others are silent. . . . (Tocqueville 1945 2:223; Oeuvres Completes
(M) 1(2):220, (B) 3:344-345).

Such inapplication of theory may be illuminating about Tocqueville in

much the same way that his policy making role is important as I have shown in

earlier discussions of his perplexity about social reform. Yet feminists still

must see the importance of his theory to our own. And democratic theorists

must try to understand that Tocqueville's inability to apply his theory is a

grave error in democratic praxis. As Tocqueville was perplexed by the possi-

bility of bringing democratic theory and norms to a logical conclusion on this

issue, it will be necessary to apply his theory as he did not in his writings

on women.

Critics debate the "feminist perspective" without stating clearly

what that perspective is. A recent example is a work by Steven Goldberg

which "proves" through biological speculations the speciousness of "feminism".

1. Goldberg defines "feminists" as "those theorists who propose an
environmentalist analysis of sexually differientated behavior and institutions and
who deny the determinativeness of sexual biology to individual behavior and
social institutions"(Goldberg 1973:24 fn.1). If we take him at his word, any
non-sociobiologist is a feminist; or in other words, any theorist who
sees social institutions as artifacts rather than as facts. Although Goldberg
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Since feminist writings may be anthologized which date back to the time of

Xanthippe's husband, Socrates, and before, it is not always clear whose

"feminism" is at fault. In this section of my essay I will refer to theoretical

arguments of specific feminists. The purpose of this section will be first

to show what the body of feminist theory has in common with democratic theory

as expressed by de Tocqueville.

The second purpose of these chapters is somewhat more radical: radical

in the strictest sense, that is, getting to the roots of the argument. I will

show that democratic theory and practice is an impossible, incomplete analysis

without feminist theory.

In addition to data which express the status of women in quantitative

terms, there is important qualitative data which indicate the meanings of the

social roles and status of the human female. The qualitative data of metaphors,

ideas, legends, beliefs and myth are important to our understanding of phenomena,

althouth they do not often receive systematic scrutiny by social science.

documents little to substantiate his claim he expounds that male superiority
is universal and biological and will, therefore, remain universal. Thus partri-
archy is inevitable. The definition of power over others [his bottom line of
male superiority) and consequent subversive power for subordinates is all that
can be and therefore this definition will persist. In fact Goldberg asserts
that since this subversive power is the only type to which women can lay claim,
if they try to "deal with men on male terms . . . this would inevitably lead to
a reduction in women's real power" (Goldberg 1973:27). No possibility for power
with others, reciprocity or mutual aid exists in Goldberg's world. Obviously if
social institutions and behavior is defined as biologically determined a
cogent argument sees as inevitable whatever exists. A problem arises in the
argument, however, when it is recognized how difficult it is to test the
premise of such a tautology. Mill understood the root error of such arguments
and very eloquently answered those who objected to his comparison of sex
differentiated social rank with other forms of unjust power. He explained that
the master class always regarded their privileges as natural and that dividing
male and female humanity into two cells and calling the distinctions in their
social, economic and intellectual situation Nature is pre-eminently a political
gesture. Mill wrote: "Standing on the ground of common sense and the consti-
tution of the human mind, I deny that anyone knows, or can know, the nature
of the two sexes, so long as they have only been seen in their present
relation: to one another . . . . What is now called the nature of women is an
eminently artificial thing—the result of forced repression in some directions,
natural stimulation in others. It may be asserted without scruple, that no
other class of dependents have had their character so entirely distorted from
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In the second part of this essay, I will explore some of the metaphors,

ideologies, legends and myths which are important to our understanding of

relationships between the sexes. I will also look at the use of analogies and

metaphors by feminist theorists to analyse relationships of sexism and alterna-

tives to these relationships.

The reader will find, in the following chapters, analogies made by

feminists theorists to relationships between masters and slaves, relationships

of colonization and foreign domination of colonial holdings, relationships in

a leviathan and relationships in a state of nature. A primary purpose of show-

ing some similarities between the relationships which men and women design on

a personal plane and expressly political relationships is to demonstrate the

application of ideas from theories about human organizations to important

personal relationships. Not all of the analogies are perfect ones, as, for

example, my discussion of the master-slave relationships will show. But

Tocqueville and other philosophers have demonstrated the usefulness of applying

an analysis of organizational structure to many relationship designs besides

political organizations. Tocqueville, for example, applies his understanding

of aristocratic relationships to relationships between master and worker and to

his understanding of the growth and centralization of manufacturing industries.

A second reason that feminists employ such analogies to structural designs

for political relationships in their discussions of personal interactions, is

to demonstrate that personal relationships can be thought of as "political" in

terms of a distribution of authority, rights and responsibilities. In this

sense the idea that "the personal is political" is more than a metaphorical

slogan. As I have demonstrated in the first part of this essay, Tocqueville

its natural proportions by their relation with their masters" (Mill 1966:441).
This essay has taken the position that political science should not confuse
facts with artifacts. Goldberg does not present evidence which should persuade
us that that position is an ill-conceived one.
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shows the manner in which political relationships affect personal relationships;

how personal relationships contain aspects of political organization in their

design; and how personal relationship designs affect larger scale political

relationships. From this view, the use of political designs such as aristo-

cracy to describe and understand personal relationships involves an analytical

use of analogies.

Finally, an analysis of the analogies found in the second part of this

essay suggests that feminists have not themselves invented most of these

metaphors. Feminists did not invent the metaphor "battle of the sexes," for

example. The commonness of such metaphors in the culture of sexism is itself

telling. The following chapters will show that this battle has historically

been more literal than metaphorical. The use of such metaphores as heuristic

devices and the analysis of the fundamental meanings and latent and direct

effects of such metaphors is an important part of the methodology in addition

to being the subject of the analysis in the following chapters. Moreover,

such terms are not always simple metaphors. As the following chapters will

show, what is, perhaps, at present a metaphor, has been quite a literal

description of phenomena. What is at present a metaphorical descritpion, may

still affect behavior literally.

"State of Nature" Analysis Applied to Sexual Politics

A primary concern in feminist writing is the origin and nature of

sexual politics. By this I mean that feminist thinkers analyze the manner of

sex role differentiation and the meaning attached to it in a manner like the

study of other cultural artifacts with political import. Such artifacts as

sex roles denote political designs because they are tangible and symbolic

means of ordering by rule the relationships of individuals.

Simone de Beauvoir begins her analysis of sexual politics with a view

that the pre-political state of humans is much as Hobbes' life of man in

nature: solitary, poor, nasty, brutish and short (Hobbes 1958:107). Hobbes
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begins with an expression of the individual alone, knowing little of others,

having no way to work with others for mutual gain and knowing little of self, as

well. Beauvoir examines the coming to consciousness of self that an individual

must do in order for knowing or working with others to be possible. She proposes

a duality between Self and Other which is fundamental to human consciousness

(Beauvoir 1952:xix). Beauvoir uses the data of Levi Strauss to explain that

passage from the state of nature to a state of culture is marked by the ability

of humans to view biological relations as a series of contrasts, duality, alter-

nation, opposition and symmetry. Beauvoir believes these data of anthropology

would be incomprehensible if human society were naturally a simple fellowship of

solidarity and friendliness. "What makes social relationships possible is each in-

dividual's recognition of the contrast between Self and Other and the reasoning

which I presented in Chapter 3 of this essay which causes each individual to seek

rule defined relationships with others. Beauvoir expresses these ideas by saying

that in consciousness itself there is a fundamental hostility toward every other

consciousness, "the subject can be posed only in being opposed—he sets himself up

as the essential, as opposed to the inessential, the object" (Beauvoir 1952:xx).

Thus, much like the scenario drawn earlier in this essay, Beauvoir sees the drama

of human existence focused on activities associated with discovering this fundamen-

tal aspect of consciousness and striving to design relationships between Self and

Other, given the potential antagonisms of duality. Beauvoir does not terminate her

analysis considering only the alterity of human beings, she is concerned primarily

with designing relationships of common understanding, liberty and mutual aid. But

consistent with earlier presentations in this essay of Tocqueville!s views, she

formulates her designs with a premise of self interest and differentiation of Self

from Other, not automatic virtue or a natural sense of unity. The subject or Self

can distinguish herself from the object or Other in designs of right understanding. ;

The "fundamental hostility" may be reduced by the artifices of design, but none of

this may be accomplished if we ignore the laterity or consciousness of self (self
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interest) each self feels, and expects unity to spring forth automatically.

Beauvoir offers designs to constructively resolve conflict, but importantly she

expects conflict to be a fundamental aspect of consciousness. In fact conflict

provides a necessary opportunity for growth, change and the learning necessary

for mutual endeavors.

Beauvoir does not find that individuals often resolve the opposition of

consciousness by defining relationships which foster liberty, growth and mutual aid.

In reasoning similar to Tocqueville's discussion of the demons threatening democracy

Beauvoir finds that relationships of mutual aid and reciprocity, or liberty and

authenticity, take constant participation and tending. These designs appear more

costly than a flight from liberty and inauthenticity in defining the human persona

and relationship (Beauvoir 1952:157-159). Beauvoir views the relationships of

sexism as those of a leviathan in which individuals flee liberty and behave inau-

thentically with one another. Beauvoir does not find that the drama, of creating

this leviathan includes a constructive role for women; in the early stages of de-

signing this leviathan women do not play the roles of designers at all. Beauvoir

finds that the drama of creating relationships is carried out first between one man

and another and secondly between men and nature. Woman plays a different role

in the war of each against all.

Beauvoir describes the state of nature situation between men. She says that

once the subject tries to assert himself, "the Other, who limits and denies him, is

none the less a necessity to him: he attains himself only through that reality

which he is not, which is something other than himself" (Beauvoir 1952:157) •

Beauvoir explains that this situation of confrontation, even creative, constructive

confrontation is why "life is never abundance and quietude; it is dearth and

activity, it is struggle" (Beauvoir 1952:157).

Beauvoir considers the possible media for encountering Other and so delimiting

Self and the possible designs for these encounters. Beauvoir suggests first the

encounter of man and nature for our analysis. As she describes it, man encounters

nature and in some manner can subdue this opposition. But nature does not fill



the need of self delimitation. Beauvoir explains: "Either rnaturel amears I: 
1: - * *  

simply as a purely impersonal opposition, she is an obstacle and remains a stranger; 

I or she submits passively to man's will and permits assimilation, so that he takes [ 

possession of her only through consuming her-that is, through destroying hert1 

(Beauvoir says the individual remains alone, undefined. She makes the important 

point that to create a relationship which permits the evolution and discovery of the 

self an other must be defined and that other must be in several relevant ways equal 

to the self. Beauvoir explains the limitations of using nature as other saying: 

!There can be no presence of an other unless the other is also present in and for 

himself: which is to say that true alterity-otherness-is that of a consciousness 

separate from mine and subs tantially identical with minet1 (~eauvoir 1952: 1 57-1 58) . - - 

What Beauvoir describes then as the type of relationship which defines 

self and extends self through possibilities of consciousness change or l e d n g  

are relationships of reciprocity among equals. But here Beauvoir uncovers the 

paradox of equality. Beauvoir writes ; I i * 

It is the existence of other men that tears each man. out of 
his immanence and enables him to fulfil the truth of his being, 
to complete himself through transcendence, through escape tow&d 
some objective, through enterprise. But this liberty not my own, 
while assuring mine, also conflicts with it: there is the 
tragedy of the unfortunate human consciousness; each separate 
conscious being aspires to set himself up alone as sovereign 
subject. Each tries to fulfill himself by reducing the other to 
slavery. But the slave, though he works and fears, senses himself 
somehow as the essential; and by a dialectical inversion, it 
is the master who seems to be the inessential (~eauvoir 1952:158). 

Beauvoir shows us what this essay has considered in many forms: with- 

out political order each individual tries to subdue all others; to establish 

political order the most quickly grasped design is a leviathan. Yet the 

relationships of a leviathan are more costly than they appear and invite revo- 

lution even if it is simply the dialectical inversion of which Beauvoir speaks. 

Such relationships are unendingly conflictual and destructively limiting to -. - 

the participants. 



Beauvoir proposes a means for  structuring ongoing reciprocal relation- 

ships among equals which are  analogous t o  the self governing democratih 

relationships of-mutual aid which-Tocqueville analyses as 

an alternative t o  both the Leviathan and the s ta te  of nature 
- 

Beauvoir writes: "It is possible t o  r i s e  above this conflict if each 

individual freely recognizies the other, each regarding himself and the other 

simultaneously a s  object and as  subject i n  a reciprocal mannerfr (Beauvoir 

1952: 1 58) . But Beauvoir points out the virtues of friendship and generosity 

which permit- th i s  recognition of f ree  beings a re  not easy and natural. 

Beauvoir believes they a r e  humanities highest achievements. To be achieved 

they must be designed and this means work. Beauvoir says that  the struggle 

for these achievements is Irunceasingly begun, unceasingly abolished, it 

requires man t o  outdo himself a t  every momementw (~eauvoir  1 952: 1 58) . 
Beauvoir believes that  individuals a t t a in  an authentically moral a t t i tude only 

when they renounce mere being, renounce possessiveness and assume thei r  

"position as  an existentYt1 i n  relationships of honesty, and reciprocity, 

(~euavoir  1952: 1 58) . Beauvoir underscores the dilemma of man unable t o  

Z u l f i l l  himself in solitude, yet i n  incessent danger i n  relations with h i s  

fellows; l i f e  beyond mere being i s  d i f f i cu l t  and success i s  never assured. 

In an analysis similar t o  Tocquevillef s view of the individual i n  the 

situation of social equality, Beauvoir explains that  the individual does not 

l ike di f f icul ty  and is afraid of danger. She says, nHe aspires i n  contra- 

dictory fashion both t o  l i f e  and t o  repose, t o  existence and to  merely 

being; he knows f u l l  well that  'trouble of s p i r i t f  is  the price of development, 

that his  distance from the object is  the price of his nearness t o  himself; 
/~, 

11 
lxlt he dreams of quiet i n  disquiet and of an opaque plenitude that  nevertheless I! 
would be endowed with consciousnessn (~eauvoir  1952:158). [ I  

i 
Beauvoir thus looks a t  t h i s  experience on an ontological level, depict- 1 '  I '  

1 
i 



the bother of participation in living. I f  th i s  i s  a fundamental condition 

of every being's persona, then the invention Woman i s  also a fundamental 

forget, however, the female who is t o  play Woman is  herself a conscious being 1 

position is that  women are  not simply powerless in th i s  situation. Rather, 

she contends that  women coalesce to  their  secondary caste status and are not 

powerless in that  status. She believes that a bond unites woman to  her 

oppressor which i s  not comparable t o  any other because "the division of the 

sexes is a biological fac t ,  not an event i n  human history1! (Beauvoir 1 952:lacii) . 

time Other, i s  that  both components are  necessary to  one another. Beauvoir 

believes that  one sex cannot do away with the other. These statements are  

saying that  anatomy is destiny. Beauvoir does assume that  some relationship 
I 
1; 

between male and female is necessar~.  but th i s  relationshio need not be one 1 

without reciprocity..  Nor does the couple which Beauvoir believes to  be an 
j I. 

W s p e n s i b l e  societal uni t  need to  be a sexual liason nor must any such i 
l 1  
11, 

relationship be monogamous or even se r ia l ly  monagmous. Beauvoirls main point 1 ~ 1 ( 
is that  men and women both have designed th i s  dualist ic  relationship in a j '  

avoidance of democratic relat-ionships found in other facets of social inter- 11' 



f action. Once such relationships are  established, the opportunities for  change 1 
are limited. 

Beauvoir considers several reasons why women do not remove themselves 

from thei r  situation. She points out that  almost nowhere is womanls legal  

1 status the same a s  manfs and even where her r ights  are legally recognized in 
, 
1 - - - - 

the abstract custom prevents their  f u l l  expression. Beauvoir also believes 

that for  woman to  decline t o  be the Other and refuse t o  be party t o  the deal 

would be torenounce theadvantaees c o n f e r r e d b t h e  s u ~ e r i o r  cast:"Man-the- r 
Y 1 L 

-sovereign w i l l  provide woman-the-liege with material protection and wil l  

undertake the moral justification of her existence; thus she can evade a t  

once economic r i sk  and the metaphysical r i sk  of a l ibe r ty  i n  which ends and 

aims must be. contrived without assistancet1 . (~eauvoi r  1 952:xrdv) . In such a 

relationship the person i n  the role  Woman is able nto forego l iber ty  and become 

a thingf1 and Beauvoir believes that  each person faces th i s  desire for  repose 

along with the ethical urge t o  affirm her subjective existence. Beauvoir 

concludes, IrWoman may f a i l  to  lay  claim t o  the status of subject because she 

lacks defini te  resources, because she feels  the necessary bond that  t i e s  her 

to man regardless of reciprocity, and because she is often very well pleased 
E 
I .  

with her role as the Othern (Beauvoir 1 952:xxi.v) . I 
I 

This'analysis is similar t o  Tocquevillels presentation of the insidiou 

paternalism of aristocracy, bolstered by the tendency to  refuse participation. 

Beauvoir presents the complexities of paternalism i n  a feudalistic design 

applied t o  the design of sex castes. An additional problem ar ises  for  the 

individual who s t r ives . fo r  transcendence and se l f  realization within the 

parameters of t h i s  design. If the community has decided that  the rules and 

roles are  such that  women are  economically and legally protected only in the 

company of a -,a woman who seeks responsibility fo r  affirming her subjective 
C * 

existence has few means fo r  such participation in the community. A man placed 



in such a design who is  not interested i n  providing material protection and 

moral: justification for  h is  Other suffers from his  own lack of resources and 

from her limited means. N o r i s a c o d t y  so designed indifferent to  such 

deviant duos. 

A complete analysis of such unhappy unions would not say superficially 

that those a t  the bottom of the hierarchy have no power. A very negative 

sort of power exists for  those who have no opportunity to  participate con- 

structively. The power t o  subvert is  negative t o  the person employing 

it because it avoids !'authentic1' participation and cannot create, but only 

can destroy. This power i s  also detrimental t o  the other participants in  the 

hierarchy and thus t o  the t o t a l i t y  of the hierarchical organization. For 

while the person a t  the bottom of the hierarchy may Itforego l iber ty  to  became 

a thing," those above who participate i n  t h i s  relationship,short circuiting 

the human personality,have foregone l iber ty  and responsibility and become 

things themselves. 

More complex, undesirable consequences of these designs of sex castes 

can be observed in the emotional binds of such inst i tut ional  arrangements. 

As Tocqueville has demcnstrated i n  h i s  analysis of similar relationships, 

much energy i s  put into lteducatingn the underling that  she i s  better off 

with all the "advantagesn of the lower, but "less demandingn role  i n  the 

hierarchy. A s  Tocqueville i l lus t ra tes ,  however, the sovereign grants to  the 

liege what is in the sovereignls in teres t  to  grant. One can predict from 

Tocqueville what happens t o  the uppity liege; one can predict from Tocqueville 

what the liege must be l i ke  for  the interests  of both liege and sovereign 

t o  coincide. The education that  th i s  i s  the best position for  the l iege i s  

insidious. Even the emerience of data which contradict common knowledge 

that the sovereign provides material and physical protection and moral 

. justification for  the l iege cannot convince many that  t h i s  i s  real ly  common 

myth. Although selective perception is a workable defense against idonast ion 



which demands a change i n  those who find no means fo r  change, when the per- 

ceptual screens break down under the weight of experience, minimally one 

feels ambivalence about one's relationships and the others who have helped 

women presentedlg9amoi.r. Beauvoir talks of t h i s  coalescence as  an easy option 

to escape the more d i f f ' i cd t  task of participating i n  living. Tocqueville 

man and the master take in participation i n  t h i s  relationship are  also ! 
1 
t 

similax. Moreover, economy of design andefficiency are  often stated as  the 
1 .  

I 
underlying reasons for  t h i s  arrangement: she does best what i s  i n  her domain, 1 

I 
I 
1 

he, what is ascribed t o  his. Tocqueville says similarly, "It is achowledged I 
I3 
1: 

that when a workman is engaged every day upon the same detai ls ,  the whole I 
I 

commodity i s  produced with greater ease, speed, and economy. " (~ocquevil le  
I 

I 
I 

1 
1945 2: 168; Oeuvres ~omol&tes (M) 1 (2) : 164, (B) 3 : 257) A s  Tocqueville shows I 

for the aristocracy of manufacturers and as Beauvoir shows i n  the case of 
1 
I, 

sex castes. "economvN i s  a bv-aroduct. not a cause of t h i s  choice of ins t i -  I 

cases, as  well, especially if the overall goal of the inst i tut ional  arrange- 

applying his  m i n d  to the direction of the work. He every day 1 
becomes more adroit  and less  industrious; so that  it may be said j~ 

of him that  i n  ~ r o ~ o r t i o n  a s  the workman impmves, the man is  de- 

labor is more extensively amlied,  the workman becomes more weak, 





', 
258 

I 

I 
i 5 

I 

i 
seems a reasonable conjecture that  th i s  more fundamental hierarchy i s  i n  very / 

design i n  other spheres of social activity. 

Importantly Beauvoirfs and Tocquevillefs analyses s t a r t  from very 

similar observations that  each person is faced continually with choices about 1 
i 

whether t o  participate i n  her relationships in an authentic way or not. There 1 
I 
i is, moreover, a tendency for  each person to  choose what appears the l eas t  I 
I 

costly of the alternatives. It is not then that  an individual wishes deceitful I 

I 
I 

relationships, that  workers wish to  know l i t t l e  but the best way to  make pin 1 
I 
I 

heads, that  women wish t o  be reproduction factories. It i s  not then that  1 
masters and men wish workerfs minds dulled, t o  take short-cuts which cut out 1. 

i: 
i 

the brains and hearts of a l l  t o  whom they re la te  and undercut thei r  own selves [ .  

I 
by inauthenticity, as  well. From Beauvoirls and Tocquevillels analyses, I I 

1 these choices are  made because they seem l ea s t  costly. Once the tendency to  1 :  
erect such relationships finds f e r t i l e  soi l ,  the gestation period of tyranny 1 

i 
and deceit i s  not long. Like Tocqueville, Beauvoir directs  us to  the design 1 
of relationships if we want t o  know how the tgranny originates. I n  speaking 

of why more women do not unite t o  ac t  i n  redesigning thei r  relationships with 

men Beauvoir writes: ''Let us not be misled by the sophism that  because Epimenides 

was a Creten he was necessarily a liar, it is  not a mysterious essence that  
1 

1 

that inclines them more or l e s s  toward the search for  truth. If (Beauvoir 
1 

I 
I' 
I 

1952:--xxxii) . Neither Tocquevflle nor ~eauvoi r  would f M it strange that  1 .. 

masters and men do not ac t  authentically i n  a search fo r  truth which would. 
11. 

demand the abdication of their  superior position in the hierarchy. Again, 1~ 
both writers would see th i s  inauthentic behavior, what Rich ca l l s  llwilled . . ,-moral 

1 
I '  
! 

stupidity," as  a function of the relationships which have been designed. j 

(Rich 1976:50). Nor is Beauvoir suprised that  women who believe themselves 
I 
I/ 

It 
11 



participants in the community have no interest in the situation of those 
* 

who do not. '~Mktny of todayhswomen, fortunate in the restoration of all the 

privileges pertaining to the estate of the human being, can afford the luxury 

of impartiality-we even recognize its necessity"(~eauvoir 1952:xxxii). Both 

Tocqueville and Beauvoir direct us to look to the instbtional arrangements 

which effect the attitudes and behaviors of the people who are retained within 

The primary criterion for Beauvoir as for Tocqueville is liberty. 

If we survey some of the works on woman, we note that one of 
the points of view most frequently adopted is that of the public 
good, the general interest; and one always means by this the 
benefit of society as one wishes it to be maintained or established. 
For our part we hold that the only public good is that which 
assures the private good of the citizens; we shall pass judgement 
on institutions according to their effectiveness in giving concrete 
opportunities to individuals. But we do not confuse the idea of 
private interest with that of happiness, although that is another 
common point of view. Are not women of the harem more happy than 
women voters? Is not the housekeeper happier than the workingwoman? 
It is not too clear just what the wortt ha~rrg: means and still less 
& a t  true values it may mask. There is no possibility of 
measuring the happiness of others, and it is always easy to 
describe as happy the situation in wfiich one wishes to place them. . . . This means that I am interested in the fortunes of the 
individual as defined not in terms of happiness but in terms of 
liberty. ( Beauvoir 1 952 :msii-mv) . 'I. I ,  

In summary, Beauvoir notes in a similar manner to Tocqueville that 

the articulation to oneself of the meaning of experience is necessary for I 
! 

'i 
I 
I 

constructing all relationships between oneself and others. So often this 

truth seeking activity is cut short by designing one's personal Leviathan, an 

authoritarian way of seeing others and, therefore, oneself. Beauvoir shows I 
i ' 

this to be the basis of the inauthentic relationshps of sexism. If we add 1, 
1 

I! 
these insights to TocqueviUefs analysis, it seems clear that dealing in j 1~ 

deceit at so fundamental a level of relationship designs will bode ill for J 

designs in other spheres of social interaction. Feminists are interested in 





relationships of dominance and subordinance are the norm in the organizational 

structure of sexism (Millett 1970:45). Millett does not make an analogy of 

these relationships and roles with bureaucracy, but rather with feudalism and 

aristocracy. She explains that a largely unexamined, often unacknowledged 

distribution of decision making power in our socid order is Ifthe birthright 

priority whereby males rule femalesll (Millett 1970:45) . This birthright is 
institutionalized in the design of relationships at all levels of political 

order and is legitimized by various ideologies of colonizing groups in "back- 

wardt1 countries. She writes that an ?linterior coloni~ation~~ is achieved in ! 
E 
l 

women with beliefs of self worthlessness, of the worthlessness of their I 

ideals, culture, and activities being taught by colonists. Millett believes 1. 
I 

that the ideology of male supremecy is sturdier than any form of segregation, I' 
more rigorous than class stratifications, more uniform and enduring (Millett 

1970:45). She writes, tlhowever, muted its present appearance may be, sexual i; I 
C 
c .  
r '  

dominion obtains nevertheless as perhaps the most pervasive ideology of our i 
8 
I 

culture and provides its most fundamental concept of powert1 (Millett 1970:45). 1 
Millettls analysis is of power relations existing within a particular 

organizational structure, that of hierarchy, or more specifically, patriarchy, i: 1 - 

in this case. Not unlike Weber, she criticizes the hierarchical organizations 

form from within it and, though she is no supporter of centralization in 

organizational st~cture, she speaks with a tone assenting to a feared 1 
I 

inevitability of this form. She is not ignorant of other forms, merely I 

i 
cynical. &he writes: "By way of parenthesis one might add that although an 1.. 

( 1  

ideal politics might simply be conceived of as the arrangement of human life 
I 
I 

I I 

on agreeable and rational principles from whence the entire notion of power I( 
over others should be bnished, one must confess that this is not what - 
constitutes the nolitical as we know it and it is to this that we must address 

j 
I 
i ,  

- - -- - - - -- - - - - - & -- - 

ourselves (Millett 1970 :43-44) . 



Thus Millett  begins her critique i n  the center of Hobbest Commonwealth 

of sovereign and subject and i n  the center of Weberts bureaucracy of dominance 1 
and subordinance. She mounts her critique of sex delineated organizational It I 

i 
I 

roles i n  the sex s t ra t i f i ed  organization of societies with l i t t l e  expectation I 

'1, - 

of change from centra1iz;ation and hierarchy. Her negative de 

politics does not harm her critique of the effects of central 

f i n  

.iza 

- 

I t i on  of 

t ion and 

hierarchical structures on personal human relationships. It does however 

prevent her from suggesting the structural changes necessary to  a l t e r  the 

nature of these relationships. Although th i s  i s  perhaps the weakest facet 

of her analysis, it was not her intent t o  analyze structural changes, but 

to analyze the effects of monocentric organizational structures on particular 

non-governmental, pol i t ica l  relationships, namely, the relations of women 

and men. 

Beauvoir, i n  summars, analyses the relationship between men and women 

as a design which helps individuals avoid the responsibility and hard work 

of honesty, reciprocity and l iberty.  She puts the fa i lure  to  design relation- / 

ships of reciprocity i n  the context of more general problems the moti 

each person feels  t o  be established as  the sole sovereign with, a s  a corollary, I 

a l l  others as  lfeges. Beauvoir presents the tragedy which occurs when each 

1, 
can t r y  t o  subdue a l l  others in much the same way as  the problems of compe- 

1 

Zition and alienation presented by Tocqueville i n  the situation of equality. I 
I 

Beauvoir suggests, however, that  in addition t o  whatever design for  pol i t ica l  1 
order men might make with other men, the relationships they devise with /I.. 

1 / .  

women allow them to avoid the work of authenticity. Beauvoir believes as  1; 
/I.. 

well that  men are very l ikely  to  design inauthentic relationships with other 1 ~ 
men. A s  with Tocqueville, individuals appear rather short sighted to  

Beauvoirs i n  thei r  view of: the costs and resul ts  of various inst i tut ional  
I 

designs. A conclusion then to  be drawn from Beauvoir i s .  that  democratic I '  



relationships may be designed between men to mitigate the potential tyranny 

and establish a sovereign order out of the morass of would-be sovereigns and 

yet the theory which establishes this order may not be applied to women. 

The relationships of men and women can be left in the guerilla warfare of 

the state of nature even if men design order and relationships with other 

men. Tocqueville~s writings provide the proof of this statement. Theories 

can be written which support the multiplicity of roles and mobility of roles 

for individuals in a society; the multiplicity of forums for resolving 

differences; and an institutional design to assuage the oppression of 

deviants by majority opinion and rigidity, dogma, oppression, yet inauthbti- 
I 

city and dishonesty will reign with tyrannical role divisions for the genders. 

Millett compares the structure of sex roles with hierarchy, feudalism 

and co1onializ;ation. She analyzes gender differentiated roles as ones in 

which capabilities of decision making are generally monocentric, although 

capabilities to subvert or sabotage may be found at the base of the hierarchy; 

she analyzes these roles as one which are established by birthright and as those 

in which the customs, ideology and goals of one group are embossed on the minds 

of another. The relationshias which Millett analyses are those in which the 

only conception of power is power over others. In truth such a design is not 

so far from the conception of power exhibited in the situation where each seeks 
I 

to be the sovereign over all others. Within the context of ordered relationships 

is a state of war based on such a conception of power. This state of war may 

at times appear stable but from moment to moment to leviathan of the sex 

role hierarchy is threatened by revolution, sabotage, meanness and psychosis. 

The feminist writers brlillett, Rich and Hite explain how this conception of 

power in basic human relationships undermines the potential for designing 





men have an ancient l ink t o  a specific kind of power. "It would seem there- 
. 

fore," Rich concludes, llthat from very ancient times the identity, the 

rc/ r 

very personality of the man depends on power, and on power i n  a certain 

sense: that  of power over others, beginning with a woman and her children. 

(Rich 1 976: 48) . Rich then uses the inst i tut ional  designs made for  the 

specific goal of distributing property a t  death to  show a l ink in thought 

about power a t  one level of relationships to other types of relationships. 

Rich continues, analysing what th i s  inst i tut ional  arrangement of patriarchs 

u u 

obtaining Wwer over the woman as  mother, t h i s  power has become diffused 

of  civilizingn (Rich 1976:49) . A t  the same time that  such a people are  so 

to  take a shortcut through the complexity of the human personality. "He 

of silencet1 (Rich 1 976: 49) . In  the design of power over relationships the 

idea of obtaining common understanding i s  not considered important. 

power over others does t o  the personalities of both participants in the 

power game. She, too, makes an analogy to  colonization i n  her discussion 

of the means of designing sex roles. Rich believes that  t h i s  idea of 

through our society as the first s e d  en~lavernent~~ (Rich 1 976: 49) . She i 
explains that  a paradoxical view is taken of those which the powerfltl conquer, I 

tlFach colonized people is defined by i ts  conquerer as weak, feminine, in- 

capable of self-government, ignorant, uncultu~ed, effete, i rrat ional ,  i n  need I 

viewed they "may also be savored a s  mystical, physical, i n  deep contact 

w i t h  the earth-all at tr ibutes of the primordial Mothertf ( ~ i c h  1976:49). 

She continues with her analogy of col6nializstion and explains that because 

the conquered are seen th i s  way does not mean that  they are  seen accurately. 

For, Rich says, the ac t  of holding power over others permits the powerful 

does not have t o  enter intui t ively into the souls of the powerless, or t o  

hear what they are saying i n  thei r  many languages, including the language 





taints  the options of the gander. Individuals who take part i n  relationships 

where self in teres t  is misunderstood l i m i t  their  potential achievements 

through mutual aid. The achievement which is foregone may be the lemning 

potential of an authentic relationship. 

Rich, l i ke  Millett,connects the concept of power to  ar t i fac tual  concep- 

tions of human sexuality. She looks specifically a t  the idea of romantic 

love or passion which she ca l l s  sexual love. She shows that  i n  both Eastern 

and Western cultures sexual love i s  conceived as having power over another 

of fa l l ing  under someone elses power. She gives examples of Arabic tradit ion 

which holds that  fa l l ing i n  love is fa l l ing under the spell  of witchcraft 

and of the Occidental lover who is "bewitched" or "fascinated,o that  is, 

bound and powerless. With such a relationship design, responsibility toward 

another or genuine knowledge of another person i s  unimportant and impossible. 

Rich concludes, "The language of patriarchal power insists on a dichotomy: 

for  one person t 0 have power, others-or another-must be powerlessw (Rich 

A l l  of these short-cuts amount to  an illusionary economy which thwarts 

the authentic selves of a l l  who play such roles. Bg comparing the myth of 

romantic love ( th i s  myth has been observed, described and sustained i n  

various cultures by those such a s  Plutarch, Shakespeare, Kipling, Cole 

Porter, Elvis Presley, Smokey Mountain Ballads and Madison   venue) to  

the colonization and rldevelopmentll of one people by another, Rich is not 

saying men and women cannot love, merely that  they often do not because of 

the relationships they design and the inst i tut ions which help preserve these 

relationships. Moreover, neither Millett  nor Rich should be viewed a s  saying 

that  coitus i s  ineviatahlybad; they disclose the values, symbolism and 

meaning which social inst i tut ions give biology and the manner i n  which the 



meanings currently given to  coitus imbue other social interactions. 1 - - - 

Shere Hite approaches t h i s  matter of sexual poli t ics  in h<e rworks 

as well. In Hite's study of female sexuality where responses from 1844 

women axe analyaed, she records finding a phenomenon she ca l l s  "sexual 

slaverymtf Hite finds in her interviews with women that  "the role  of women 

i n  sex, as  in every other aspect of l i f e  has been to  serve the needs of 

others-men and childrenR (Hite 1 976: 41 9) . She believes that  people are  not 

generally cognizant of th i s  situation although her respondents appear t o  

have become self  conscious i n  formulating thei r  views on relationships. 

Hite shows thak the model of sex and physical relations i s  culturally, not 

biologically defined and could therefore be redefined. Hite s ta tes  on the 

basis of her findings that  "women are  sexual slaves i n  so f a r  as  they are  

( just if iably) afraid to  'come out with thei r  own sexuality, and forced to  

satisfy others' needs and ignore the i r  own. " (Hite 1976:419). She has 

respondents who write of sex as  a pol i t ica l  ac t  with women i n  the role of 

an wunquestioning and unsuspecting lackeylI ( ~ i t e  1 976 : 420) . Hite finds 

"that almost everything i n  our society pushes women toward defining their  

sexuality only a s  intercourse with men, and not defining themselves as  full 

persons i n  sex with menu (Hite 1976: 420) . Hite ' s conclusion i s  that  a t t i -  

tudes of women about thei r  sexuality and lack of sexual satisfaction in 

womenace another indication of the oppression of women .(Hite 1 976 : 420) . 2 

In relationships defined only as  power over others it is  hard to  ! I 

imagine results  other than more or less  of those Aite finds. Although i$ 11.. 

i s  not prudent to  assume that  anyone i s  getting what he or she wants or needs 
I 

I 

41,. 

i n  such relationships, Rich and Tocqueville supply theoretical reasoning I1 
Cl 

for  why the master attempts to  maintain his  position. One may wonder why 

2. Hiters sample from which these conclusions are drawn is  not random. Therefore [: 
Hite can say nothing about the s t a t i s t i c a l  significance of her conslusions as they 1' 
are related t o  the population of females i n  the United States. Yet-her findings 
show that  a large number of women fee l  what feminist theory predicts they might 
fee l  about thei r  relationships i n  a sexist  organizational structure. Hitels  -- a .  . .. . 

I I 



the lackey remains in the relationship, however, especially the self conscious 
* 

lackey. The women responding to this question about body politics gave three types 

of reasons for existing in such a relationship: habit, love and economics. Habit 

consisted of the belief that, 'Ijust as women are used to serving men their coffee, 

so are they used to serving them their orgasmsm (~ite 1976:434). "LoveH was of the 

irresponsible, Ninauthenticw type about which Rich and Beauvoir write; women 

feared having orgasms because they believed it might threaten their male partners 

and cause them to desert them. Ekidence is supplied by Hite, Kinsey, Masters and 

Johnson and most daily newspapers which show these fears are neither fanciful 

nor trivial. The reasoning classified under 'leconomics'l are typified by the 

following examples: 

. . . In my relationship I am forced to give sex because of the 
marriage vows. husband has on occasion threatened to withhold 
money or favors-that, is, permission of some sort or another- 
if I do not have sex with him. So I fake it. What the hell. When 
the kids are older-I might just lay my cards on the table. 
(~ite 1976 :437) . 
For me, I'm glad to have lived long enough to see the light out 
of the tunnel-the hope that women some day will get an equal 
shake. Can you imagine what a brainwashed era it was forty years 
ago? You had to consider yourself lucky i-f you had a husband, most 
of the time you were sure something was wrong with you, and you 
just spent your life catering to men and your children and you 
touched your forehead to the floor that he didn't beat you-that 
he provided for you, and all you were was an unpaid domestic. 
Death freed me, and I discovered a career and a life for a woman. 
Some of my peers died without ever knowing that there was hope for 
the f emale-died ignorant of the whole thing (~ite 1976 : 438-439) . 

Hitegs analysis clarifies the connection between larger scale institutional 

relationships and personal relationships. Hite writes, "Anyone who is 

economically and legally dependent on another person, as women traditionally 

have been, and in the majority of cases still are,.is put in a very vulnerable 

and precarious position when that person expects or demands sex or 

affection" (Hite 1976: 439) . She points out that an individual may want to 
please another but that she does not feel free not to please changes the 

nature of the relationship. From her data Hite shows: "that she puts his 

distortion in the dialogue necessary to consensus building would seem to be sig- 
cant information to the student of democratic theory. 

- , .  , - 
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satisfaction before her own and keeps secret her own knowledge of her body, 

reveals the presence of an element of fear and intimidationv (Hite 1976:439) . 1 
Hite concludes,  economic dependency-even if you love someone, i s  a very I 
subtle and corrosive f orceN (Hite 1 976: 439) . i 

Aristophanes did depict a use of sexual poli t ics  bg women toward a more I 
I 

positive end i n  Lssistrata. In h i s  play the women.of Athens and Sparta band 

together t o  gain an end to  war through the denial of sexual intercourse t o  i 
I 

their  soldier and statesmen husbands. On stage the ploy works, but t h i s  

is only a play. When the Sabine women t r y  a similar poli t ical  use of sex 

they are  foiled and thei r  rape and abduction i s , i n  legend,the cause of the i 
I 

founding of Rome. Ovid se t s  the flippant tone for  at t i tudes toward rape I 

in war when he says of their  rape and abduction, "For such pay, I would 

willingly serve myself beneath your bannersn (Ovid, 1 930 : 101 ) .3 More 

3. In Metamor~hosis h i d  describes the story of Romels founding. "Next 
to  Rorm;ilus t o  People Rome contrives; The joyous time of PalaslFeast arrives; 
He gives -the word- t o  seize the Sabine wives. The Siren enrag Id take arms 

1 

I 
8 

by Tatius led, Bold t o  revenge thei r  violated Bed,A fo r t  there was, not 1 

yet unknown to  Fame, Callla the Tarpeion, i t s  Cnmmanderrs name. This by 
the fa l se  Tarpeia was betrayed But Death w i l l  recompensfd the trechlrous i 
Maid. " (Ovid 1976:489). The story goes that  Romulus, e t  .ale were interested f 

/ .  
in marrying the Sabine daughters. Their fathers, heads of an early Semitic i m o u ~  living in  Rome, refused. Rowrlus rounded the women UR i n  a local i 
Y - V - 
theater and he and his  troops abducted them. The Sabine fathers and brothers 
were slaurzhtered i n  the i r  rescue attempt (leaend has it they were betrayed 1 
by Tarpeia who f e l l  i n  love with the Roman commander Tarpeion) and Romulus i % 

became the ruler: of Rome. 
Saint Augustine also comments on the story explaining that  the Sabine 

fathers were wrong to  refuse t o  l e t  Romulus marry thei r  daughters; and 
that Romulus should have waged war and won the women f a i r  and square. To 
just s t ea l  them and then make war was a d i r t y  t r i ck  (Saint Augustine 1950 
2(17):55-56; 1877 2(17):72-73). The women as Mividua l s  are  not a consider- 
ation i n  any of these ways of thinking. 

b i d  uses the s tom i n  his  writinrzs on "lover1 to  express the use of 
just and loving rewardiin war: "It &s you, Romulus, who f i r s t  mingled the 
cares of love with public games, that  far-off day when the rape of the 
Serbine women gave wives to  your warriors who had waited for  them so long. . . . A s  soon a s  he had sa t  him down, each Roman looked about, marking the 
w o m  he most desired, giving f ree  play t o  the thoughts that  surged within 
him . . . . R o d u s  signed to  his  men to  seize upon his  prey. In a t r i ce ,  
with shouts that  made thei r  object clear, they la id  thei r  eager hands upon 
the cowering women. Even as  the weak and timid doves f l ee  before and 
eagle, even as  a young lamb quails a t  the sight of a wolf, so shudderea the 



1 
I 

i 

telling is his mockery of the attempt of women to engage as equals with men in h 
'1 

I 
sexual politics. It was obvious to Ovid that in a patriarchal setting they did 

not have a chance. As Beauvoir states the power position of women under such 

structure designs: 

In truth woman has not been socially emancipated through man's need- 
sexual desire and the desire for ogfspring-which makes the male 
dependent for satisfaction upon the female. 

Master and slave, also are united by a reciprocal need, in this case 
economic, which does not liberate the slave (Beauvoir 1952:xxiii). 

Hite and Beauvoir connect the larger environment of a person's relation- 

ships to what is possible or probable for them in the way of relationships on 

a personal level. The point is that the undemocratic tenor of personal relation- 
I. 
F 

ships (especially sex) as unhealthy politics make any other larger relationships i 
I 

much less likely to be democratic either. i 
i 
t i  

Beauvoirts point is two-fold. First, in order to bargain with another, an 

individual must possess something to trade. Moreover each must be autonomous ia I 1: 
f 

their decision making capabilities. Each individual must be able to act without 1 

being coerced. Secondly, to create a bargain of mutual satisfaction the parties 

must have more choices than a veto, which is detrimental to both individuals. 

If an act of sabotage which injures the relationship from which both individuals 

derive some benefit is the only means by which one party derives any leverage 1 .  

1 
in decision making, the relationship design is not a particularly viable one. 1 I I 

I 
Often the benefit derived from such a relationship is not 'equal to all parties. I I 

Yet, if each perceives herself to be better off within such a relationship 
/. 

than without it, the sabotage is detrimental to both. If such a revolt is I 
I 
1 
I 

Sabine women when they beheld these fierce warriors making towards them. 1 1  
( 1  

Eberyone turned pale, terror spread throughout the throng, but it showed itself 
in different ways. Some tore their hair; some swooned away; aome wept in 1 
silence; some called vainly for their mothers; some sobbed aloud; others seemed El 

stupefied with fear; some stood transfixed; others tried to flee. Neverthe- 1 
less, the Romans carry off the women, sweet booty for their beds, and to many 1 

i '  
of them, terror binds on'added charm. . . . 0, RO~U~US, you are the only one 1 ,  
who has ever known how to reward his soldiers: for such pay, I would willingly 1 
serve myself beneath your banners (0vid 1930:IOO-101) . 1 



the only option to leverage decision making capabilities, this represents very 

little power at all. Such revolt is not a revolution in that it' does not represent 

a structural change in the relationship toward more positive means of bargaining 

for mutual benefit. Dependencies may occur in a structural environment SIX& 

as the one Beauvoir analyses in the master and slave relationship which do not 

lead individuals to the discovery of actions which aid each. Yet, unless a 

different, revolutionary structure can be defined, many would perceive themselves 

better off in a leviathan than in a state of futile war. Still, the coercive 

structural. design is so untenable to very m y  individuals that ski--shes are 

likely until individuals have decision making choices which reflect more options 

than those of the slave. The leviathan will come under attack with greater 

or lesser design insight until a revolution in relationship structure is designed. 

Feminist writers then have analyzed relationships between males and f e d e s  

and have found them to be similar in structure to hierarchy, feudalism , aristocracy 
and colonialism. Feminists show not only that there are similarities to these or- 

ganizational structures as political forms, but as econaic systems, as well. In 

general, feminists have shown that these relationships have a common thread of 

conceptualizing power as power over rather than power with others or as containing 

the potential for mutual. aid. Feminist writers discuss the idea of sexual politics 

as currently taking a single structural mode of power over others in intimate re- 

lationships w i t h  this mode being generalized to pther relationships. In turn 

"sexual politicsI1 has been used to connote a means of gaining power over others 'i 1 through the manipulation of sexuality and sexual relationships and attendant emotior . 

al responses. Guilt, intimidation and other aspects of "interior colonizationH 

through the medium of sexuality are among the means used to obtain and maintain I, 
11 

power over others in other spheres of relationship designs. Thus issues of rape, 1 
sexual harassment, anti-abortion and anti-contraception ideologies, prostitution 

and "illegitimateIr children are issues of a political nature rather than simply 

issues of sexuality, following the reasoning of feminists. These issues are 
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I 
I 

reduced to reflections of a particular political ordering insofar as they are 1 1 
I 

concerned with the establishment of rules pertaining to the distribution of decis- 1 I I 

Il ion making authority or power. Rape for example, can be viewed as a manifestation 1 
ii 

of a real war or battle of the sexes. The similarities between rape and the . 

purposes and methods of guerilla warfare are striking. In the following sections ' 

of this chapter the issues of rape, prostitution and abortion will be used to fur- 

ther delineate feminist thought on the organization of sexual politics. 
I 
I 

In one of the most forceful analyses of the relationship between sex and 1 
1 
I 

power, Susan Brownmiller looks at the ultimate union of sex, power and politics: I 
rape. Brownmiller finds in her examination that without doubt rape is not a crime 1'  

I 
of lust but of violence and power, a political act perpetrated against women. 

Brownmiller records several functions of rape including rape: as acquisition 0% i 

property, as an act of manhood, as an adventure, as a conquest over women, as a con- 

quest over the Old Religion, as discipline,as an expression of economic advantage, I 
as entertainment, as genocide, as heyoism, as a humiliation technique, as a tach- 1 

I nique of intimidation and threat, as a demonstration of power, as "recreationff, as I 

I .  revenge against another man, as a reward, as seduction, as sexual initiation (for , 
i 
I 
I 

the male initiate), as a terror tactic, as "theftn of virginity, as "tresspassfl on I, 
1 

another man's property, as a triumph over matriarchy and, in general, today as I 

I 

I 
1 3  

a mechanism of social control (Brownmiller 1975) . 1 
I 

One need look only to one of the most popular books of world literature to 1 
I 

find examples of all Brownmiller's classifications. Following are examples from I .. 
I 
1 ,  

the Old Testament. In the following story of a political expaoit of Moses, rape is i l  
1 .  

used as a reward to the soldiers, as one of the properties taken in the conquest 
1 i  

of other men. ;' 
i 
I 
I 

The Lord spoke to Moses and said,'Pauare to exact vengence for Israel on C 
Midianites and then you will be gathered to your father's kin. ' Then Moses I ' ,  

spoke to the people in these words: 'Let some men among you be drafted for , 

active service . . . They took all the spoil and plunders, both man 
j 1 and beast and brought them-captives, plunder, and spoil-to Moses and I i 

Eleazar I 



the priest.  . . . Moses and Eleaziar the pr ies t  and a l l  the 
leaders of the community went to  meet them-outside the camp. 

. Moses spoke angrily t o  the officers of the army, . . . : 'Have 
you spared a l l  the women?' he said. 'Remember, it was they who . . . se t  about seducing the Israel i tes  into dislovalts  to  the 

Y 

Lord that  day a t  Peor, so that  the plague struck the &muunity of 
the Lord. Now k i l l  every male dependant, and k i l l  every woman 
who has had intercourse with a man, but spare for   ourselves every 
woman among them who has not had intercourse. . . .  . . . These were the moi ls ,  over and above the plunder taken bs 
fighting men: six hun&ed and seventy-five thousand sheep, 

- 
I seventy-two thousand cat t le ,  sixty-one thousand asses; and d B 

of persons, thirty-two thousand g i r l s  who had had no intercourse 
with a man. (Numbers 3 1 : 1 -35, emphasis mine) . 

It is noteworthy that  only women who are  virgins are useful i n  t h i s  context 

and can be spared and put t o  use. It i s  also noteworthy that  women are  

blamed for  the bat t le ' s  necessity. That women areimately seductive, not 

that men are innately morally weak (an equally inane response) is not an 

unusual as sumption. 

Uncovering the picture of events of the Peor a f fa i r  we find the debauchery, 

including the abuse of Midian women a t  Moab by I s rae l i  men (which is excused 1 
I 

as seduction of the men bg the women) i s  what generates the problem for  which I 
i; 
j 

so many die. Moses explains that  god and he f ee l  mocked by the flPeoplell (i.e. ii 
I 

/ . 
the men) of Is rael  having l l i l l i c i t v  relationships with the Midianite women. 1 

1 
i 

 umbers 23:25) . When relations are i l l i c f t  the assumption i s  that  the women 1 
i. 

are seductive. That most Midianites were interested neither i n  Moses [ 
P il' 

nor Monotheism is not considered worth mentioning i f  such assumptions are 1 1 
widely accepted. /I 

/I 

What the laws delivered t o  Moses by h i s  god had to  say about abducting 1 
I s 

and raping women, par t  of the property won i n  war, seensclear enough. The /I~ 
abduction of women i s  god's w i l l  i n  the pol i t ica l  order of the Old Testament. 

When you advance on a c i t y  to  attack it, make an offer of peace. 
I 

11 
I f  the c i t y  accepts the offer and opens i ts  gates to you, then 

1 all the people in it shal l  be put t o  forced labour and shal l  I I 

I 



battle,  you shal l  beseige it, and the Lord your God will deliver 
it into your hands. You shall  put a l l  the males to  the sword, but 
you may take the women, the dependents and the ca t t l e  for  your- 
selves, and plunder everything else i n  the ci ty.  You may enjoy ~ 
the use of the spoil of your enemies whic the Lord your God 
gives you . (~euteronomy 20 : 1 0-1 4) . % 

I 
The story of the concubine,as one might rename the story of the Levite from 1 

I 
Ephram,makes clear the idea of rape a s  an offense against a man's property I 

I 

her father s house i n  Bethlehem. Her 'thusband'' s e t  out a f te r  her t o  bring 

her back. The woman's father l e t  him have her. They started out l a t e  from 

her father 's  house a f t e r  four days of an entertaining v i s i t .  (~udges 19:l-12). 

He had reached a point opposite Jebus, that  i s  Jerusalem, with his  
two laden asses and his  concubine, and when they were close t o  
Jebus, the weather grew mild and stormy, and the young man [the I 

1 

Jebusite town and spend the night there.! But h is  master said 
to  him, 'NO, not into a strange town where the people are not 
Is rael i t ies .  . .  he hey were then near Gibeah which belongs t o  
Benjamin. They turned i n  to  spend the night there. . . but 
nnhndrr +nnb + h a m  in+n h i e  hnmc?n f'nr +ha m i & +  

Meanwhile an old man was coming home. . . The old man said, 'You i 
a re  welcome, I w i l l  supply a l l  your wants. . . So he took him in- I I 

! 
side. . . they washed thei r  feet ,  and a t e  and drank. While they 
were enjoying themselves, some of the worst scoundrels i n  the 
.town surrounded the house, hurling themselves against the door and I 
shouting .to the old man who owned the house, 'Bring out the man 1 

i .. 
who has gone into your house, that  we may abuse him.' The owner I 

4. The belief that  rape i s  appropriate i n  war i s  well expressed by contem- I 
I 

porary thought and action. For example, the New York Times carried the story 11 
of the rape and murder of 200,000 Bengali women by West Pakistani soldiers (ao re-- 11 

i n  Ebngladesh1' (New York Times June 29, 1974) . Peter Weiss summarizes th i s  1 

att i tude w e l l  i n  h is  play Marat/~ade: "Denn was &re schon diese Revolution i 



of the house went outside to  them and said, 'No my friends, 
do nothing so wicked. This man is my guest; do not commit 
t h i s  outrage. Here i s  my daughter, a virgin; l e t  me bring her 
out t o  you. Rape her and do to  her what you please; but you shal l  
not commit such an outrage against th i s  man.' But the men refused 
to  l i s t en  t o  him, so the Levite took hold of h is  concubine and 
thrust  her outside for  them. They assaulted her and abused her 
all night till morning, and when dawn broke they l e t  her go. 
The g i r l  came a t  daybreak and f e l l  down a t  the entrance of the 
man's house where her master was, and lay there u n t i l  it was 
l igh t .  Her master rose in the morning and opened the door of the 
house to  s e t  out on his  journey, and there was his  concubine 1 
lying a t  the door with her hands on the threshold. He said t o  1 
her, - 'Get up and l e t  us be off; ' but there was no answer. So 
he l i f t e d  her on to  his  ass and se t  off for  home. When he arrived 
there, he picked up a knife, and took hold of his  concubine and 1 
cut her up limb limb into twelve pieces; and he sent them 
through the length and breadth of Israel.  He told the men he 
Bent with them to  say t o  every Israel i te ,  'Has the l ike  of t h i s  
happened or been seen from the time the ~ s r a e l i t e s  came up from 
E g ~ r p t  till Eoday? Consider th i s  among yourselves and speak your 
minr3.t So everyone who saw them said, 'No such a thing has never 
happened or been seen before. (Judges 1 9 : 22-30) . 

Many are the morals which th i s  story i s  said to  teach. Grist is pro- 

f vided for  speculation, "If only she hacl not run away i n  the f i r s t  place. . . 99 
1 I: 

1 
1 

I The idea that  when women ac t  l ike  autonomous beings and take a walk alone - I - 

they are  "asking for  itv is a variation on t h i s  view which is the message 

of the medium of rape as  a means of social control and intimidation. This 

story i s  often taken as  one of the Old Testament's proscriptions on homo- I 
I 

sexuality. However, as  many biblical  scholars have shown th i s  rea l ly  is I .  

not the point of the story a t  a l l .  Quoting XcKenzie, McNeil makes clear that  

the crime committed a t  Gibeah was inhospitability t o  a stranger. The second 

lesson which i s  taught and i n  f ac t  becames primary, is the place of women 

relat ive t o  men. I 
1 %  

l~ 
They[the authors of the Gibeah storylhere betray two convictions . . . the absolute sacredness of the guest and the absolute dignity 
of the male sex. The duty of the host to  protect the guest we 
can understand, but not t o  the point where- the honor and the l i f e  
of the women of the family are  regarded as expendable. ( ~ c ~ e n z i e  i 

1965:168). i 
I 



Nor does the Levite understand anything else t o  have been the offense of the 

Benjamite other than that  they threatened to kill him and did take and 

that i s  I s rae l i  men, as  the next part of the story shows i n  the preparation 
I 

/I \ 

The Israel i tes  asked how th i s  wicked thing had come about, and 1 
I 

the Levite, t o  whom the murdered woman belonged, .answered I and 

The citizens of Gibeah rose against me that  night and surrounded 
the house where I was, intending to  kill me; and they raped m y  

for  the dastardly men of Gibeah who had threatened the Levite, none of the 1 

Benjamites complied. The Lord told them to  attack thei r  brother Benjamin. 
I 1 i 

1 f i r e  t o  every town within their  reach (~udges  20: 11 -48; 21 : 1-4) . . 
k 
I 
p Now, however, the Israel i tes  encountered another dilemma. Some of the 
1 
J 
b men of Benjamin f led  t o  the wilderness for  four months. The Israel i tes  did 

not wan& a whole t r ibe  of Is rael  t o  be los t ,  but they had a l l  taken an oath 
I 
1 that none of them would marry his daughter t o  a Benjamite. So the next 
I - 

1 problem was where to  find wives fo r  those who were l e f t  so the t r ibe  of 

I 

j We have sworn t o  the Lord not t o  give any of our daughters to  I 

1 

I pacts to  make & on Benjamin and to- give no daughters i n  marriage 

from Jabesh-gilead had come to  the camp for the assembly; so when 1 
they held a rol l-cal l  of the people, they found that  no inhabitant 

I 

of Jabesh-gilead was present. There upon the community sent off I ,  

twelve thousand firrhtinn men, with orders to go and put the in- I 



r l  
t I 

person, and every woman who has had intercourse with a man, but 
spare any who are virgins.! This they did. Among the inhabitants 
of Jabesh-gilead they found four hundred young women who were 
virgins and had not had intercourse with a man, and they brought 
them to the camp a t  Shiloh i n  Canaan. Then the whole community 
sent messangers to  the Benjamites a t  the Rock of Timmon to  parley 
with them, and peace was proclaimed. A t  t h i s  the Benjamites came 
back, and were given those of the women of Jabesh-gilead who had 
been spared; but these were not enough. (Judges 21 :7-14) . 

Peace was needed, but no peace could be had without more female commodities 

another solution seemed obvious: s tea l  them, so no I s rae l i t e  is t o  blame. 

Then they bethought themselves of the pilgramage i n  honour of the 
Lord made every year t o  Shiloh. . . They said t o  the Benjamites, 
'Go and hide i n  the vineyards and keep watch. When the g i r l s  of I 

Shiloh come out t o  dance, sa l ly  out of the vineyards, and each of 
you seize one of the for  his wife; then make your way home to  
t o  land of Benjamin. Then if the i r  fathers or brothers come and 

1 .  t 
I 

complain t o  you, say t o  them, "Let us keep them with your approval, / \ 
fo r  none of us has captured a wife i n  battle.  Had you offered them 
to  us, the gu i l t  would be yours." 

I 

811 this the Benjamites did. They carried off as many wives a s  I 

they needed, snatching them as  they danced; then they went thei r  
way and returned to  thei r  patrimony, rebuil t  thei r  c i t i e s  and 
set t led i n  them. The Israel i tes  also dispersed by tr ibes and 

1 
All was well again with the brothers who conspired arid found a loophole i n  

/I. 
I 

%he pact with each other and their  god i n  t h i s  guil t less snatching of g i r l s  I 

mythologies. Helen's abduction from Menelaus by Paris, Agamemnonrs and I! 

Achilles1 dispute over the appropriation of Chryseis and Agamemnonls appease- 
I( 
1~ 

ment through the  thef t  of Achilles1 concubine, Elriseis, the rape of Persephone I 
P 
j 1  

and an endless series of other rapes by gods or through the aid of gods f i l l  I I 

the mythologies of a l l  continents. 



1 
I 
1 

One must consider why rape is tolerated and often legitimized i n  

legend and mgth, what function it serves that  it is a part of culture as 

often a s  a joke or as  a heroic and proper deed a s i t i s a sa  crime. Brownmiller 

suggests we look a t  rape as  a form of social control. Brownmiller points 

out that  women cannot re+hli.ate against rape i n  kind and tbatrape i s  not only 

a male perogative, "but man's basic weapon of force against woman, the prin- 

cipal agent of h is  w i l l  and her fear.  IT (Brownmiller 1975 : 5)  . Brownmiller 

further believes that  "MEtnrs discovery that  h is  genitalia could serve as  a 

weapon t o  generate fear  must rank as  one of the most important discoveries 
I 

of prehistoric times, along with the use of f i r e  and the f i r s t  crude stone 1 
i 1. 

axe (Brownmiller lW5:5) .  Thus Brownmiller finds that  rape has always jr 

played a c r i t i c a l  pol i t ica l  function; !'It is nothing more or l ess  than a 

conscious process of intimidation by which a l l  men keep a l l  women i n  a 

s ta te  of fear. (Brownmiller 1 975 : 5) . 
The situation Brownmiller describes is similar to  the t e r ror i s t  ac t iv i t i es  

of organizations such a s  the Ku K l u x  Klan against racial ,  ethnic or religious 

groups they despise. A group can be terrorized by choosing indiscriminately 

from that  group one victim a t  a time t o  commit violence against. All members 

of the group are  made afraid because each is a potential victim a t  a l l  times. 

Defense against indiscrMna36 but group selective non-random violence is 1 

- diff icul t ,  The individualsin such a situation cannot behave autonomously: 

they a re  dependent on non group members for  protection or on impartial auth- 

or i t ies ,  but self reliance is dampened when the violence is systematic but 

not individualized. 

In the case of rape, such terrorism has made women unsafe without male 

protection.-?his.situaEm. makes any experiences of autonomy d i f f i cu l t  a t  best. 

The treatment of rape i n  legend, myth and news reporting bears many messages I /I 
t o  the group systematically terrorized by individual attacks. It t e l l s  them 

that  they may not become autonomous beings, it t e l l s  them they are defined 





means of creating a system of authority and ordering relationshrips i s  through 1 

many other examples of power won by conquest it is necessary t o  reassert 

control if the vanquished are  not compliant. Beauvoir describes the tendency 

for women to  be accomplices i n  the f l igh t  from l iber ty  of the bad relationship i 
t 
I 

design. Brownmiller provides evidence that  those who refuse th i s  compliance 1 
are a sor t  of outlaw group. The war declared on these outlaws i S  often rape. 5 * 

I 
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Brownmiller f i t  i n  with the ear l ier  presentation of Beau-voir's ideas. One 

- - - - 

fear and intimidation, ac t s  of force and violence. Such relationships as  exis 

are then the resul ts  of conquest and designs of power over others. A s  with 

In addition to  rape as  a pol i t ica l  tool, a similar tac t ic  i s  sexual1 

harassment. L i n  Farley has pioneered the research on sexual harassment i n  

by explaining that  such behavior includes any or a l l  of the following: llstarf 
I 

a t ,  commenting upon, or touching a womanls body; requests for  acquiescence 

rape, fo r  example, there is no reciprocal ac t  that  a woman may commit against 

- a man. Farley points out that these behaviors llfrequently re ly  on superior 

Y 

5. BrownmiUer finds that  findings in anthropology a t t e s t  t o  the use of 
rape as  a means of social control. D r .  Margaret Mead found that  among the 

be t uned  loose naked to  find shelter where she might. A "bad woman?t was 
one who 'bas divorced and without male protection or one who was flquarrelsomen 

- (Brownmiller 1976:315) Anthropologist Robert F. Murphy also found gang 

c t  a i l .  Rape and the threat of rape are  used in  modern Western 

the workplace. Farley defines sexual harassment in the workplace as: :  "un- ' , 

solicited nonreciprocal male behavior that  asserts  a woman's sex role over 
I 
! 
I 

her function a s  a workerN (Farley 1980:33) Farley c la r i f i es  19male behaviorn 1 

in sexual behavior; repeated nonreciprocal propositions fo r  dates; demands 1 
i 

for  sexual intercourse; and rapen ( ~ a r l e y  1980:33). Importantly Farley 11 1 
cal ls  th i s  behavior "malen because men do this to women and i n  the case of I 

male status i n  the culture, sheer numbers, or the threat of higher rank a t  

work to  exact compliance or levy penalties' for  refusalv (Farley 1980:33). 
1 .  
I 

Farleyfs research shows that  the direct ,  tangible effect of sexual harassment I 

plains Indians a "bad womanm would be gang raped and a f t e r  brutal abuse 
11 

i 

rape t o  be a mechanism of social control among the Mundurucii Indians of 1: 



in  the workplace i s  a gross underemployment and unemployment of women. Her 
* 

research also shows numerous l ess  easily quantified emotional and physical 

results  of such mactices. * 

Farley asks what function sexual harassment plays in the workplace that  

might make the practice so prevalent. She considers the argument that  

harassment from peers in the workplace may be useful i n  forcing competing 

\ female labor* some jobs and that  male workers use techniques of sexual 

harassment to  get women to  quit thei r  jobs. However th i s  explanation is - - - - 

incomplete since it does not consider prior assumptions which make female 

labor cheaper ( th i s  is not explained by thei r  capacity to do less  then men), 

it would not explain why management would be involved i n  sexual harassment 

and, a s  Farley notes, it does not explain why male peers wished to  force 
I 

female labor out, rather than organize it for  a higher wage* 

Thus while there are  economic consequences and conditions promoting 

sexual harassment, it, l i ke  rape, must be viewed as  a strategy of sexual 

poli t ics  which f i t s  into a particular pol i t ica l  design of a rea l  s ta te  of wap 

between the sexes. Brownmiller believes that  an inst i tut ional  design which 

tolerates and perhaps fosters  sexual violence creates a situation of intimi- - - 

dation "by which a l l  men keep a l l  women in  a s ta te  of fear" (Brownmiller 1976:5). 

Now th i s  may sound l i ke  an exaggeration, but consider the nature of a s ta te  

of war. The description I presented earl ier  about the diffidence and paranoia 

of the hypothetical s ta te  of nature or tragedy of the commons serves as  an 

example which could be reviewed and applied t o  th i s  context. The s ta te  of 

nature a s  described is a war of each against a l l ,  with no rules to  define 

rights and responsibilit ies of each to  others. This model of the s ta te  of 

nature contains a basic explanation of why people need d e s  t o  define thei r  

cultures t o  squelch ltuppitylv women of a l l  classes and professions (Brownmiller 6 * 

I 976 : 31 7-31 9) . j *  



responsibilit ies t o  one another. Brownmiller and Beauvoir, however, show 1; 

pol i t ical  order. In t h i s  situation a relationship of mistrust and struggle t ?  

standing between individuals or mutual aid from either side of the batt lefield 

*edrastically reduced i n  t h i s  contest. Neither encampment can boast of 

The pol i t ica l  nature of sexuality and the structure of sexism i s  also 
I '  

t radit ional  monogamous &miage. This assertion i s  capable of 
proof on a number of grounds, the simplest being numerical. When 
chastity is prescribed and adultery severely punished i n  women, 
marriage becomes monogamous for  women rather than men, yet there 
should not be sufficient females t o  sa t is fy  masculine demand unless 
a sector of women. usuallv from amone the Door. are  bred or 

A central factor of prostitution from a feminist perspective then i s  enforced 

monogamous marriage. A s  Hi te ts  evidence shows, sexuality and sexual relations I 

Evidence is also supplied by Bachofen Levi-Strauss, Meade, Reed, Bates and 

others that  monagamous marriage i s  not the on ly  and not even the primary way 

6. I am refaring here specifically to such relationships designs a s  pertain 
t o  rape. I have given other examp1es where relationships are defined between 
man and women and have shown, fo r  example, that  these relationships often 
are analogous t o  the Leviathan which was Hobbes1 solution to the s t a t e  of 
nature/state of &r. I also w i l l  show i n  th i s  essav an alternative relation- 



of defining sexual relations between men and women. Nor fo r  that  matter 

has heterosexuality been the only norm, nor certainly has the atomized , 

nuclear family been an exemplary model of group association. Thus while one 

might agree with Tocquevillers analysis that  relationships must be defined, 

one could argue that enforced monogamy is more similar to  the leviathan than 

to the democracy Tocqueville hopes relationship designers would choose. 

Applying Tocquevillels analysis of the expected consequences of suffering the 

leviathan on the personality of individuals within t h i s  structure and thei r  

attemp* to  escape and circum$ent the structure, prostitution is an expected 

result  of such a design. 

Both St. Augustine and St. Tho- asserted t h i s  type of connection 

between enforced monogamy and prostitution. Monogamy represented a clampdown 

on human behavior. This was true for  the female a s  well a s  the male, but 

female sexuality was never the subject of discussion a s  a positive force. 

Female sexuality was aJ.1 temptations and seduction and needed to  be repressed 

for the pain it brought t o  the world (Note both the myths of Pandora and Eke). 

T h e ~ ~ e s s i o n  of male sexuality on the other hand was thesuppression of the 

l i f e  force Eros i t s e l f .  And while th i s  might be necessary fo r  the creation 

of culture (We can see a l ink t o  &eudts analysis of the necessary sublimation 

of l ibidinal  energy into the creation of art and culture),  when -$ression 

was accomplished i n  a negative way through s t r i c t  denial and the creation 

of sin and guil t ,  one could expect fissures in th i s  repression to  leak such 

institutions as  prostitution. 

Thus while no one thought men would create culture if they acted naturally 
I ~ 

(and again the discussion is only about men), if t h i s  Xaviathan were the I 
1 

choice a r t i f ac t  to  prevent a s t a t e  of ziature, arrangements must be made for  

the intended consequences of deviations from the path of the Leviathan 
. 

- -. 
ship design for--&men-sid men based on the democratic theory of Tocqueville.   ow ever , even i n  t h i s  1 eviathan many aspects of a s ta te  of war remain as  is 
obvious from the usefulness of rape and sexual harassment for  intimidation 
and the proof of t h i s  physical presence of guerilla warfare. 



personality. An alternative to the'leviathan did not seem to  be in the 

prostitution would lead to  the t o t a l  disruption of society by debauch: 

Prostitutes are  to  the world what sewers are  to  a palacp. "Wherefore 

Augustine says . . . that  the earthly c i t y  has made the use of harlots a 

lawful immorality. (St. Thomas Aquinas 1973: 343) . The feminist can thus 

tutional design. For St. Augustine and S t*  Thomas such inst i tut ions as  

prostitution were hypocritically maintained on the fringes of society. The 

prostitutes who played a very important ro le  i n  maintaining a sexual caste 

system and its expression in an authoritarian relationship of monogamous 

marriage were labeled social pariahs by the Saints. Moreover, the Saints 

considered these views to  be l iberal .  But thei r  hypocrisy is i t s e l f  par t  

of the system design which tends toward ~~~ ... moral stupidity. " 

<&Tolle meretrices de mundo, e t  replebis ipsum sodomia>>. Propter quam 
causam idem Augustinus a i t  in qmtodecimo De Civ. Dei, quodgterrena civi tas 
usum scortonun licitam turpitudinem f ecit>> . (St. Thomas Aquinas 1973 : 343) . 
8. Augustus saw prostitutes as fu l f i l l i ng  a v i t a l  function in the society, 
but such women must be segregated from the r e s t  of society as  the sewer i s  
from the palace. Augustus wrote : "Quid enim carnifice tetr ius? quid 
ills animo tmculenticis  atque dirius? A t  in ter  ipsas legea locum necessarium 
tenet e t  in bene moderatae c iv i ta t i s  ordinem inseri tur  estque suo animo 
nocens, ordine autem alieno poem nocentium. Quid sordidus, quid inanius 
decoriset turpitudinis plenius mereticibus, lenonibus caeterisque hoc genus 
pesttbus d i c i  potest? Aufer meretrices de rebus humanis, tubaver i s  omnia 
l ib idbibus:  constitue matronarum loco, labe ac dedocore dehonestaveris. 
Sic ig i tu r  hoc genus hominwn per suos mores impurissimum vi ta ,  per ordinis 
leges conditione vilissinnun. Nonne i n  corporibus animantiou quaedam membra, 
s i  sola attendas, non possis attendere? Tamen ea naturae ordo nec quia 
necessaria sunt, decsse voluit,  nec quia indecora, eminere permisit. Quae 
tamen. def ormia suos locos tenendo, meliorem locum concessere melioribus . " 
(St. Augustine 1942 : 2(4:14)94) . ["What i s  more hideous than a hangman? What 
more cruel and ferocious than his  character? And yet he holds a necessary 
post i n  the very midst of laws, and he i s  incorporated into the order of a 
well-regulated state: himself criminal in character, he i s  nevertheless, by 
others' arrangement, the penalty of evildoers. What can be more sordid, more 
ber i f t  of decency or more f u l l  of turpitude than prostitutes, procurers, and 
the other pests of that sort? Remove prostitutes from human affa i rs ,  and you 



i 
I 

Feminists have figured out much of th i s  hypocrisy and the connection 

to the situation of even those who are  not prostitutes in the paradigm of 

sexism. Rennie and Grimstad write that  prostitution reveals fundamental and 

t ac i t  assumptions-about women's possible relations to  men. "It reminds us 

that  we are defined by our sexuality: wife, spinster, lesbian, whore; and 
1; I 

it rexninds us that  most women are  dependent on men for social survival and - '  . 

that  most of us, i n  one way or another, secure our survival i n  exzhange 

for  the commodity that  men most want from us," they write (Rennie and 

prostitution and rape as  means of social control, l ike  prostitution, "the 

threat of rape reduces the amount of f ree  space allowed to  women (not pro- 

commonly in marriagew (Rennie and Grimsted 1975:21) . They also consider the 

connection between enforced monogamous marriage and prostitution and the 

hypocrisy of the legal  treatment of prostitution. After years of murders, 
I 

rapes and assaults which have gone uniavestigated and unsolved, prostitutes 
I 
I 

i n  the United States and Western Europe (shere prostitution i s  often l e g d ,  

but the prostitutes'  r ights  to  security s t i l l  systematically ignored) have 
i 

organized to  f ight  this deadly hypocrisy. 

will unsettle everything on account of lus ts ;  place them in the position 'I 

of matrons, and you w i l l  dfshonor these l a t t e r  by disgrace and ignominy. 
And therefore this class of people is by i ts  own made of l i f e  most unchaste I 

1 

i n  i ts  morals; and by the law of order, it is  most v i l e  i n  social condition. 
And i s  it not t rue that  in the bodies of animals there are  certain 

members which you could not bear to  look a t ,  if you should view them by 
themselves done? But the o r d e ~  of nature has designed that  because they are  
needful they shall not be lacking, and because they are  uncomely they shall  

1 ." 

Millett  notes the tendency for  females to  be reserved from among the 
I 

poor t o  f i l l  this never questioned demand. ( ~ i l l e t t  1970: 170) . 
I '  

1 

I '  1 
I 



I 

I 
i 

t 
Abort ion 

Throughout the writings of feminism, the right to choose an abortion 

I 
I 

as an alternative to mandatory maternity has been an issue of grave concern. 
E 

Serious study of the feminist literature on this subject shows that it is I 
I 

incorrect to call the feminist position a 'pro abortion1! stance. Feminists find 
I 

that abortion is a very poor alternative to be given to forced labor but in l 
a setting of sexism it can often be the only choice. Starting with Beauvoir I 

I 
I 
i 

will examine the feminist viewpoint. ? 
1 

Beauvoir writes that there are few subjects with which society displays 

greater hypocrisy than with its actions regarding abortions. She points out I 

that in the 1950's when she wrote, although abortion was illegal, there were 1 
I 

I '  
1 

as many abortions as births occurring in France each year. Thus she explains, 
I I 

I 
the phenomenon of abortion is so widespread that it may be regarded "as one / 

I 5  

of the risks normally implicit in woman's situation1' (Beauvoir 1952: 541 ) . She 1 ;  
finds, that the law in 1950, persisted in making abortion a crime so that such i/ 

/ 

an operation had to be perfomed in secret. Beauvoir .looks at the arguments I 

/?  

against legalized abortion given in France and comments on the absurdity of : 

each of them. One argument is that the operation is dangerous. Beauvoir shows, 

on the contrary it was the illegality, consequent secrecy and consequent poor 
1, 

conditions of performing the operation which lead to the serious risks. I 
3 

I 

Beauvoir concentrates on hypocritical ideology which is the foundation of 
I 

i 

the anti-abortion forces in France. She explains that enforced maternity brings I 

'I 
[I.. 

wretched infants into the world. Often the parents cannot support such children I 

and they become the llvictims of public care of child martgrs I (Beauvoir 1952: I 

542) • Beauvoir writes: "It must be pointed out that our society, so concerned 11 ( I (  
to defend the rights of the embryo, shows no interest in the children once they 4 

, 
3 

are born; it prosecutes the abortionist instead of undertaking to reform , 
I 

I 
I, 

that scandalous institution known as 'public assis tame ; those respon- 

sible for entrusting the children to their fortunes are 



allowed to  go free; society closes i ts eyes to  the f r ightful  tyranny of 

bmtes izi children? s asylums and private foster  homes - (~eauvoi r  1 95 2: 542) . 
Beauvoir also points out the i l logical  thinking that  w i l l  not admit 

that  the fetus belongs t o  the woman who carries it, but a s se rb tha t  the 

commit suicide because he was convicted of ~racticingl abortion, and a father I 
I 

who had beaten his  son almost to death given three months i n  prison, with 

sentence suspendedn (Beauvoir 1952:542). Public opinion Beauvoir says i s  

on the side of parents, believing that  children belong to  their  parents and 

c at t i tude in France caused millions of children to  be in mortal danaer (Beauvoir / '  

288 

- 
child is a thing belonging t o  i ts  paxents and is  a t  thei r  mercy. She 

describes further, "within a single week we have la te ly  seen a surgeon 

* V 

that  no interference from outsiders is allowable. Beauvoir shows that  t h i s  

- 

Beauvoir also adds that  individuals who are  most scrupulous i n  the i r  

- - - - 

sentiment, as well. Beauvoir concludes from th i s  analysis, "If a l l  t h i s  

favors morality what is to  be thought of such a m ~ r a l i t y ? ' ~  (~eauvoir  1952: 542 

. V 

against abortion. She characterizes t h i s  argument simply that  the fetus 

- 

vithout baptism. Beauvoir remarks that  the Church a t  times authorizes killin 

adults a s  in war or as  in  legal  executions. !?[In the case of abortion] 

redemption by baptism i s  Packing; but i n  the times of the Holy Wars the 

encouragedr~(Beauvoir 1952:543). Beauvoir likewise remarks that  many victims 

respect for  embryos are  often those who a re  equally officious when it comes 

t o  condemning adults to  death i n  war. Beauvoir explains there is I 
l 

a connection between anti-abortion opinion and pro-capital punishment 

Beauvoir also ref lec ts  on the moral armments of the Catholic church I 

has a s o d  which is denied access t o  paradise if i ts l i f e  i s  interrupted I L 

infidels were equally unbaptised, and yet thei r  slaughter was heart i ly ii 

4 
i of the Inquisition were doubtless not i n  a s ta te  of grace and yet the f a t e  

1 



of such souls is seen differently from the soul of a fetus. "In all these 

[former] cases the Church leaves the matter to the grace of God; it admits 

that man is only an instrument in His hands and that the salvation of a soul 

is settled between that soul and God." Beauvoir then asks why God should 

be kept from receiving the embryonic soul in heaven. She responds, "If a 

Church council should authorize it, He would no more object than He did 

in the glorious epochs when heathens were piously slaughteredv (~eauvoir 1952:543) . i 
1 

Millett places abortion in the context of several other aspects of 

ideologies of sexism she discussed. An important conclusion that she reaches I 

is that the internalization of the ideology of patriarchy has tremendous 

psychological ramifications for both sexes. Abortion, Millett says, is an 

issue associated with a number of other issues concerning sexuality. Antf- I .  

I 
i 

abortion views are not so- indicative of a reasoned moral stance as they are a 
i 

reflection of a concern with sexuality in general and a negative view of I 

1 

women as sex incarnate. Millett writes, "The large quantity of guilt attached j ;  

I 
1 

1 

to sexuality in patriarchy is overwhelmingly placed upon the female who is, 

culturally speaking, held to be culpable or the more culpable party in nearly 

any sexual liaison, whatever the extenuating circumstances (Millett 1 970 : 82-83) . 
I 
t 

From this point of view, if an undesired pregnancy occurs, the "fault1' is the I 

woman's, regardless of circumstances which include the unavailability of 

100 percent effective, safe contraceptives. Pregnancy is viewed as the natural 1 

punishment for this "fault.lf Millettls view is then that as an issue abortion 

fits in with several other subtopics of a primary issue which is female 

sexuality or, possibly more generally, a negative view of sexuality. 

I 

9. Beauvoir emphasizes especially the importance for sexual politics of 
the negative view of sexuality taken in Christian doctrine. Beauvoir believes 
that fear of the other sex is one of the forms of anguish assumed by the uneasy 

i ~ l  
and unsettled conscience. ':The Christian is divided within himself; the separa- 

i 
tion of body and soul, of life and spirit, is complete; original sin makes of 
the body the enemy of the soul; all ties of flesh seem evilf1 (~eauvoir 1952:188). 

i ,  

I ,  
Beauvoir explains that only through redemption by Christ can this person be I I 

saved; originally the individual is only corruption. Birth dooms the individual 



1 not only to death but to damnation; in all forms of natural existence there is 1- 

an absolute reality; and the flesh is sin. And of course, since the woman 
remains always the Other, it is not held that reciprocally male and female are 
both flesh: the flesh that is for the Christian, the hostile Other is precisely 

I I 
womant1 (Beauvoir 1 952 : 1 89) . Beauvoir explains further that Christianity views I 
is exemplified by the doctrine of original sin,- that woman led Adam into sin. 6 

I 
Beauvoir quotes one of the early fathers of the church, Tertullion, on this F 
opinion of woman passes through generations of teachings: llWoman! You are the I 

gateway of the devil. You persuaded him whom the devil dared not attack directly. 1 
Because of you the Son of God had to die. You should always go dressed in I 

that man can feel for woman. She quotes Tertullianls definition of woman 

nascimurn [Between feces and urine are we born] as examples. 
If Eve had not led Adam into sin Augustus says IIThe seed of generations 

should have been sown in the vessel, as corn is sown in the fieldv (~ugustus 
1877 14(23) :48-49) . In the story Augustine tells the sin for disobedience to 
God is that reproduction cannot be carried out without lust. Specifically 

or at least, if he never did, now he knows shame and neither copulation nor 
propagation can occur without sin (Augustus 1877 14(23) : 47) . Augustus writes : 
"Could not God give it into what creatures He listed? Even so might might men 
have had the obedience of his lower parts, which his own disobedience debarred. 
For God could easily have made him with all his members subjected to his will, 
even that which now is not moved by by lust . . . . l1 (~unus tus 1877 1 4 (24) : 50) . 
sindtaneous-loss of cognition and loss of order. Augustus explains "Although 
therefore there be many lusts, yet when we read the word llustt alone, without I 

that hence is the highest bodily pleasure of all produced; so that in the 1 
coghitionll (Augustus 1877 1 &(I 6) :38) . This loss of power iswpunish&nt for 
disobedience: ?!The motion will be sometimes importunate against the will, and 
sometimes immovable when it is desired, and being fervent in the mind, yet 

resisting the restraint of the whole mind, and sometimes opposing itself by 

1877-14(16)-:38-39). It is just and natural then to feel ashamed of sexuility 1 

willrs rule and given to lusts', is a plain demonstration of the reward that 
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and women alike have difficulw performing even minor operations on them- 

selves. Thus in the case of illegal abortions,' l1it is nothing less than 

grim, driven desperation which caa impel a woman to insert an unbent coat- 

hanger into her most sensitive parts, to place her body in the hands of a 

strange man with unverified credentials, or to lie down without anesthesia 

on a filthy kitchen table, knowing that in so doing she risks illness, grilling 

parts, because thence is our nature derived which was so depraved by that his 
first offenseu (Augustus 1877 14(21) : 45) . Since woman caused all this suffering 
she too is exposed to suffering in childbirth. All this could have been 
avoided, as well (perhaps Eve should have been Bruce?) : "For as their child- 
birth would not have been forerun by pain but by maturity, which should open 
a way for the child without torment: so would their copulation have been 
performed without lustful appetite, only by voluntary use1' (Augustus 1877 

Augustus is a master at presenting this view of women as the cause of 
what he considers to be menls failings but this folk story of origind evil 
is not Christianity's alone (see Frazer 1909; 1913-1915 1,2,3,4,9; 1913; 1919; 
1935; 1968 for many similar genesis stories). The possibility that this 
political ideology used to explain a biological phenomenon is the root cause 
of the secondary statue of women gives a chilling aspect to sexual politics. 

Beauvoir explains that the folklore of Christianity is quite clear on 
its presentation of the female: "The aversion of Christianity in the matter 
of the feminine body is such that while it is willing to doom its God to an 
ignominious death, it spares Eim the defilement of being born: the Council of' 
Ephesus in the Eastern Church and the Lateran Council in the West declare the 
virgin birth of Christn (Beauvoir 1952: 189) . Beauvoir shows that since the 
Middle Ages the state of having a body has been considered, in women, a disgrace. 
She also shows that even science was long paralyzed by disgust and aversion. 
For example, lfLinneaus in his treatise on nature avoided as tabominabler the 
study of woman 's sexual organs (~eauvoir 1952 : 189) . 

Finally, Rich, Beauvoir, Millett and others note that in the folklore 
of Christianity, in mythologies and other sacred belief systems this hatred 
of the female body and the association of sin with female flesh is specifi- 
cally focused on maternity and childbirth. The pain of childbirth has been 
l'explainedn as the punishment for all womankind because of Eve's transgressions. 
Pain and suffering in childbirth were in this context seen as the purpose 
of woman's existence. And .Rich notes the history of pain medication for 
childbirth shows that devices made women unconscious, but did not remove the 
pain or perhaps paralyzed the woman from the waist down so she was conscious 
but had no participation in giving birth and, in general, alienated women from 
labor, but had little impact on the pain except to remove any positive aspects 
of the experience (Rich 1976 : 150-1 72) . It is in this context then of mythic 
traditions (which first place all evil in the incarnation of Woman, secondlp 
design the righteous role of Woman as suffering for the evil she produces, 
third associates all this suffering with sexuality and expecially childbirth 
and finally decries martyrdom for those who die in labor or suffer enormously) 
that anit-abortion rhetoric is viewed. 



ll 
by the police and deathu (Rich 1976:272) . Rich shows that even when 1 
performed, under the law, in a hospital, without the guilt of crimi nality and 

the extreme danger, abortion is often packaged with sterilization "as a kind of 11 

punishment for the crime of wishing not to be pregnantn (Rich 1976: 272). Even if 

the legal abortion is not performed by sadists, even if the pre-abortion counsel- I 

ing require !d by law is not conducted by guilt mongers, and even if the woman does 

I 
B not have to cross a picket line of raving anti-abortionists to enter the clinic, 

Ridh- shows that becoming pregnant with a ui unwanted child is in itse !lf a weighty 

experience. The guilt about abortion can trigger other older feelings of guilt 
h 

and can be Itthe result of lifelong exposure to the idea that abortion is 
I 

murderN (Rich 1976 : 273) . 
Rich explains feminists are not "pro-abortionrt. Writes Rich, "No free 

woman, with 100 percent effective, nonharmful birthcontrol, readily available, 

would choose abortionN (Rich 1976:273) . Abortion is a poor alternative to 
a problem created by the institutional design of sexism. As Rich shows, "In 

a society where women entered sexual intercourse willingly, where adequate 

contraception was a genuine social priority, there would be no 'abortion 

issue " (Rich 1976:273) As with many problems of environmental disruption, 

short-cuts taken in complex systems of relationships create problems by the 

way they lrhandlelt potential problems and create a vicious cycle of increasing 

violence done to the original system. 

Daly, too, places the sexual politics of abortion in an ecology of 

religious, ethical and social constructs. She explains that anti-abortion / .. 
arguments cannot just be analyzed as valueless, ethical expositions. Daly says I 
that to be comprehended adequately these arguments must be seen within the 

Daly says that the present Roman Catholic anti-abortion position is connected 
i '  

in terms of motivations, basic assumptions and style of argumentation with its 
I 

I '  



marriage and in convents, and the exclusion of women from the ranks of the I 
I 

that if "one-sided arrmments using such loaded terminolom as 'the murder of the '/ 

of society in which they were formulated, then they may well appear plausible and 

cogentt1 ( ~ a l y  1974:107). If these ideas are debated in the context of a sexual 

caste system, Daly says, such arguments and the laws they attempt to justify can 

be shown to be consistent with the rationalizations of a system that oppresses 

women. They are, however, incongruous with the experience and needs of women 

i- 

problems resulting in this poor alternative to unwanted pregnancy. Daly looks a% 

the diversionary nature of the trabortion issuen. It acts as an impediment to 

' 
dialogues about relationship designs which further liberty and the process of be- 

coming an authentic, self-conscious person. Daly explains that feminists find 

themselves continually pulled into straw-man arguments with ethicists who can use 

. . . between the upholders of religious and civil patriarchid power and feminism 1.. 

the war was not conducted on the moral aspects of abortion but on maintaining I 

the tyranny of sex roles. Real, fundamental, problem solving discussion of the 

conversations which depend on a distortion free environment cannot occur without 
1 



in sex caste systems. 

Daly writes that this warfare has a tragic aspect beyond the battles-of 
i 

individuals "since fixation upon the abortion issue represents neither the epitome 

of feminist consciousness nor the peak or religious consciousness ft (~aly 1974: 11 2) . 
On the subiect of feminist consciousness. D a b  emlains that abortion could I 

hardly be considered a final triumph of a feminist revolution. Daly, like Rich 
l 

and others, believes there are many questions beyond abortion such as: Why are 
~1 

there situations of unwanted pregnancy at all" Daly writes that although a woman 

mag see abortion as a necessary for herself, "no one sees it as the fulfillment of 

her greatest dreamsr1 (~aly 1974: 112) . Daly believes that few if any feminists see 
abortion as more than a limited means to an end and certainly few see it as the 

embodiment of liberation. 

Regaxding religious consciousness Daly writes that surely its highest ' - 
festation is not lobbying to prevent the repeal of unjust laws. Daly writes, 

Y 

"A community that is the expression of authentic spiritual consciousness, that 

P is, a living, healing, prophetic religious community, would not cut off the 
I 

possibility. for women to make free and courageous decisions, either by lobbying 
I 

to prevent the repeal of anti-abortion laws or by psychological manipulationv I 

(~aly 1974: 112) . Daly s argument is that there has been no good faith discussion ~ 
I 

of the ethics of abortion. ~ 
The issue of abortion as an ethical problem touches deep issues of human ~' 

existence. In essence the question being asked is whether to. let phenomena I 

I I 

occur ffnaturallyll and if not who is the authority for 'decisions about altering 
I 
I 

the processes of "naturen. As a philosopher, Daly is close to Tocquevillefs 

be open to information which corrects erroneous dogma. Daly explains that a i i 
I 

living spiritual communit~ would try to hear what women are saying about abortion '~ 





belief by experience and reason occur. Such discussion hardly occurs between 

member of the religious community dogmatists and feminists. Dalyfs point is 

well taken that the authoritarian dogmatists of religion (as opposed to 

ened self interest and any community founded on principles of individual inte&ity. 

spirituality, the war between feminism and the Church is predictable. Tocqueville 

and Daly both have observed the phenomenon of individuals concerned about liberty 

in direct opposition to religious institutions. Both Daly and Tocqueville remark 

on the tragic aspects of this division. 

Daly believes then that abortion is not appropriately a matter of criminal 

law. All anti-abortion legislation or aborti~a.~refo-mvle~slation, Daly argues, 

occurs in the context of a sexually hierarchical society. Using Tocquevillels 

ideas, Dalyts point is that such legislation would occur in -the context of 

hierarchical and centralized decision making of a fundamental nature, in term8 

of ethical guideposts for decision making. Under current social structure and 

artifacts of ethics, insufficient information is generated to guide just decis- 

ions. Rich also finds that existing ethical ideas are insufficient for authentic 

relationships between individuals and in guiding thought on ambiguous issues 

such as abortion. Rich writes: 

From a thoughtful woman's point of view, no ethical ideal has deserved 
our unconditioned respect and adherence, because in every ethic crimes 
against women are mysteriously llnnnmed or glossed over. We have 
always been outside the (manmade) law, although we have been much 
more stringently punished than men for breaking the law; as in the 
case of prostitution and adultery. The absence of respect for 
womenls lives is written into the heart of male theological doctrine, 
into the structure of the patriarchal family, and into the very 
language of patriarchal ethics. This is the underlying deceitfulness 
and hypocrisy of the Catholic or "Right-to-Lifen argument against 
abortion. It is a fiction-not just an "unexamined assumptionn- 
that respect for human life has been an ideal, or as John Noonon 1 
phrases it, I1an almost absolute value in hi~tory.~' Women, upon 
whom most of the burden of' respect. for life has been placed, know 
that it is not. We know too much at firsthand about the violence I 



of the warrior, the rapist, the institutional violence of political 
and social systems in which we have little part, but which affect 
our bodies, our children our aging parents: the violence which 
over centuries we have been told is the way of the world, but which 
we exist to mitigate and assuage ( ~ c h  1976:274-275). 

Rich believes that even groups currently supporting a "right to choseN 

platform very often do not have an ethic guiding their views which takes a 

a feminist stand of developing relationships of mutual aid. She explains that 

women most often are not a part of the community being designed by ethicists of I 
institutional analysis. "Neither the theologians, nor the Right-to-Lifers, 

nor the fertility experts, nor the ecologists, have acknowledged that where 1 
Ihumanity1 and humanistic values are concerned, women are not really part of 

the populationv (Rich 1976:275). She explains that "it is not enough that the I 
1 

ecologically minded, or the Society of Friends, or the ~lanners of Planned 1 
Parenthood, or Zero Population Growth, concerned for the quality of life on 

the planet happen at this time to support the decontrol of abortionff (Rich 1976 : 1 :  
275). Rich shows that abortion has always "come and gone with the rhythms of 1 
economic and military aggression,'the desire for cheap labor, or for greater 

consumerismff (Rich 1976:275) .I0 Rich cautions that feminists must really 

10. There are many examples of such fluctuation on views of abortion. The 
Catholic Ch~ch, for example, has not always held its present position that 
abortion was an horrendous crime. Rich notes the following examples of the 
changing opinions on this issue: "In pre-Christian Rome a husband could order I 

1 

or ~ermit his wife to have an abortion in one ~remanc.19. and forbid her to in , 

another. We have seen the vacillations of official Church policy. In the 
I 

\ 

Soviet Union, the first modern country to legalize abortion (in 1920)~ virtual 
abortion factories were provided at first by the state. These were abolished 
and abortion declared illegal when it became clear that a confrontation was 
building with Nazi Germany. After World War 11, with a new emphasis on 

1 .  
consumerism, abortion was again legalized to encourage wives to stay in the 
labor force and earn a second family income. Throughout, by continuing a 1: 
half-hearted and ineffective program of birth-control information, the Soviet 
Union has in effect forced abortion on many women who would have preferred no* 
to conceive at all. In Japan, as we have seen a liberal, abortion law was re- 
scinded and birth control  ills made virtually unavailable, when the birth rate 
began to decline and the supply of cheap labor was threatenedn (~ich 1976:275-276) . 1 



change the structure of relationships and implement a new ethic of authenticity, 

: mutual aid and democratic relationships. She writes "There is no guarantee, 

under socialism, or liberal capitalism, protestantism, humanism, or any 

existing ethics, that a liberal policy will not become an oppressive one, so 1 
long as women do not have absolute decision power over the use of our 1 
bodiesf1 (Rich 1976:279) 

A feminist ethic. Dalv believes. would treat issues such as abortion I 

differently, informing belief by experience and reason. A feminist ethic she 

says wauld evaluate choices in the concrete complexity in which problems arise. 

Daly calls this the ethic "of courage to confront ambiguityu (Daly 1974: 110) . 
Such an ethic would involve recognizing complexity, rather than ignoring it, 

I 

and creating institutional arrangements which generate information from i 
1 .  
I 
I 

decisions so that decision making errors may be corrected instead of being F 
1 

compounded. 

What Dalyls and other analyses show is that the centralization of decision 1 :  

mrsking authority results in a poor design on issues which are ambiguous, need i 
- - - 

discussion, experimentation, information and non-authoritarian consciousness 

to make decisions. Abortion being one such ambiguous issue, anti-abortion 

legislation, a sexually hierarchical society and religious dogma are poor insti- 

tutional designs for just solutions to the problem. As D a l y  explains, "a / . 

community really expressive of authentic religious consciousness would coincide 
I 

1 '  
t 

w i t h  the women's movement in ~ointina beyond abortion to more fundamental 1 -- & w w  

solutions, working toward the development of a social context in which the 

problem of abortion would be unlikely to arise1' (Daly 1974:113). 

In summary, none of these writers if llpro-abortiontt. All are interested 

in changing the basis of relationships between men and women so that abortion 

is no longer an issue. These writers believe that abortion is being used as an 1 
issue to divert attention from more fhndamental causes of such problems. These 

i '  



1 writers find that little discussion of the ethics of this issue is occurina. 

Individuals are not able to reach a level of sympathetic understanding or non- 

dogmatic ethical consciousness .concerning this issue. Tocquevillefs ideas of - - - 
creating institutional settings which foster conversations free of distorting 

influences and focused on determining solutions in the context of ambiguity 

are applicable to the case of abortion. In the context of ambiguity all 

solutions should be considered provisional: the "bestH solutions would be - 

those that encouraged reasoning, experimentation and discussion and decrease the 

liklihood that the issue will arise. Tocqueville shows how in the context of 

institutional designs which encourage individual initiative and provoke 

experimentation, extreme liberty combats the potential excesses of liberty. 

The feminists discussed here use much the same logic in their analysis of the 
I .  
I 
I I 

approaches to the problems of abortion. 
/ 

The issues and institutional designs concerned w i t h  the phenomena of 

abortion, prostitution and rape each exemplify the aspects of sexual politics 

defined earlier in this chapter. These phenomena also show-the physical 

violence to individuals and the violence done to relationships through the 

institutional design of sexism. I have shown in this chapter that sexuality I 
I 

has been given a political meaning, that politics have been conducted through 

sex, that political order has been created on the basis of sex ranks and that 

an ideology of gender supremacy has been the foundation of most political order. I 
I ' 

These means of ordering relationships on the basis of sex rank are not the only 

method of constituting order in relationships. Beauvoir shows that such 

methods ere in fact not useful to producing liberty and authentic individuals. 

In the following chapters I will explore the nature of relationships and niles 

and roles for ordering relationships in order to apply Tocquevillets ideas to 

the design of roles which would be productive in designing relationships of 

I 
B liberty and mutual aid. 



CHAPTER 7 

SEX ROLES: A PARADIGMATIC ARTIFACT OF TYRANNY 

Sex Roles as Political Artifacts 

Just as the rules and roles of political orders are not generated 

spontaneously from nature, so, too, feminists argue, are assertions of 

the lfnaturalnessN of sex roles fallacious. Sex roles are artifacts. Of 

human creation, these roles follow from the rules of social, economic and 

political orders designed in ignorance or with forethought, with or without 

consent, consideration, conscience or cleverness. Sex roles may be under- 

stood-as similar to any other symbol which human consciousness invents, names 

defines and evaluates. 

Feminist research has throughout its history attempted to deliver 

science and society from the darkness in vain philosophy that anything natural 

multiple meanings given them throughout time and across different cultures. 

Consensus might be reached on data which show that the role of women has often 

been degraded in cultures where it started out to equal men's role, that 

some religions and cultures have lowered women's role status more than others 

it comes to sex role segregation. However, role segregation, role inequality, 

and given the great cultural variation, whatever does exist could hardly be 

considered anything but artificial, that is, the work of human artifice. 

Data can be searched, researched, recovered and exhumed to show that 

the separation and negation of female power or decision making capabilities 

has not occufred without economic and political motivations and the accomp- 

-300- 



the need of self delimitation. Beauvoir explains: "Either rnaturel amears I: 
1: - * *  

simply as a purely impersonal opposition, she is an obstacle and remains a stranger; 

I or she submits passively to man's will and permits assimilation, so that he takes [ 

possession of her only through consuming her-that is, through destroying hert1 

(Beauvoir says the individual remains alone, undefined. She makes the important 

point that to create a relationship which permits the evolution and discovery of the 

self an other must be defined and that other must be in several relevant ways equal 

to the self. Beauvoir explains the limitations of using nature as other saying: 

!There can be no presence of an other unless the other is also present in and for 

himself: which is to say that true alterity-otherness-is that of a consciousness 

separate from mine and subs tantially identical with minet1 (~eauvoir 1952: 1 57-1 58) . - - 

What Beauvoir describes then as the type of relationship which defines 

self and extends self through possibilities of consciousness change or l e d n g  

are relationships of reciprocity among equals. But here Beauvoir uncovers the 

paradox of equality. Beauvoir writes ; I i * 

It is the existence of other men that tears each man. out of 
his immanence and enables him to fulfil the truth of his being, 
to complete himself through transcendence, through escape tow&d 
some objective, through enterprise. But this liberty not my own, 
while assuring mine, also conflicts with it: there is the 
tragedy of the unfortunate human consciousness; each separate 
conscious being aspires to set himself up alone as sovereign 
subject. Each tries to fulfill himself by reducing the other to 
slavery. But the slave, though he works and fears, senses himself 
somehow as the essential; and by a dialectical inversion, it 
is the master who seems to be the inessential (~eauvoir 1952:158). 

Beauvoir shows us what this essay has considered in many forms: with- 

out political order each individual tries to subdue all others; to establish 

political order the most quickly grasped design is a leviathan. Yet the 

relationships of a leviathan are more costly than they appear and invite revo- 

lution even if it is simply the dialectical inversion of which Beauvoir speaks. 

Such relationships are unendingly conflictual and destructively limiting to -. - 

the participants. 



Beauvoir proposes a means for  structuring ongoing reciprocal relation- 

ships among equals which are  analogous t o  the self governing democratih 

relationships of-mutual aid which-Tocqueville analyses as 

an alternative t o  both the Leviathan and the s ta te  of nature 
- 

Beauvoir writes: "It is possible t o  r i s e  above this conflict if each 

individual freely recognizies the other, each regarding himself and the other 

simultaneously a s  object and as  subject i n  a reciprocal mannerfr (Beauvoir 

1952: 1 58) . But Beauvoir points out the virtues of friendship and generosity 

which permit- th i s  recognition of f ree  beings a re  not easy and natural. 

Beauvoir believes they a r e  humanities highest achievements. To be achieved 

they must be designed and this means work. Beauvoir says that  the struggle 

for these achievements is Irunceasingly begun, unceasingly abolished, it 

requires man t o  outdo himself a t  every momementw (~eauvoir  1 952: 1 58) . 
Beauvoir believes that  individuals a t t a in  an authentically moral a t t i tude only 

when they renounce mere being, renounce possessiveness and assume thei r  

"position as  an existentYt1 i n  relationships of honesty, and reciprocity, 

(~euavoir  1952: 1 58) . Beauvoir underscores the dilemma of man unable t o  

Z u l f i l l  himself in solitude, yet i n  incessent danger i n  relations with h i s  

fellows; l i f e  beyond mere being i s  d i f f i cu l t  and success i s  never assured. 

In an analysis similar t o  Tocquevillef s view of the individual i n  the 

situation of social equality, Beauvoir explains that  the individual does not 

l ike di f f icul ty  and is afraid of danger. She says, nHe aspires i n  contra- 

dictory fashion both t o  l i f e  and t o  repose, t o  existence and to  merely 

being; he knows f u l l  well that  'trouble of s p i r i t f  is  the price of development, 

that his  distance from the object is  the price of his nearness t o  himself; 
/~, 

11 
lxlt he dreams of quiet i n  disquiet and of an opaque plenitude that  nevertheless I! 
would be endowed with consciousnessn (~eauvoir  1952:158). [ I  

i 
Beauvoir thus looks a t  t h i s  experience on an ontological level, depict- 1 '  I '  

1 
i 



the bother of participation in living. I f  th i s  i s  a fundamental condition 

of every being's persona, then the invention Woman i s  also a fundamental 

forget, however, the female who is t o  play Woman is  herself a conscious being 1 

position is that  women are  not simply powerless in th i s  situation. Rather, 

she contends that  women coalesce to  their  secondary caste status and are not 

powerless in that  status. She believes that a bond unites woman to  her 

oppressor which i s  not comparable t o  any other because "the division of the 

sexes is a biological fac t ,  not an event i n  human history1! (Beauvoir 1 952:lacii) . 

time Other, i s  that  both components are  necessary to  one another. Beauvoir 

believes that  one sex cannot do away with the other. These statements are  

saying that  anatomy is destiny. Beauvoir does assume that  some relationship 
I 
1; 

between male and female is necessar~.  but th i s  relationshio need not be one 1 

without reciprocity..  Nor does the couple which Beauvoir believes to  be an 
j I. 

W s p e n s i b l e  societal uni t  need to  be a sexual liason nor must any such i 
l 1  
11, 

relationship be monogamous or even se r ia l ly  monagmous. Beauvoirls main point 1 ~ 1 ( 
is that  men and women both have designed th i s  dualist ic  relationship in a j '  

avoidance of democratic relat-ionships found in other facets of social inter- 11' 



f action. Once such relationships are  established, the opportunities for  change 1 
are limited. 

Beauvoir considers several reasons why women do not remove themselves 

from thei r  situation. She points out that  almost nowhere is womanls legal  

1 status the same a s  manfs and even where her r ights  are legally recognized in 
, 
1 - - - - 

the abstract custom prevents their  f u l l  expression. Beauvoir also believes 

that for  woman to  decline t o  be the Other and refuse t o  be party t o  the deal 

would be torenounce theadvantaees c o n f e r r e d b t h e  s u ~ e r i o r  cast:"Man-the- r 
Y 1 L 

-sovereign w i l l  provide woman-the-liege with material protection and wil l  

undertake the moral justification of her existence; thus she can evade a t  

once economic r i sk  and the metaphysical r i sk  of a l ibe r ty  i n  which ends and 

aims must be. contrived without assistancet1 . (~eauvoi r  1 952:xrdv) . In such a 

relationship the person i n  the role  Woman is able nto forego l iber ty  and become 

a thingf1 and Beauvoir believes that  each person faces th i s  desire for  repose 

along with the ethical urge t o  affirm her subjective existence. Beauvoir 

concludes, IrWoman may f a i l  to  lay  claim t o  the status of subject because she 

lacks defini te  resources, because she feels  the necessary bond that  t i e s  her 

to man regardless of reciprocity, and because she is often very well pleased 
E 
I .  

with her role as the Othern (Beauvoir 1 952:xxi.v) . I 
I 

This'analysis is similar t o  Tocquevillels presentation of the insidiou 

paternalism of aristocracy, bolstered by the tendency to  refuse participation. 

Beauvoir presents the complexities of paternalism i n  a feudalistic design 

applied t o  the design of sex castes. An additional problem ar ises  for  the 

individual who s t r ives . fo r  transcendence and se l f  realization within the 

parameters of t h i s  design. If the community has decided that  the rules and 

roles are  such that  women are  economically and legally protected only in the 

company of a -,a woman who seeks responsibility fo r  affirming her subjective 
C * 

existence has few means fo r  such participation in the community. A man placed 



in such a design who is  not interested i n  providing material protection and 

moral: justification for  h is  Other suffers from his  own lack of resources and 

from her limited means. N o r i s a c o d t y  so designed indifferent to  such 

deviant duos. 

A complete analysis of such unhappy unions would not say superficially 

that those a t  the bottom of the hierarchy have no power. A very negative 

sort of power exists for  those who have no opportunity to  participate con- 

structively. The power t o  subvert is  negative t o  the person employing 

it because it avoids !'authentic1' participation and cannot create, but only 

can destroy. This power i s  also detrimental t o  the other participants in  the 

hierarchy and thus t o  the t o t a l i t y  of the hierarchical organization. For 

while the person a t  the bottom of the hierarchy may Itforego l iber ty  to  became 

a thing," those above who participate i n  t h i s  relationship,short circuiting 

the human personality,have foregone l iber ty  and responsibility and become 

things themselves. 

More complex, undesirable consequences of these designs of sex castes 

can be observed in the emotional binds of such inst i tut ional  arrangements. 

As Tocqueville has demcnstrated i n  h i s  analysis of similar relationships, 

much energy i s  put into lteducatingn the underling that  she i s  better off 

with all the "advantagesn of the lower, but "less demandingn role  i n  the 

hierarchy. A s  Tocqueville i l lus t ra tes ,  however, the sovereign grants to  the 

liege what is in the sovereignls in teres t  to  grant. One can predict from 

Tocqueville what happens t o  the uppity liege; one can predict from Tocqueville 

what the liege must be l i ke  for  the interests  of both liege and sovereign 

t o  coincide. The education that  th i s  i s  the best position for  the l iege i s  

insidious. Even the emerience of data which contradict common knowledge 

that the sovereign provides material and physical protection and moral 

. justification for  the l iege cannot convince many that  t h i s  i s  real ly  common 

myth. Although selective perception is a workable defense against idonast ion 



which demands a change i n  those who find no means fo r  change, when the per- 

ceptual screens break down under the weight of experience, minimally one 

feels ambivalence about one's relationships and the others who have helped 

women presentedlg9amoi.r. Beauvoir talks of t h i s  coalescence as  an easy option 

to escape the more d i f f ' i cd t  task of participating i n  living. Tocqueville 

man and the master take in participation i n  t h i s  relationship are  also ! 
1 
t 

similax. Moreover, economy of design andefficiency are  often stated as  the 
1 .  

I 
underlying reasons for  t h i s  arrangement: she does best what i s  i n  her domain, 1 

I 
I 
1 

he, what is ascribed t o  his. Tocqueville says similarly, "It is achowledged I 
I3 
1: 

that when a workman is engaged every day upon the same detai ls ,  the whole I 
I 

commodity i s  produced with greater ease, speed, and economy. " (~ocquevil le  
I 

I 
I 

1 
1945 2: 168; Oeuvres ~omol&tes (M) 1 (2) : 164, (B) 3 : 257) A s  Tocqueville shows I 

for the aristocracy of manufacturers and as Beauvoir shows i n  the case of 
1 
I, 

sex castes. "economvN i s  a bv-aroduct. not a cause of t h i s  choice of ins t i -  I 

cases, as  well, especially if the overall goal of the inst i tut ional  arrange- 

applying his  m i n d  to the direction of the work. He every day 1 
becomes more adroit  and less  industrious; so that  it may be said j~ 

of him that  i n  ~ r o ~ o r t i o n  a s  the workman impmves, the man is  de- 

labor is more extensively amlied,  the workman becomes more weak, 





', 
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I 

I 
i 5 

I 

i 
seems a reasonable conjecture that  th i s  more fundamental hierarchy i s  i n  very / 

design i n  other spheres of social activity. 

Importantly Beauvoirfs and Tocquevillefs analyses s t a r t  from very 

similar observations that  each person is faced continually with choices about 1 
i 

whether t o  participate i n  her relationships in an authentic way or not. There 1 
I 
i is, moreover, a tendency for  each person to  choose what appears the l eas t  I 
I 

costly of the alternatives. It is not then that  an individual wishes deceitful I 

I 
I 

relationships, that  workers wish to  know l i t t l e  but the best way to  make pin 1 
I 
I 

heads, that  women wish t o  be reproduction factories. It i s  not then that  1 
masters and men wish workerfs minds dulled, t o  take short-cuts which cut out 1. 

i: 
i 

the brains and hearts of a l l  t o  whom they re la te  and undercut thei r  own selves [ .  

I 
by inauthenticity, as  well. From Beauvoirls and Tocquevillels analyses, I I 

1 these choices are  made because they seem l ea s t  costly. Once the tendency to  1 :  
erect such relationships finds f e r t i l e  soi l ,  the gestation period of tyranny 1 

i 
and deceit i s  not long. Like Tocqueville, Beauvoir directs  us to  the design 1 
of relationships if we want t o  know how the tgranny originates. I n  speaking 

of why more women do not unite t o  ac t  i n  redesigning thei r  relationships with 

men Beauvoir writes: ''Let us not be misled by the sophism that  because Epimenides 

was a Creten he was necessarily a liar, it is  not a mysterious essence that  
1 

1 

that inclines them more or l e s s  toward the search for  truth. If (Beauvoir 
1 

I 
I' 
I 

1952:--xxxii) . Neither Tocquevflle nor ~eauvoi r  would f M it strange that  1 .. 

masters and men do not ac t  authentically i n  a search fo r  truth which would. 
11. 

demand the abdication of their  superior position in the hierarchy. Again, 1~ 
both writers would see th i s  inauthentic behavior, what Rich ca l l s  llwilled . . ,-moral 

1 
I '  
! 

stupidity," as  a function of the relationships which have been designed. j 

(Rich 1976:50). Nor is Beauvoir suprised that  women who believe themselves 
I 
I/ 

It 
11 



participants in the community have no interest in the situation of those 
* 

who do not. '~Mktny of todayhswomen, fortunate in the restoration of all the 

privileges pertaining to the estate of the human being, can afford the luxury 

of impartiality-we even recognize its necessity"(~eauvoir 1952:xxxii). Both 

Tocqueville and Beauvoir direct us to look to the instbtional arrangements 

which effect the attitudes and behaviors of the people who are retained within 

The primary criterion for Beauvoir as for Tocqueville is liberty. 

If we survey some of the works on woman, we note that one of 
the points of view most frequently adopted is that of the public 
good, the general interest; and one always means by this the 
benefit of society as one wishes it to be maintained or established. 
For our part we hold that the only public good is that which 
assures the private good of the citizens; we shall pass judgement 
on institutions according to their effectiveness in giving concrete 
opportunities to individuals. But we do not confuse the idea of 
private interest with that of happiness, although that is another 
common point of view. Are not women of the harem more happy than 
women voters? Is not the housekeeper happier than the workingwoman? 
It is not too clear just what the wortt ha~rrg: means and still less 
& a t  true values it may mask. There is no possibility of 
measuring the happiness of others, and it is always easy to 
describe as happy the situation in wfiich one wishes to place them. . . . This means that I am interested in the fortunes of the 
individual as defined not in terms of happiness but in terms of 
liberty. ( Beauvoir 1 952 :msii-mv) . 'I. I ,  

In summary, Beauvoir notes in a similar manner to Tocqueville that 

the articulation to oneself of the meaning of experience is necessary for I 
! 

'i 
I 
I 

constructing all relationships between oneself and others. So often this 

truth seeking activity is cut short by designing one's personal Leviathan, an 

authoritarian way of seeing others and, therefore, oneself. Beauvoir shows I 
i ' 

this to be the basis of the inauthentic relationshps of sexism. If we add 1, 
1 

I! 
these insights to TocqueviUefs analysis, it seems clear that dealing in j 1~ 

deceit at so fundamental a level of relationship designs will bode ill for J 

designs in other spheres of social interaction. Feminists are interested in 





relationships of dominance and subordinance are the norm in the organizational 

structure of sexism (Millett 1970:45). Millett does not make an analogy of 

these relationships and roles with bureaucracy, but rather with feudalism and 

aristocracy. She explains that a largely unexamined, often unacknowledged 

distribution of decision making power in our socid order is Ifthe birthright 

priority whereby males rule femalesll (Millett 1970:45) . This birthright is 
institutionalized in the design of relationships at all levels of political 

order and is legitimized by various ideologies of colonizing groups in "back- 

wardt1 countries. She writes that an ?linterior coloni~ation~~ is achieved in ! 
E 
l 

women with beliefs of self worthlessness, of the worthlessness of their I 

ideals, culture, and activities being taught by colonists. Millett believes 1. 
I 

that the ideology of male supremecy is sturdier than any form of segregation, I' 
more rigorous than class stratifications, more uniform and enduring (Millett 

1970:45). She writes, tlhowever, muted its present appearance may be, sexual i; I 
C 
c .  
r '  

dominion obtains nevertheless as perhaps the most pervasive ideology of our i 
8 
I 

culture and provides its most fundamental concept of powert1 (Millett 1970:45). 1 
Millettls analysis is of power relations existing within a particular 

organizational structure, that of hierarchy, or more specifically, patriarchy, i: 1 - 

in this case. Not unlike Weber, she criticizes the hierarchical organizations 

form from within it and, though she is no supporter of centralization in 

organizational st~cture, she speaks with a tone assenting to a feared 1 
I 

inevitability of this form. She is not ignorant of other forms, merely I 

i 
cynical. &he writes: "By way of parenthesis one might add that although an 1.. 

( 1  

ideal politics might simply be conceived of as the arrangement of human life 
I 
I 

I I 

on agreeable and rational principles from whence the entire notion of power I( 
over others should be bnished, one must confess that this is not what - 
constitutes the nolitical as we know it and it is to this that we must address 

j 
I 
i ,  

- - -- - - - -- - - - - - & -- - 

ourselves (Millett 1970 :43-44) . 



Thus Millett  begins her critique i n  the center of Hobbest Commonwealth 

of sovereign and subject and i n  the center of Weberts bureaucracy of dominance 1 
and subordinance. She mounts her critique of sex delineated organizational It I 

i 
I 

roles i n  the sex s t ra t i f i ed  organization of societies with l i t t l e  expectation I 

'1, - 

of change from centra1iz;ation and hierarchy. Her negative de 

politics does not harm her critique of the effects of central 

f i n  

.iza 

- 

I t i on  of 

t ion and 

hierarchical structures on personal human relationships. It does however 

prevent her from suggesting the structural changes necessary to  a l t e r  the 

nature of these relationships. Although th i s  i s  perhaps the weakest facet 

of her analysis, it was not her intent t o  analyze structural changes, but 

to analyze the effects of monocentric organizational structures on particular 

non-governmental, pol i t ica l  relationships, namely, the relations of women 

and men. 

Beauvoir, i n  summars, analyses the relationship between men and women 

as a design which helps individuals avoid the responsibility and hard work 

of honesty, reciprocity and l iberty.  She puts the fa i lure  to  design relation- / 

ships of reciprocity i n  the context of more general problems the moti 

each person feels  t o  be established as  the sole sovereign with, a s  a corollary, I 

a l l  others as  lfeges. Beauvoir presents the tragedy which occurs when each 

1, 
can t r y  t o  subdue a l l  others in much the same way as  the problems of compe- 

1 

Zition and alienation presented by Tocqueville i n  the situation of equality. I 
I 

Beauvoir suggests, however, that  in addition t o  whatever design for  pol i t ica l  1 
order men might make with other men, the relationships they devise with /I.. 

1 / .  

women allow them to avoid the work of authenticity. Beauvoir believes as  1; 
/I.. 

well that  men are very l ikely  to  design inauthentic relationships with other 1 ~ 
men. A s  with Tocqueville, individuals appear rather short sighted to  

Beauvoirs i n  thei r  view of: the costs and resul ts  of various inst i tut ional  
I 

designs. A conclusion then to  be drawn from Beauvoir i s .  that  democratic I '  



relationships may be designed between men to mitigate the potential tyranny 

and establish a sovereign order out of the morass of would-be sovereigns and 

yet the theory which establishes this order may not be applied to women. 

The relationships of men and women can be left in the guerilla warfare of 

the state of nature even if men design order and relationships with other 

men. Tocqueville~s writings provide the proof of this statement. Theories 

can be written which support the multiplicity of roles and mobility of roles 

for individuals in a society; the multiplicity of forums for resolving 

differences; and an institutional design to assuage the oppression of 

deviants by majority opinion and rigidity, dogma, oppression, yet inauthbti- 
I 

city and dishonesty will reign with tyrannical role divisions for the genders. 

Millett compares the structure of sex roles with hierarchy, feudalism 

and co1onializ;ation. She analyzes gender differentiated roles as ones in 

which capabilities of decision making are generally monocentric, although 

capabilities to subvert or sabotage may be found at the base of the hierarchy; 

she analyzes these roles as one which are established by birthright and as those 

in which the customs, ideology and goals of one group are embossed on the minds 

of another. The relationshias which Millett analyses are those in which the 

only conception of power is power over others. In truth such a design is not 

so far from the conception of power exhibited in the situation where each seeks 
I 

to be the sovereign over all others. Within the context of ordered relationships 

is a state of war based on such a conception of power. This state of war may 

at times appear stable but from moment to moment to leviathan of the sex 

role hierarchy is threatened by revolution, sabotage, meanness and psychosis. 

The feminist writers brlillett, Rich and Hite explain how this conception of 

power in basic human relationships undermines the potential for designing 





men have an ancient l ink t o  a specific kind of power. "It would seem there- 
. 

fore," Rich concludes, llthat from very ancient times the identity, the 

rc/ r 

very personality of the man depends on power, and on power i n  a certain 

sense: that  of power over others, beginning with a woman and her children. 

(Rich 1 976: 48) . Rich then uses the inst i tut ional  designs made for  the 

specific goal of distributing property a t  death to  show a l ink in thought 

about power a t  one level of relationships to other types of relationships. 

Rich continues, analysing what th i s  inst i tut ional  arrangement of patriarchs 

u u 

obtaining Wwer over the woman as  mother, t h i s  power has become diffused 

of  civilizingn (Rich 1976:49) . A t  the same time that  such a people are  so 

to  take a shortcut through the complexity of the human personality. "He 

of silencet1 (Rich 1 976: 49) . In  the design of power over relationships the 

idea of obtaining common understanding i s  not considered important. 

power over others does t o  the personalities of both participants in the 

power game. She, too, makes an analogy to  colonization i n  her discussion 

of the means of designing sex roles. Rich believes that  t h i s  idea of 

through our society as the first s e d  en~lavernent~~ (Rich 1 976: 49) . She i 
explains that  a paradoxical view is taken of those which the powerfltl conquer, I 

tlFach colonized people is defined by i ts  conquerer as weak, feminine, in- 

capable of self-government, ignorant, uncultu~ed, effete, i rrat ional ,  i n  need I 

viewed they "may also be savored a s  mystical, physical, i n  deep contact 

w i t h  the earth-all at tr ibutes of the primordial Mothertf ( ~ i c h  1976:49). 

She continues with her analogy of col6nializstion and explains that because 

the conquered are seen th i s  way does not mean that  they are  seen accurately. 

For, Rich says, the ac t  of holding power over others permits the powerful 

does not have t o  enter intui t ively into the souls of the powerless, or t o  

hear what they are saying i n  thei r  many languages, including the language 





taints  the options of the gander. Individuals who take part i n  relationships 

where self in teres t  is misunderstood l i m i t  their  potential achievements 

through mutual aid. The achievement which is foregone may be the lemning 

potential of an authentic relationship. 

Rich, l i ke  Millett,connects the concept of power to  ar t i fac tual  concep- 

tions of human sexuality. She looks specifically a t  the idea of romantic 

love or passion which she ca l l s  sexual love. She shows that  i n  both Eastern 

and Western cultures sexual love i s  conceived as having power over another 

of fa l l ing  under someone elses power. She gives examples of Arabic tradit ion 

which holds that  fa l l ing i n  love is fa l l ing under the spell  of witchcraft 

and of the Occidental lover who is "bewitched" or "fascinated,o that  is, 

bound and powerless. With such a relationship design, responsibility toward 

another or genuine knowledge of another person i s  unimportant and impossible. 

Rich concludes, "The language of patriarchal power insists on a dichotomy: 

for  one person t 0 have power, others-or another-must be powerlessw (Rich 

A l l  of these short-cuts amount to  an illusionary economy which thwarts 

the authentic selves of a l l  who play such roles. Bg comparing the myth of 

romantic love ( th i s  myth has been observed, described and sustained i n  

various cultures by those such a s  Plutarch, Shakespeare, Kipling, Cole 

Porter, Elvis Presley, Smokey Mountain Ballads and Madison   venue) to  

the colonization and rldevelopmentll of one people by another, Rich is not 

saying men and women cannot love, merely that  they often do not because of 

the relationships they design and the inst i tut ions which help preserve these 

relationships. Moreover, neither Millett  nor Rich should be viewed a s  saying 

that  coitus i s  ineviatahlybad; they disclose the values, symbolism and 

meaning which social inst i tut ions give biology and the manner i n  which the 



meanings currently given to  coitus imbue other social interactions. 1 - - - 

Shere Hite approaches t h i s  matter of sexual poli t ics  in h<e rworks 

as well. In Hite's study of female sexuality where responses from 1844 

women axe analyaed, she records finding a phenomenon she ca l l s  "sexual 

slaverymtf Hite finds in her interviews with women that  "the role  of women 

i n  sex, as  in every other aspect of l i f e  has been to  serve the needs of 

others-men and childrenR (Hite 1 976: 41 9) . She believes that  people are  not 

generally cognizant of th i s  situation although her respondents appear t o  

have become self  conscious i n  formulating thei r  views on relationships. 

Hite shows thak the model of sex and physical relations i s  culturally, not 

biologically defined and could therefore be redefined. Hite s ta tes  on the 

basis of her findings that  "women are  sexual slaves i n  so f a r  as  they are  

( just if iably) afraid to  'come out with thei r  own sexuality, and forced to  

satisfy others' needs and ignore the i r  own. " (Hite 1976:419). She has 

respondents who write of sex as  a pol i t ica l  ac t  with women i n  the role of 

an wunquestioning and unsuspecting lackeylI ( ~ i t e  1 976 : 420) . Hite finds 

"that almost everything i n  our society pushes women toward defining their  

sexuality only a s  intercourse with men, and not defining themselves as  full 

persons i n  sex with menu (Hite 1976: 420) . Hite ' s conclusion i s  that  a t t i -  

tudes of women about thei r  sexuality and lack of sexual satisfaction in 

womenace another indication of the oppression of women .(Hite 1 976 : 420) . 2 

In relationships defined only as  power over others it is  hard to  ! I 

imagine results  other than more or less  of those Aite finds. Although i$ 11.. 

i s  not prudent to  assume that  anyone i s  getting what he or she wants or needs 
I 

I 

41,. 

i n  such relationships, Rich and Tocqueville supply theoretical reasoning I1 
Cl 

for  why the master attempts to  maintain his  position. One may wonder why 

2. Hiters sample from which these conclusions are drawn is  not random. Therefore [: 
Hite can say nothing about the s t a t i s t i c a l  significance of her conslusions as they 1' 
are related t o  the population of females i n  the United States. Yet-her findings 
show that  a large number of women fee l  what feminist theory predicts they might 
fee l  about thei r  relationships i n  a sexist  organizational structure. Hitels  -- a .  . .. . 

I I 



the lackey remains in the relationship, however, especially the self conscious 
* 

lackey. The women responding to this question about body politics gave three types 

of reasons for existing in such a relationship: habit, love and economics. Habit 

consisted of the belief that, 'Ijust as women are used to serving men their coffee, 

so are they used to serving them their orgasmsm (~ite 1976:434). "LoveH was of the 

irresponsible, Ninauthenticw type about which Rich and Beauvoir write; women 

feared having orgasms because they believed it might threaten their male partners 

and cause them to desert them. Ekidence is supplied by Hite, Kinsey, Masters and 

Johnson and most daily newspapers which show these fears are neither fanciful 

nor trivial. The reasoning classified under 'leconomics'l are typified by the 

following examples: 

. . . In my relationship I am forced to give sex because of the 
marriage vows. husband has on occasion threatened to withhold 
money or favors-that, is, permission of some sort or another- 
if I do not have sex with him. So I fake it. What the hell. When 
the kids are older-I might just lay my cards on the table. 
(~ite 1976 :437) . 
For me, I'm glad to have lived long enough to see the light out 
of the tunnel-the hope that women some day will get an equal 
shake. Can you imagine what a brainwashed era it was forty years 
ago? You had to consider yourself lucky i-f you had a husband, most 
of the time you were sure something was wrong with you, and you 
just spent your life catering to men and your children and you 
touched your forehead to the floor that he didn't beat you-that 
he provided for you, and all you were was an unpaid domestic. 
Death freed me, and I discovered a career and a life for a woman. 
Some of my peers died without ever knowing that there was hope for 
the f emale-died ignorant of the whole thing (~ite 1976 : 438-439) . 

Hitegs analysis clarifies the connection between larger scale institutional 

relationships and personal relationships. Hite writes, "Anyone who is 

economically and legally dependent on another person, as women traditionally 

have been, and in the majority of cases still are,.is put in a very vulnerable 

and precarious position when that person expects or demands sex or 

affection" (Hite 1976: 439) . She points out that an individual may want to 
please another but that she does not feel free not to please changes the 

nature of the relationship. From her data Hite shows: "that she puts his 

distortion in the dialogue necessary to consensus building would seem to be sig- 
cant information to the student of democratic theory. 

- , .  , - 
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satisfaction before her own and keeps secret her own knowledge of her body, 

reveals the presence of an element of fear and intimidationv (Hite 1976:439) . 1 
Hite concludes,  economic dependency-even if you love someone, i s  a very I 
subtle and corrosive f orceN (Hite 1 976: 439) . i 

Aristophanes did depict a use of sexual poli t ics  bg women toward a more I 
I 

positive end i n  Lssistrata. In h i s  play the women.of Athens and Sparta band 

together t o  gain an end to  war through the denial of sexual intercourse t o  i 
I 

their  soldier and statesmen husbands. On stage the ploy works, but t h i s  

is only a play. When the Sabine women t r y  a similar poli t ical  use of sex 

they are  foiled and thei r  rape and abduction i s , i n  legend,the cause of the i 
I 

founding of Rome. Ovid se t s  the flippant tone for  at t i tudes toward rape I 

in war when he says of their  rape and abduction, "For such pay, I would 

willingly serve myself beneath your bannersn (Ovid, 1 930 : 101 ) .3 More 

3. In Metamor~hosis h i d  describes the story of Romels founding. "Next 
to  Rorm;ilus t o  People Rome contrives; The joyous time of PalaslFeast arrives; 
He gives -the word- t o  seize the Sabine wives. The Siren enrag Id take arms 

1 

I 
8 

by Tatius led, Bold t o  revenge thei r  violated Bed,A fo r t  there was, not 1 

yet unknown to  Fame, Callla the Tarpeion, i t s  Cnmmanderrs name. This by 
the fa l se  Tarpeia was betrayed But Death w i l l  recompensfd the trechlrous i 
Maid. " (Ovid 1976:489). The story goes that  Romulus, e t  .ale were interested f 

/ .  
in marrying the Sabine daughters. Their fathers, heads of an early Semitic i m o u ~  living in  Rome, refused. Rowrlus rounded the women UR i n  a local i 
Y - V - 
theater and he and his  troops abducted them. The Sabine fathers and brothers 
were slaurzhtered i n  the i r  rescue attempt (leaend has it they were betrayed 1 
by Tarpeia who f e l l  i n  love with the Roman commander Tarpeion) and Romulus i % 

became the ruler: of Rome. 
Saint Augustine also comments on the story explaining that  the Sabine 

fathers were wrong to  refuse t o  l e t  Romulus marry thei r  daughters; and 
that Romulus should have waged war and won the women f a i r  and square. To 
just s t ea l  them and then make war was a d i r t y  t r i ck  (Saint Augustine 1950 
2(17):55-56; 1877 2(17):72-73). The women as Mividua l s  are  not a consider- 
ation i n  any of these ways of thinking. 

b i d  uses the s tom i n  his  writinrzs on "lover1 to  express the use of 
just and loving rewardiin war: "It &s you, Romulus, who f i r s t  mingled the 
cares of love with public games, that  far-off day when the rape of the 
Serbine women gave wives to  your warriors who had waited for  them so long. . . . A s  soon a s  he had sa t  him down, each Roman looked about, marking the 
w o m  he most desired, giving f ree  play t o  the thoughts that  surged within 
him . . . . R o d u s  signed to  his  men to  seize upon his  prey. In a t r i ce ,  
with shouts that  made thei r  object clear, they la id  thei r  eager hands upon 
the cowering women. Even as  the weak and timid doves f l ee  before and 
eagle, even as  a young lamb quails a t  the sight of a wolf, so shudderea the 



1 
I 

i 

telling is his mockery of the attempt of women to engage as equals with men in h 
'1 

I 
sexual politics. It was obvious to Ovid that in a patriarchal setting they did 

not have a chance. As Beauvoir states the power position of women under such 

structure designs: 

In truth woman has not been socially emancipated through man's need- 
sexual desire and the desire for ogfspring-which makes the male 
dependent for satisfaction upon the female. 

Master and slave, also are united by a reciprocal need, in this case 
economic, which does not liberate the slave (Beauvoir 1952:xxiii). 

Hite and Beauvoir connect the larger environment of a person's relation- 

ships to what is possible or probable for them in the way of relationships on 

a personal level. The point is that the undemocratic tenor of personal relation- 
I. 
F 

ships (especially sex) as unhealthy politics make any other larger relationships i 
I 

much less likely to be democratic either. i 
i 
t i  

Beauvoirts point is two-fold. First, in order to bargain with another, an 

individual must possess something to trade. Moreover each must be autonomous ia I 1: 
f 

their decision making capabilities. Each individual must be able to act without 1 

being coerced. Secondly, to create a bargain of mutual satisfaction the parties 

must have more choices than a veto, which is detrimental to both individuals. 

If an act of sabotage which injures the relationship from which both individuals 

derive some benefit is the only means by which one party derives any leverage 1 .  

1 
in decision making, the relationship design is not a particularly viable one. 1 I I 

I 
Often the benefit derived from such a relationship is not 'equal to all parties. I I 

Yet, if each perceives herself to be better off within such a relationship 
/. 

than without it, the sabotage is detrimental to both. If such a revolt is I 
I 
1 
I 

Sabine women when they beheld these fierce warriors making towards them. 1 1  
( 1  

Eberyone turned pale, terror spread throughout the throng, but it showed itself 
in different ways. Some tore their hair; some swooned away; aome wept in 1 
silence; some called vainly for their mothers; some sobbed aloud; others seemed El 

stupefied with fear; some stood transfixed; others tried to flee. Neverthe- 1 
less, the Romans carry off the women, sweet booty for their beds, and to many 1 

i '  
of them, terror binds on'added charm. . . . 0, RO~U~US, you are the only one 1 ,  
who has ever known how to reward his soldiers: for such pay, I would willingly 1 
serve myself beneath your banners (0vid 1930:IOO-101) . 1 



the only option to leverage decision making capabilities, this represents very 

little power at all. Such revolt is not a revolution in that it' does not represent 

a structural change in the relationship toward more positive means of bargaining 

for mutual benefit. Dependencies may occur in a structural environment SIX& 

as the one Beauvoir analyses in the master and slave relationship which do not 

lead individuals to the discovery of actions which aid each. Yet, unless a 

different, revolutionary structure can be defined, many would perceive themselves 

better off in a leviathan than in a state of futile war. Still, the coercive 

structural. design is so untenable to very m y  individuals that ski--shes are 

likely until individuals have decision making choices which reflect more options 

than those of the slave. The leviathan will come under attack with greater 

or lesser design insight until a revolution in relationship structure is designed. 

Feminist writers then have analyzed relationships between males and f e d e s  

and have found them to be similar in structure to hierarchy, feudalism , aristocracy 
and colonialism. Feminists show not only that there are similarities to these or- 

ganizational structures as political forms, but as econaic systems, as well. In 

general, feminists have shown that these relationships have a common thread of 

conceptualizing power as power over rather than power with others or as containing 

the potential for mutual. aid. Feminist writers discuss the idea of sexual politics 

as currently taking a single structural mode of power over others in intimate re- 

lationships w i t h  this mode being generalized to pther relationships. In turn 

"sexual politicsI1 has been used to connote a means of gaining power over others 'i 1 through the manipulation of sexuality and sexual relationships and attendant emotior . 

al responses. Guilt, intimidation and other aspects of "interior colonizationH 

through the medium of sexuality are among the means used to obtain and maintain I, 
11 

power over others in other spheres of relationship designs. Thus issues of rape, 1 
sexual harassment, anti-abortion and anti-contraception ideologies, prostitution 

and "illegitimateIr children are issues of a political nature rather than simply 

issues of sexuality, following the reasoning of feminists. These issues are 
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I 
I 

reduced to reflections of a particular political ordering insofar as they are 1 1 
I 

concerned with the establishment of rules pertaining to the distribution of decis- 1 I I 

Il ion making authority or power. Rape for example, can be viewed as a manifestation 1 
ii 

of a real war or battle of the sexes. The similarities between rape and the . 

purposes and methods of guerilla warfare are striking. In the following sections ' 

of this chapter the issues of rape, prostitution and abortion will be used to fur- 

ther delineate feminist thought on the organization of sexual politics. 
I 
I 

In one of the most forceful analyses of the relationship between sex and 1 
1 
I 

power, Susan Brownmiller looks at the ultimate union of sex, power and politics: I 
rape. Brownmiller finds in her examination that without doubt rape is not a crime 1'  

I 
of lust but of violence and power, a political act perpetrated against women. 

Brownmiller records several functions of rape including rape: as acquisition 0% i 

property, as an act of manhood, as an adventure, as a conquest over women, as a con- 

quest over the Old Religion, as discipline,as an expression of economic advantage, I 
as entertainment, as genocide, as heyoism, as a humiliation technique, as a tach- 1 

I nique of intimidation and threat, as a demonstration of power, as "recreationff, as I 

I .  revenge against another man, as a reward, as seduction, as sexual initiation (for , 
i 
I 
I 

the male initiate), as a terror tactic, as "theftn of virginity, as "tresspassfl on I, 
1 

another man's property, as a triumph over matriarchy and, in general, today as I 

I 

I 
1 3  

a mechanism of social control (Brownmiller 1975) . 1 
I 

One need look only to one of the most popular books of world literature to 1 
I 

find examples of all Brownmiller's classifications. Following are examples from I .. 
I 
1 ,  

the Old Testament. In the following story of a political expaoit of Moses, rape is i l  
1 .  

used as a reward to the soldiers, as one of the properties taken in the conquest 
1 i  

of other men. ;' 
i 
I 
I 

The Lord spoke to Moses and said,'Pauare to exact vengence for Israel on C 
Midianites and then you will be gathered to your father's kin. ' Then Moses I ' ,  

spoke to the people in these words: 'Let some men among you be drafted for , 

active service . . . They took all the spoil and plunders, both man 
j 1 and beast and brought them-captives, plunder, and spoil-to Moses and I i 

Eleazar I 



the priest.  . . . Moses and Eleaziar the pr ies t  and a l l  the 
leaders of the community went to  meet them-outside the camp. 

. Moses spoke angrily t o  the officers of the army, . . . : 'Have 
you spared a l l  the women?' he said. 'Remember, it was they who . . . se t  about seducing the Israel i tes  into dislovalts  to  the 

Y 

Lord that  day a t  Peor, so that  the plague struck the &muunity of 
the Lord. Now k i l l  every male dependant, and k i l l  every woman 
who has had intercourse with a man, but spare for   ourselves every 
woman among them who has not had intercourse. . . .  . . . These were the moi ls ,  over and above the plunder taken bs 
fighting men: six hun&ed and seventy-five thousand sheep, 

- 
I seventy-two thousand cat t le ,  sixty-one thousand asses; and d B 

of persons, thirty-two thousand g i r l s  who had had no intercourse 
with a man. (Numbers 3 1 : 1 -35, emphasis mine) . 

It is noteworthy that  only women who are  virgins are useful i n  t h i s  context 

and can be spared and put t o  use. It i s  also noteworthy that  women are  

blamed for  the bat t le ' s  necessity. That women areimately seductive, not 

that men are innately morally weak (an equally inane response) is not an 

unusual as sumption. 

Uncovering the picture of events of the Peor a f fa i r  we find the debauchery, 

including the abuse of Midian women a t  Moab by I s rae l i  men (which is excused 1 
I 

as seduction of the men bg the women) i s  what generates the problem for  which I 
i; 
j 

so many die. Moses explains that  god and he f ee l  mocked by the flPeoplell (i.e. ii 
I 

/ . 
the men) of Is rael  having l l i l l i c i t v  relationships with the Midianite women. 1 

1 
i 

 umbers 23:25) . When relations are i l l i c f t  the assumption i s  that  the women 1 
i. 

are seductive. That most Midianites were interested neither i n  Moses [ 
P il' 

nor Monotheism is not considered worth mentioning i f  such assumptions are 1 1 
widely accepted. /I 

/I 

What the laws delivered t o  Moses by h i s  god had to  say about abducting 1 
I s 

and raping women, par t  of the property won i n  war, seensclear enough. The /I~ 
abduction of women i s  god's w i l l  i n  the pol i t ica l  order of the Old Testament. 

When you advance on a c i t y  to  attack it, make an offer of peace. 
I 

11 
I f  the c i t y  accepts the offer and opens i ts  gates to you, then 

1 all the people in it shal l  be put t o  forced labour and shal l  I I 

I 



battle,  you shal l  beseige it, and the Lord your God will deliver 
it into your hands. You shall  put a l l  the males to  the sword, but 
you may take the women, the dependents and the ca t t l e  for  your- 
selves, and plunder everything else i n  the ci ty.  You may enjoy ~ 
the use of the spoil of your enemies whic the Lord your God 
gives you . (~euteronomy 20 : 1 0-1 4) . % 

I 
The story of the concubine,as one might rename the story of the Levite from 1 

I 
Ephram,makes clear the idea of rape a s  an offense against a man's property I 

I 

her father s house i n  Bethlehem. Her 'thusband'' s e t  out a f te r  her t o  bring 

her back. The woman's father l e t  him have her. They started out l a t e  from 

her father 's  house a f t e r  four days of an entertaining v i s i t .  (~udges 19:l-12). 

He had reached a point opposite Jebus, that  i s  Jerusalem, with his  
two laden asses and his  concubine, and when they were close t o  
Jebus, the weather grew mild and stormy, and the young man [the I 

1 

Jebusite town and spend the night there.! But h is  master said 
to  him, 'NO, not into a strange town where the people are not 
Is rael i t ies .  . .  he hey were then near Gibeah which belongs t o  
Benjamin. They turned i n  to  spend the night there. . . but 
nnhndrr +nnb + h a m  in+n h i e  hnmc?n f'nr +ha m i & +  

Meanwhile an old man was coming home. . . The old man said, 'You i 
a re  welcome, I w i l l  supply a l l  your wants. . . So he took him in- I I 

! 
side. . . they washed thei r  feet ,  and a t e  and drank. While they 
were enjoying themselves, some of the worst scoundrels i n  the 
.town surrounded the house, hurling themselves against the door and I 
shouting .to the old man who owned the house, 'Bring out the man 1 

i .. 
who has gone into your house, that  we may abuse him.' The owner I 

4. The belief that  rape i s  appropriate i n  war i s  well expressed by contem- I 
I 

porary thought and action. For example, the New York Times carried the story 11 
of the rape and murder of 200,000 Bengali women by West Pakistani soldiers (ao re-- 11 

i n  Ebngladesh1' (New York Times June 29, 1974) . Peter Weiss summarizes th i s  1 

att i tude w e l l  i n  h is  play Marat/~ade: "Denn was &re schon diese Revolution i 



of the house went outside to  them and said, 'No my friends, 
do nothing so wicked. This man is my guest; do not commit 
t h i s  outrage. Here i s  my daughter, a virgin; l e t  me bring her 
out t o  you. Rape her and do to  her what you please; but you shal l  
not commit such an outrage against th i s  man.' But the men refused 
to  l i s t en  t o  him, so the Levite took hold of h is  concubine and 
thrust  her outside for  them. They assaulted her and abused her 
all night till morning, and when dawn broke they l e t  her go. 
The g i r l  came a t  daybreak and f e l l  down a t  the entrance of the 
man's house where her master was, and lay there u n t i l  it was 
l igh t .  Her master rose in the morning and opened the door of the 
house to  s e t  out on his  journey, and there was his  concubine 1 
lying a t  the door with her hands on the threshold. He said t o  1 
her, - 'Get up and l e t  us be off; ' but there was no answer. So 
he l i f t e d  her on to  his  ass and se t  off for  home. When he arrived 
there, he picked up a knife, and took hold of his  concubine and 1 
cut her up limb limb into twelve pieces; and he sent them 
through the length and breadth of Israel.  He told the men he 
Bent with them to  say t o  every Israel i te ,  'Has the l ike  of t h i s  
happened or been seen from the time the ~ s r a e l i t e s  came up from 
E g ~ r p t  till Eoday? Consider th i s  among yourselves and speak your 
minr3.t So everyone who saw them said, 'No such a thing has never 
happened or been seen before. (Judges 1 9 : 22-30) . 

Many are the morals which th i s  story i s  said to  teach. Grist is pro- 

f vided for  speculation, "If only she hacl not run away i n  the f i r s t  place. . . 99 
1 I: 

1 
1 

I The idea that  when women ac t  l ike  autonomous beings and take a walk alone - I - 

they are  "asking for  itv is a variation on t h i s  view which is the message 

of the medium of rape as  a means of social control and intimidation. This 

story i s  often taken as  one of the Old Testament's proscriptions on homo- I 
I 

sexuality. However, as  many biblical  scholars have shown th i s  rea l ly  is I .  

not the point of the story a t  a l l .  Quoting XcKenzie, McNeil makes clear that  

the crime committed a t  Gibeah was inhospitability t o  a stranger. The second 

lesson which i s  taught and i n  f ac t  becames primary, is the place of women 

relat ive t o  men. I 
1 %  

l~ 
They[the authors of the Gibeah storylhere betray two convictions . . . the absolute sacredness of the guest and the absolute dignity 
of the male sex. The duty of the host to  protect the guest we 
can understand, but not t o  the point where- the honor and the l i f e  
of the women of the family are  regarded as expendable. ( ~ c ~ e n z i e  i 

1965:168). i 
I 



Nor does the Levite understand anything else t o  have been the offense of the 

Benjamite other than that  they threatened to kill him and did take and 

that i s  I s rae l i  men, as  the next part of the story shows i n  the preparation 
I 

/I \ 

The Israel i tes  asked how th i s  wicked thing had come about, and 1 
I 

the Levite, t o  whom the murdered woman belonged, .answered I and 

The citizens of Gibeah rose against me that  night and surrounded 
the house where I was, intending to  kill me; and they raped m y  

for  the dastardly men of Gibeah who had threatened the Levite, none of the 1 

Benjamites complied. The Lord told them to  attack thei r  brother Benjamin. 
I 1 i 

1 f i r e  t o  every town within their  reach (~udges  20: 11 -48; 21 : 1-4) . . 
k 
I 
p Now, however, the Israel i tes  encountered another dilemma. Some of the 
1 
J 
b men of Benjamin f led  t o  the wilderness for  four months. The Israel i tes  did 

not wan& a whole t r ibe  of Is rael  t o  be los t ,  but they had a l l  taken an oath 
I 
1 that none of them would marry his daughter t o  a Benjamite. So the next 
I - 

1 problem was where to  find wives fo r  those who were l e f t  so the t r ibe  of 

I 

j We have sworn t o  the Lord not t o  give any of our daughters to  I 

1 

I pacts to  make & on Benjamin and to- give no daughters i n  marriage 

from Jabesh-gilead had come to  the camp for the assembly; so when 1 
they held a rol l-cal l  of the people, they found that  no inhabitant 

I 

of Jabesh-gilead was present. There upon the community sent off I ,  

twelve thousand firrhtinn men, with orders to go and put the in- I 



r l  
t I 

person, and every woman who has had intercourse with a man, but 
spare any who are virgins.! This they did. Among the inhabitants 
of Jabesh-gilead they found four hundred young women who were 
virgins and had not had intercourse with a man, and they brought 
them to the camp a t  Shiloh i n  Canaan. Then the whole community 
sent messangers to  the Benjamites a t  the Rock of Timmon to  parley 
with them, and peace was proclaimed. A t  t h i s  the Benjamites came 
back, and were given those of the women of Jabesh-gilead who had 
been spared; but these were not enough. (Judges 21 :7-14) . 

Peace was needed, but no peace could be had without more female commodities 

another solution seemed obvious: s tea l  them, so no I s rae l i t e  is t o  blame. 

Then they bethought themselves of the pilgramage i n  honour of the 
Lord made every year t o  Shiloh. . . They said t o  the Benjamites, 
'Go and hide i n  the vineyards and keep watch. When the g i r l s  of I 

Shiloh come out t o  dance, sa l ly  out of the vineyards, and each of 
you seize one of the for  his wife; then make your way home to  
t o  land of Benjamin. Then if the i r  fathers or brothers come and 

1 .  t 
I 

complain t o  you, say t o  them, "Let us keep them with your approval, / \ 
fo r  none of us has captured a wife i n  battle.  Had you offered them 
to  us, the gu i l t  would be yours." 

I 

811 this the Benjamites did. They carried off as many wives a s  I 

they needed, snatching them as  they danced; then they went thei r  
way and returned to  thei r  patrimony, rebuil t  thei r  c i t i e s  and 
set t led i n  them. The Israel i tes  also dispersed by tr ibes and 

1 
All was well again with the brothers who conspired arid found a loophole i n  

/I. 
I 

%he pact with each other and their  god i n  t h i s  guil t less snatching of g i r l s  I 

mythologies. Helen's abduction from Menelaus by Paris, Agamemnonrs and I! 

Achilles1 dispute over the appropriation of Chryseis and Agamemnonls appease- 
I( 
1~ 

ment through the  thef t  of Achilles1 concubine, Elriseis, the rape of Persephone I 
P 
j 1  

and an endless series of other rapes by gods or through the aid of gods f i l l  I I 

the mythologies of a l l  continents. 



1 
I 
1 

One must consider why rape is tolerated and often legitimized i n  

legend and mgth, what function it serves that  it is a part of culture as 

often a s  a joke or as  a heroic and proper deed a s i t i s a sa  crime. Brownmiller 

suggests we look a t  rape as  a form of social control. Brownmiller points 

out that  women cannot re+hli.ate against rape i n  kind and tbatrape i s  not only 

a male perogative, "but man's basic weapon of force against woman, the prin- 

cipal agent of h is  w i l l  and her fear.  IT (Brownmiller 1975 : 5)  . Brownmiller 

further believes that  "MEtnrs discovery that  h is  genitalia could serve as  a 

weapon t o  generate fear  must rank as  one of the most important discoveries 
I 

of prehistoric times, along with the use of f i r e  and the f i r s t  crude stone 1 
i 1. 

axe (Brownmiller lW5:5) .  Thus Brownmiller finds that  rape has always jr 

played a c r i t i c a l  pol i t ica l  function; !'It is nothing more or l ess  than a 

conscious process of intimidation by which a l l  men keep a l l  women i n  a 

s ta te  of fear. (Brownmiller 1 975 : 5) . 
The situation Brownmiller describes is similar to  the t e r ror i s t  ac t iv i t i es  

of organizations such a s  the Ku K l u x  Klan against racial ,  ethnic or religious 

groups they despise. A group can be terrorized by choosing indiscriminately 

from that  group one victim a t  a time t o  commit violence against. All members 

of the group are  made afraid because each is a potential victim a t  a l l  times. 

Defense against indiscrMna36 but group selective non-random violence is 1 

- diff icul t ,  The individualsin such a situation cannot behave autonomously: 

they a re  dependent on non group members for  protection or on impartial auth- 

or i t ies ,  but self reliance is dampened when the violence is systematic but 

not individualized. 

In the case of rape, such terrorism has made women unsafe without male 

protection.-?his.situaEm. makes any experiences of autonomy d i f f i cu l t  a t  best. 

The treatment of rape i n  legend, myth and news reporting bears many messages I /I 
t o  the group systematically terrorized by individual attacks. It t e l l s  them 

that  they may not become autonomous beings, it t e l l s  them they are defined 





means of creating a system of authority and ordering relationshrips i s  through 1 

many other examples of power won by conquest it is necessary t o  reassert 

control if the vanquished are  not compliant. Beauvoir describes the tendency 

for women to  be accomplices i n  the f l igh t  from l iber ty  of the bad relationship i 
t 
I 

design. Brownmiller provides evidence that  those who refuse th i s  compliance 1 
are a sor t  of outlaw group. The war declared on these outlaws i S  often rape. 5 * 

I 

281 

Brownmiller f i t  i n  with the ear l ier  presentation of Beau-voir's ideas. One 

- - - - 

fear and intimidation, ac t s  of force and violence. Such relationships as  exis 

are then the resul ts  of conquest and designs of power over others. A s  with 

In addition to  rape as  a pol i t ica l  tool, a similar tac t ic  i s  sexual1 

harassment. L i n  Farley has pioneered the research on sexual harassment i n  

by explaining that  such behavior includes any or a l l  of the following: llstarf 
I 

a t ,  commenting upon, or touching a womanls body; requests for  acquiescence 

rape, fo r  example, there is no reciprocal ac t  that  a woman may commit against 

- a man. Farley points out that these behaviors llfrequently re ly  on superior 

Y 

5. BrownmiUer finds that  findings in anthropology a t t e s t  t o  the use of 
rape as  a means of social control. D r .  Margaret Mead found that  among the 

be t uned  loose naked to  find shelter where she might. A "bad woman?t was 
one who 'bas divorced and without male protection or one who was flquarrelsomen 

- (Brownmiller 1976:315) Anthropologist Robert F. Murphy also found gang 

c t  a i l .  Rape and the threat of rape are  used in  modern Western 

the workplace. Farley defines sexual harassment in the workplace as: :  "un- ' , 

solicited nonreciprocal male behavior that  asserts  a woman's sex role over 
I 
! 
I 

her function a s  a workerN (Farley 1980:33) Farley c la r i f i es  19male behaviorn 1 

in sexual behavior; repeated nonreciprocal propositions fo r  dates; demands 1 
i 

for  sexual intercourse; and rapen ( ~ a r l e y  1980:33). Importantly Farley 11 1 
cal ls  th i s  behavior "malen because men do this to women and i n  the case of I 

male status i n  the culture, sheer numbers, or the threat of higher rank a t  

work to  exact compliance or levy penalties' for  refusalv (Farley 1980:33). 
1 .  
I 

Farleyfs research shows that  the direct ,  tangible effect of sexual harassment I 

plains Indians a "bad womanm would be gang raped and a f t e r  brutal abuse 
11 

i 

rape t o  be a mechanism of social control among the Mundurucii Indians of 1: 



in  the workplace i s  a gross underemployment and unemployment of women. Her 
* 

research also shows numerous l ess  easily quantified emotional and physical 

results  of such mactices. * 

Farley asks what function sexual harassment plays in the workplace that  

might make the practice so prevalent. She considers the argument that  

harassment from peers in the workplace may be useful i n  forcing competing 

\ female labor* some jobs and that  male workers use techniques of sexual 

harassment to  get women to  quit thei r  jobs. However th i s  explanation is - - - - 

incomplete since it does not consider prior assumptions which make female 

labor cheaper ( th i s  is not explained by thei r  capacity to do less  then men), 

it would not explain why management would be involved i n  sexual harassment 

and, a s  Farley notes, it does not explain why male peers wished to  force 
I 

female labor out, rather than organize it for  a higher wage* 

Thus while there are  economic consequences and conditions promoting 

sexual harassment, it, l i ke  rape, must be viewed as  a strategy of sexual 

poli t ics  which f i t s  into a particular pol i t ica l  design of a rea l  s ta te  of wap 

between the sexes. Brownmiller believes that  an inst i tut ional  design which 

tolerates and perhaps fosters  sexual violence creates a situation of intimi- - - 

dation "by which a l l  men keep a l l  women in  a s ta te  of fear" (Brownmiller 1976:5). 

Now th i s  may sound l i ke  an exaggeration, but consider the nature of a s ta te  

of war. The description I presented earl ier  about the diffidence and paranoia 

of the hypothetical s ta te  of nature or tragedy of the commons serves as  an 

example which could be reviewed and applied t o  th i s  context. The s ta te  of 

nature a s  described is a war of each against a l l ,  with no rules to  define 

rights and responsibilit ies of each to  others. This model of the s ta te  of 

nature contains a basic explanation of why people need d e s  t o  define thei r  

cultures t o  squelch ltuppitylv women of a l l  classes and professions (Brownmiller 6 * 

I 976 : 31 7-31 9) . j *  



responsibilit ies t o  one another. Brownmiller and Beauvoir, however, show 1; 

pol i t ical  order. In t h i s  situation a relationship of mistrust and struggle t ?  

standing between individuals or mutual aid from either side of the batt lefield 

*edrastically reduced i n  t h i s  contest. Neither encampment can boast of 

The pol i t ica l  nature of sexuality and the structure of sexism i s  also 
I '  

t radit ional  monogamous &miage. This assertion i s  capable of 
proof on a number of grounds, the simplest being numerical. When 
chastity is prescribed and adultery severely punished i n  women, 
marriage becomes monogamous for  women rather than men, yet there 
should not be sufficient females t o  sa t is fy  masculine demand unless 
a sector of women. usuallv from amone the Door. are  bred or 

A central factor of prostitution from a feminist perspective then i s  enforced 

monogamous marriage. A s  Hi te ts  evidence shows, sexuality and sexual relations I 

Evidence is also supplied by Bachofen Levi-Strauss, Meade, Reed, Bates and 

others that  monagamous marriage i s  not the on ly  and not even the primary way 

6. I am refaring here specifically to such relationships designs a s  pertain 
t o  rape. I have given other examp1es where relationships are defined between 
man and women and have shown, fo r  example, that  these relationships often 
are analogous t o  the Leviathan which was Hobbes1 solution to the s t a t e  of 
nature/state of &r. I also w i l l  show i n  th i s  essav an alternative relation- 



of defining sexual relations between men and women. Nor fo r  that  matter 

has heterosexuality been the only norm, nor certainly has the atomized , 

nuclear family been an exemplary model of group association. Thus while one 

might agree with Tocquevillers analysis that  relationships must be defined, 

one could argue that enforced monogamy is more similar to  the leviathan than 

to the democracy Tocqueville hopes relationship designers would choose. 

Applying Tocquevillels analysis of the expected consequences of suffering the 

leviathan on the personality of individuals within t h i s  structure and thei r  

attemp* to  escape and circum$ent the structure, prostitution is an expected 

result  of such a design. 

Both St. Augustine and St. Tho- asserted t h i s  type of connection 

between enforced monogamy and prostitution. Monogamy represented a clampdown 

on human behavior. This was true for  the female a s  well a s  the male, but 

female sexuality was never the subject of discussion a s  a positive force. 

Female sexuality was aJ.1 temptations and seduction and needed to  be repressed 

for the pain it brought t o  the world (Note both the myths of Pandora and Eke). 

T h e ~ ~ e s s i o n  of male sexuality on the other hand was thesuppression of the 

l i f e  force Eros i t s e l f .  And while th i s  might be necessary fo r  the creation 

of culture (We can see a l ink t o  &eudts analysis of the necessary sublimation 

of l ibidinal  energy into the creation of art and culture),  when -$ression 

was accomplished i n  a negative way through s t r i c t  denial and the creation 

of sin and guil t ,  one could expect fissures in th i s  repression to  leak such 

institutions as  prostitution. 

Thus while no one thought men would create culture if they acted naturally 
I ~ 

(and again the discussion is only about men), if t h i s  Xaviathan were the I 
1 

choice a r t i f ac t  to  prevent a s t a t e  of ziature, arrangements must be made for  

the intended consequences of deviations from the path of the Leviathan 
. 

- -. 
ship design for--&men-sid men based on the democratic theory of Tocqueville.   ow ever , even i n  t h i s  1 eviathan many aspects of a s ta te  of war remain as  is 
obvious from the usefulness of rape and sexual harassment for  intimidation 
and the proof of t h i s  physical presence of guerilla warfare. 



personality. An alternative to the'leviathan did not seem to  be in the 

prostitution would lead to  the t o t a l  disruption of society by debauch: 

Prostitutes are  to  the world what sewers are  to  a palacp. "Wherefore 

Augustine says . . . that  the earthly c i t y  has made the use of harlots a 

lawful immorality. (St. Thomas Aquinas 1973: 343) . The feminist can thus 

tutional design. For St. Augustine and S t*  Thomas such inst i tut ions as  

prostitution were hypocritically maintained on the fringes of society. The 

prostitutes who played a very important ro le  i n  maintaining a sexual caste 

system and its expression in an authoritarian relationship of monogamous 

marriage were labeled social pariahs by the Saints. Moreover, the Saints 

considered these views to  be l iberal .  But thei r  hypocrisy is i t s e l f  par t  

of the system design which tends toward ~~~ ... moral stupidity. " 

<&Tolle meretrices de mundo, e t  replebis ipsum sodomia>>. Propter quam 
causam idem Augustinus a i t  in qmtodecimo De Civ. Dei, quodgterrena civi tas 
usum scortonun licitam turpitudinem f ecit>> . (St. Thomas Aquinas 1973 : 343) . 
8. Augustus saw prostitutes as fu l f i l l i ng  a v i t a l  function in the society, 
but such women must be segregated from the r e s t  of society as  the sewer i s  
from the palace. Augustus wrote : "Quid enim carnifice tetr ius? quid 
ills animo tmculenticis  atque dirius? A t  in ter  ipsas legea locum necessarium 
tenet e t  in bene moderatae c iv i ta t i s  ordinem inseri tur  estque suo animo 
nocens, ordine autem alieno poem nocentium. Quid sordidus, quid inanius 
decoriset turpitudinis plenius mereticibus, lenonibus caeterisque hoc genus 
pesttbus d i c i  potest? Aufer meretrices de rebus humanis, tubaver i s  omnia 
l ib idbibus:  constitue matronarum loco, labe ac dedocore dehonestaveris. 
Sic ig i tu r  hoc genus hominwn per suos mores impurissimum vi ta ,  per ordinis 
leges conditione vilissinnun. Nonne i n  corporibus animantiou quaedam membra, 
s i  sola attendas, non possis attendere? Tamen ea naturae ordo nec quia 
necessaria sunt, decsse voluit,  nec quia indecora, eminere permisit. Quae 
tamen. def ormia suos locos tenendo, meliorem locum concessere melioribus . " 
(St. Augustine 1942 : 2(4:14)94) . ["What i s  more hideous than a hangman? What 
more cruel and ferocious than his  character? And yet he holds a necessary 
post i n  the very midst of laws, and he i s  incorporated into the order of a 
well-regulated state: himself criminal in character, he i s  nevertheless, by 
others' arrangement, the penalty of evildoers. What can be more sordid, more 
ber i f t  of decency or more f u l l  of turpitude than prostitutes, procurers, and 
the other pests of that sort? Remove prostitutes from human affa i rs ,  and you 



i 
I 

Feminists have figured out much of th i s  hypocrisy and the connection 

to the situation of even those who are  not prostitutes in the paradigm of 

sexism. Rennie and Grimstad write that  prostitution reveals fundamental and 

t ac i t  assumptions-about women's possible relations to  men. "It reminds us 

that  we are defined by our sexuality: wife, spinster, lesbian, whore; and 
1; I 

it rexninds us that  most women are  dependent on men for social survival and - '  . 

that  most of us, i n  one way or another, secure our survival i n  exzhange 

for  the commodity that  men most want from us," they write (Rennie and 

prostitution and rape as  means of social control, l ike  prostitution, "the 

threat of rape reduces the amount of f ree  space allowed to  women (not pro- 

commonly in marriagew (Rennie and Grimsted 1975:21) . They also consider the 

connection between enforced monogamous marriage and prostitution and the 

hypocrisy of the legal  treatment of prostitution. After years of murders, 
I 

rapes and assaults which have gone uniavestigated and unsolved, prostitutes 
I 
I 

i n  the United States and Western Europe (shere prostitution i s  often l e g d ,  

but the prostitutes'  r ights  to  security s t i l l  systematically ignored) have 
i 

organized to  f ight  this deadly hypocrisy. 

will unsettle everything on account of lus ts ;  place them in the position 'I 

of matrons, and you w i l l  dfshonor these l a t t e r  by disgrace and ignominy. 
And therefore this class of people is by i ts  own made of l i f e  most unchaste I 

1 

i n  i ts  morals; and by the law of order, it is  most v i l e  i n  social condition. 
And i s  it not t rue that  in the bodies of animals there are  certain 

members which you could not bear to  look a t ,  if you should view them by 
themselves done? But the o r d e ~  of nature has designed that  because they are  
needful they shall not be lacking, and because they are  uncomely they shall  

1 ." 

Millett  notes the tendency for  females to  be reserved from among the 
I 

poor t o  f i l l  this never questioned demand. ( ~ i l l e t t  1970: 170) . 
I '  

1 

I '  1 
I 



I 

I 
i 

t 
Abort ion 

Throughout the writings of feminism, the right to choose an abortion 

I 
I 

as an alternative to mandatory maternity has been an issue of grave concern. 
E 

Serious study of the feminist literature on this subject shows that it is I 
I 

incorrect to call the feminist position a 'pro abortion1! stance. Feminists find 
I 

that abortion is a very poor alternative to be given to forced labor but in l 
a setting of sexism it can often be the only choice. Starting with Beauvoir I 

I 
I 
i 

will examine the feminist viewpoint. ? 
1 

Beauvoir writes that there are few subjects with which society displays 

greater hypocrisy than with its actions regarding abortions. She points out I 

that in the 1950's when she wrote, although abortion was illegal, there were 1 
I 

I '  
1 

as many abortions as births occurring in France each year. Thus she explains, 
I I 

I 
the phenomenon of abortion is so widespread that it may be regarded "as one / 

I 5  

of the risks normally implicit in woman's situation1' (Beauvoir 1952: 541 ) . She 1 ;  
finds, that the law in 1950, persisted in making abortion a crime so that such i/ 

/ 

an operation had to be perfomed in secret. Beauvoir .looks at the arguments I 

/?  

against legalized abortion given in France and comments on the absurdity of : 

each of them. One argument is that the operation is dangerous. Beauvoir shows, 

on the contrary it was the illegality, consequent secrecy and consequent poor 
1, 

conditions of performing the operation which lead to the serious risks. I 
3 

I 

Beauvoir concentrates on hypocritical ideology which is the foundation of 
I 

i 

the anti-abortion forces in France. She explains that enforced maternity brings I 

'I 
[I.. 

wretched infants into the world. Often the parents cannot support such children I 

and they become the llvictims of public care of child martgrs I (Beauvoir 1952: I 

542) • Beauvoir writes: "It must be pointed out that our society, so concerned 11 ( I (  
to defend the rights of the embryo, shows no interest in the children once they 4 

, 
3 

are born; it prosecutes the abortionist instead of undertaking to reform , 
I 

I 
I, 

that scandalous institution known as 'public assis tame ; those respon- 

sible for entrusting the children to their fortunes are 



allowed to  go free; society closes i ts eyes to  the f r ightful  tyranny of 

bmtes izi children? s asylums and private foster  homes - (~eauvoi r  1 95 2: 542) . 
Beauvoir also points out the i l logical  thinking that  w i l l  not admit 

that  the fetus belongs t o  the woman who carries it, but a s se rb tha t  the 

commit suicide because he was convicted of ~racticingl abortion, and a father I 
I 

who had beaten his  son almost to death given three months i n  prison, with 

sentence suspendedn (Beauvoir 1952:542). Public opinion Beauvoir says i s  

on the side of parents, believing that  children belong to  their  parents and 

c at t i tude in France caused millions of children to  be in mortal danaer (Beauvoir / '  
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- 
child is a thing belonging t o  i ts  paxents and is  a t  thei r  mercy. She 

describes further, "within a single week we have la te ly  seen a surgeon 

* V 

that  no interference from outsiders is allowable. Beauvoir shows that  t h i s  

- 

Beauvoir also adds that  individuals who are  most scrupulous i n  the i r  

- - - - 

sentiment, as well. Beauvoir concludes from th i s  analysis, "If a l l  t h i s  

favors morality what is to  be thought of such a m ~ r a l i t y ? ' ~  (~eauvoir  1952: 542 

. V 

against abortion. She characterizes t h i s  argument simply that  the fetus 

- 

vithout baptism. Beauvoir remarks that  the Church a t  times authorizes killin 

adults a s  in war or as  in  legal  executions. !?[In the case of abortion] 

redemption by baptism i s  Packing; but i n  the times of the Holy Wars the 

encouragedr~(Beauvoir 1952:543). Beauvoir likewise remarks that  many victims 

respect for  embryos are  often those who a re  equally officious when it comes 

t o  condemning adults to  death i n  war. Beauvoir explains there is I 
l 

a connection between anti-abortion opinion and pro-capital punishment 

Beauvoir also ref lec ts  on the moral armments of the Catholic church I 

has a s o d  which is denied access t o  paradise if i ts l i f e  i s  interrupted I L 

infidels were equally unbaptised, and yet thei r  slaughter was heart i ly ii 

4 
i of the Inquisition were doubtless not i n  a s ta te  of grace and yet the f a t e  

1 



of such souls is seen differently from the soul of a fetus. "In all these 

[former] cases the Church leaves the matter to the grace of God; it admits 

that man is only an instrument in His hands and that the salvation of a soul 

is settled between that soul and God." Beauvoir then asks why God should 

be kept from receiving the embryonic soul in heaven. She responds, "If a 

Church council should authorize it, He would no more object than He did 

in the glorious epochs when heathens were piously slaughteredv (~eauvoir 1952:543) . i 
1 

Millett places abortion in the context of several other aspects of 

ideologies of sexism she discussed. An important conclusion that she reaches I 

is that the internalization of the ideology of patriarchy has tremendous 

psychological ramifications for both sexes. Abortion, Millett says, is an 

issue associated with a number of other issues concerning sexuality. Antf- I .  

I 
i 

abortion views are not so- indicative of a reasoned moral stance as they are a 
i 

reflection of a concern with sexuality in general and a negative view of I 

1 

women as sex incarnate. Millett writes, "The large quantity of guilt attached j ;  

I 
1 

1 

to sexuality in patriarchy is overwhelmingly placed upon the female who is, 

culturally speaking, held to be culpable or the more culpable party in nearly 

any sexual liaison, whatever the extenuating circumstances (Millett 1 970 : 82-83) . 
I 
t 

From this point of view, if an undesired pregnancy occurs, the "fault1' is the I 

woman's, regardless of circumstances which include the unavailability of 

100 percent effective, safe contraceptives. Pregnancy is viewed as the natural 1 

punishment for this "fault.lf Millettls view is then that as an issue abortion 

fits in with several other subtopics of a primary issue which is female 

sexuality or, possibly more generally, a negative view of sexuality. 

I 

9. Beauvoir emphasizes especially the importance for sexual politics of 
the negative view of sexuality taken in Christian doctrine. Beauvoir believes 
that fear of the other sex is one of the forms of anguish assumed by the uneasy 

i ~ l  
and unsettled conscience. ':The Christian is divided within himself; the separa- 

i 
tion of body and soul, of life and spirit, is complete; original sin makes of 
the body the enemy of the soul; all ties of flesh seem evilf1 (~eauvoir 1952:188). 

i ,  

I ,  
Beauvoir explains that only through redemption by Christ can this person be I I 

saved; originally the individual is only corruption. Birth dooms the individual 



1 not only to death but to damnation; in all forms of natural existence there is 1- 

an absolute reality; and the flesh is sin. And of course, since the woman 
remains always the Other, it is not held that reciprocally male and female are 
both flesh: the flesh that is for the Christian, the hostile Other is precisely 

I I 
womant1 (Beauvoir 1 952 : 1 89) . Beauvoir explains further that Christianity views I 
is exemplified by the doctrine of original sin,- that woman led Adam into sin. 6 

I 
Beauvoir quotes one of the early fathers of the church, Tertullion, on this F 
opinion of woman passes through generations of teachings: llWoman! You are the I 

gateway of the devil. You persuaded him whom the devil dared not attack directly. 1 
Because of you the Son of God had to die. You should always go dressed in I 

that man can feel for woman. She quotes Tertullianls definition of woman 

nascimurn [Between feces and urine are we born] as examples. 
If Eve had not led Adam into sin Augustus says IIThe seed of generations 

should have been sown in the vessel, as corn is sown in the fieldv (~ugustus 
1877 14(23) :48-49) . In the story Augustine tells the sin for disobedience to 
God is that reproduction cannot be carried out without lust. Specifically 

or at least, if he never did, now he knows shame and neither copulation nor 
propagation can occur without sin (Augustus 1877 14(23) : 47) . Augustus writes : 
"Could not God give it into what creatures He listed? Even so might might men 
have had the obedience of his lower parts, which his own disobedience debarred. 
For God could easily have made him with all his members subjected to his will, 
even that which now is not moved by by lust . . . . l1 (~unus tus 1877 1 4 (24) : 50) . 
sindtaneous-loss of cognition and loss of order. Augustus explains "Although 
therefore there be many lusts, yet when we read the word llustt alone, without I 

that hence is the highest bodily pleasure of all produced; so that in the 1 
coghitionll (Augustus 1877 1 &(I 6) :38) . This loss of power iswpunish&nt for 
disobedience: ?!The motion will be sometimes importunate against the will, and 
sometimes immovable when it is desired, and being fervent in the mind, yet 

resisting the restraint of the whole mind, and sometimes opposing itself by 

1877-14(16)-:38-39). It is just and natural then to feel ashamed of sexuility 1 

willrs rule and given to lusts', is a plain demonstration of the reward that 
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and women alike have difficulw performing even minor operations on them- 

selves. Thus in the case of illegal abortions,' l1it is nothing less than 

grim, driven desperation which caa impel a woman to insert an unbent coat- 

hanger into her most sensitive parts, to place her body in the hands of a 

strange man with unverified credentials, or to lie down without anesthesia 

on a filthy kitchen table, knowing that in so doing she risks illness, grilling 

parts, because thence is our nature derived which was so depraved by that his 
first offenseu (Augustus 1877 14(21) : 45) . Since woman caused all this suffering 
she too is exposed to suffering in childbirth. All this could have been 
avoided, as well (perhaps Eve should have been Bruce?) : "For as their child- 
birth would not have been forerun by pain but by maturity, which should open 
a way for the child without torment: so would their copulation have been 
performed without lustful appetite, only by voluntary use1' (Augustus 1877 

Augustus is a master at presenting this view of women as the cause of 
what he considers to be menls failings but this folk story of origind evil 
is not Christianity's alone (see Frazer 1909; 1913-1915 1,2,3,4,9; 1913; 1919; 
1935; 1968 for many similar genesis stories). The possibility that this 
political ideology used to explain a biological phenomenon is the root cause 
of the secondary statue of women gives a chilling aspect to sexual politics. 

Beauvoir explains that the folklore of Christianity is quite clear on 
its presentation of the female: "The aversion of Christianity in the matter 
of the feminine body is such that while it is willing to doom its God to an 
ignominious death, it spares Eim the defilement of being born: the Council of' 
Ephesus in the Eastern Church and the Lateran Council in the West declare the 
virgin birth of Christn (Beauvoir 1952: 189) . Beauvoir shows that since the 
Middle Ages the state of having a body has been considered, in women, a disgrace. 
She also shows that even science was long paralyzed by disgust and aversion. 
For example, lfLinneaus in his treatise on nature avoided as tabominabler the 
study of woman 's sexual organs (~eauvoir 1952 : 189) . 

Finally, Rich, Beauvoir, Millett and others note that in the folklore 
of Christianity, in mythologies and other sacred belief systems this hatred 
of the female body and the association of sin with female flesh is specifi- 
cally focused on maternity and childbirth. The pain of childbirth has been 
l'explainedn as the punishment for all womankind because of Eve's transgressions. 
Pain and suffering in childbirth were in this context seen as the purpose 
of woman's existence. And .Rich notes the history of pain medication for 
childbirth shows that devices made women unconscious, but did not remove the 
pain or perhaps paralyzed the woman from the waist down so she was conscious 
but had no participation in giving birth and, in general, alienated women from 
labor, but had little impact on the pain except to remove any positive aspects 
of the experience (Rich 1976 : 150-1 72) . It is in this context then of mythic 
traditions (which first place all evil in the incarnation of Woman, secondlp 
design the righteous role of Woman as suffering for the evil she produces, 
third associates all this suffering with sexuality and expecially childbirth 
and finally decries martyrdom for those who die in labor or suffer enormously) 
that anit-abortion rhetoric is viewed. 



ll 
by the police and deathu (Rich 1976:272) . Rich shows that even when 1 
performed, under the law, in a hospital, without the guilt of crimi nality and 

the extreme danger, abortion is often packaged with sterilization "as a kind of 11 

punishment for the crime of wishing not to be pregnantn (Rich 1976: 272). Even if 

the legal abortion is not performed by sadists, even if the pre-abortion counsel- I 

ing require !d by law is not conducted by guilt mongers, and even if the woman does 

I 
B not have to cross a picket line of raving anti-abortionists to enter the clinic, 

Ridh- shows that becoming pregnant with a ui unwanted child is in itse !lf a weighty 

experience. The guilt about abortion can trigger other older feelings of guilt 
h 

and can be Itthe result of lifelong exposure to the idea that abortion is 
I 

murderN (Rich 1976 : 273) . 
Rich explains feminists are not "pro-abortionrt. Writes Rich, "No free 

woman, with 100 percent effective, nonharmful birthcontrol, readily available, 

would choose abortionN (Rich 1976:273) . Abortion is a poor alternative to 
a problem created by the institutional design of sexism. As Rich shows, "In 

a society where women entered sexual intercourse willingly, where adequate 

contraception was a genuine social priority, there would be no 'abortion 

issue " (Rich 1976:273) As with many problems of environmental disruption, 

short-cuts taken in complex systems of relationships create problems by the 

way they lrhandlelt potential problems and create a vicious cycle of increasing 

violence done to the original system. 

Daly, too, places the sexual politics of abortion in an ecology of 

religious, ethical and social constructs. She explains that anti-abortion / .. 
arguments cannot just be analyzed as valueless, ethical expositions. Daly says I 
that to be comprehended adequately these arguments must be seen within the 

Daly says that the present Roman Catholic anti-abortion position is connected 
i '  

in terms of motivations, basic assumptions and style of argumentation with its 
I 

I '  



marriage and in convents, and the exclusion of women from the ranks of the I 
I 

that if "one-sided arrmments using such loaded terminolom as 'the murder of the '/ 

of society in which they were formulated, then they may well appear plausible and 

cogentt1 ( ~ a l y  1974:107). If these ideas are debated in the context of a sexual 

caste system, Daly says, such arguments and the laws they attempt to justify can 

be shown to be consistent with the rationalizations of a system that oppresses 

women. They are, however, incongruous with the experience and needs of women 

i- 

problems resulting in this poor alternative to unwanted pregnancy. Daly looks a% 

the diversionary nature of the trabortion issuen. It acts as an impediment to 

' 
dialogues about relationship designs which further liberty and the process of be- 

coming an authentic, self-conscious person. Daly explains that feminists find 

themselves continually pulled into straw-man arguments with ethicists who can use 

. . . between the upholders of religious and civil patriarchid power and feminism 1.. 

the war was not conducted on the moral aspects of abortion but on maintaining I 

the tyranny of sex roles. Real, fundamental, problem solving discussion of the 

conversations which depend on a distortion free environment cannot occur without 
1 



in sex caste systems. 

Daly writes that this warfare has a tragic aspect beyond the battles-of 
i 

individuals "since fixation upon the abortion issue represents neither the epitome 

of feminist consciousness nor the peak or religious consciousness ft (~aly 1974: 11 2) . 
On the subiect of feminist consciousness. D a b  emlains that abortion could I 

hardly be considered a final triumph of a feminist revolution. Daly, like Rich 
l 

and others, believes there are many questions beyond abortion such as: Why are 
~1 

there situations of unwanted pregnancy at all" Daly writes that although a woman 

mag see abortion as a necessary for herself, "no one sees it as the fulfillment of 

her greatest dreamsr1 (~aly 1974: 112) . Daly believes that few if any feminists see 
abortion as more than a limited means to an end and certainly few see it as the 

embodiment of liberation. 

Regaxding religious consciousness Daly writes that surely its highest ' - 
festation is not lobbying to prevent the repeal of unjust laws. Daly writes, 

Y 

"A community that is the expression of authentic spiritual consciousness, that 

P is, a living, healing, prophetic religious community, would not cut off the 
I 

possibility. for women to make free and courageous decisions, either by lobbying 
I 

to prevent the repeal of anti-abortion laws or by psychological manipulationv I 

(~aly 1974: 112) . Daly s argument is that there has been no good faith discussion ~ 
I 

of the ethics of abortion. ~ 
The issue of abortion as an ethical problem touches deep issues of human ~' 

existence. In essence the question being asked is whether to. let phenomena I 

I I 

occur ffnaturallyll and if not who is the authority for 'decisions about altering 
I 
I 

the processes of "naturen. As a philosopher, Daly is close to Tocquevillefs 

be open to information which corrects erroneous dogma. Daly explains that a i i 
I 

living spiritual communit~ would try to hear what women are saying about abortion '~ 





belief by experience and reason occur. Such discussion hardly occurs between 

member of the religious community dogmatists and feminists. Dalyfs point is 

well taken that the authoritarian dogmatists of religion (as opposed to 

ened self interest and any community founded on principles of individual inte&ity. 

spirituality, the war between feminism and the Church is predictable. Tocqueville 

and Daly both have observed the phenomenon of individuals concerned about liberty 

in direct opposition to religious institutions. Both Daly and Tocqueville remark 

on the tragic aspects of this division. 

Daly believes then that abortion is not appropriately a matter of criminal 

law. All anti-abortion legislation or aborti~a.~refo-mvle~slation, Daly argues, 

occurs in the context of a sexually hierarchical society. Using Tocquevillels 

ideas, Dalyts point is that such legislation would occur in -the context of 

hierarchical and centralized decision making of a fundamental nature, in term8 

of ethical guideposts for decision making. Under current social structure and 

artifacts of ethics, insufficient information is generated to guide just decis- 

ions. Rich also finds that existing ethical ideas are insufficient for authentic 

relationships between individuals and in guiding thought on ambiguous issues 

such as abortion. Rich writes: 

From a thoughtful woman's point of view, no ethical ideal has deserved 
our unconditioned respect and adherence, because in every ethic crimes 
against women are mysteriously llnnnmed or glossed over. We have 
always been outside the (manmade) law, although we have been much 
more stringently punished than men for breaking the law; as in the 
case of prostitution and adultery. The absence of respect for 
womenls lives is written into the heart of male theological doctrine, 
into the structure of the patriarchal family, and into the very 
language of patriarchal ethics. This is the underlying deceitfulness 
and hypocrisy of the Catholic or "Right-to-Lifen argument against 
abortion. It is a fiction-not just an "unexamined assumptionn- 
that respect for human life has been an ideal, or as John Noonon 1 
phrases it, I1an almost absolute value in hi~tory.~' Women, upon 
whom most of the burden of' respect. for life has been placed, know 
that it is not. We know too much at firsthand about the violence I 



of the warrior, the rapist, the institutional violence of political 
and social systems in which we have little part, but which affect 
our bodies, our children our aging parents: the violence which 
over centuries we have been told is the way of the world, but which 
we exist to mitigate and assuage ( ~ c h  1976:274-275). 

Rich believes that even groups currently supporting a "right to choseN 

platform very often do not have an ethic guiding their views which takes a 

a feminist stand of developing relationships of mutual aid. She explains that 

women most often are not a part of the community being designed by ethicists of I 
institutional analysis. "Neither the theologians, nor the Right-to-Lifers, 

nor the fertility experts, nor the ecologists, have acknowledged that where 1 
Ihumanity1 and humanistic values are concerned, women are not really part of 

the populationv (Rich 1976:275). She explains that "it is not enough that the I 
1 

ecologically minded, or the Society of Friends, or the ~lanners of Planned 1 
Parenthood, or Zero Population Growth, concerned for the quality of life on 

the planet happen at this time to support the decontrol of abortionff (Rich 1976 : 1 :  
275). Rich shows that abortion has always "come and gone with the rhythms of 1 
economic and military aggression,'the desire for cheap labor, or for greater 

consumerismff (Rich 1976:275) .I0 Rich cautions that feminists must really 

10. There are many examples of such fluctuation on views of abortion. The 
Catholic Ch~ch, for example, has not always held its present position that 
abortion was an horrendous crime. Rich notes the following examples of the 
changing opinions on this issue: "In pre-Christian Rome a husband could order I 

1 

or ~ermit his wife to have an abortion in one ~remanc.19. and forbid her to in , 

another. We have seen the vacillations of official Church policy. In the 
I 

\ 

Soviet Union, the first modern country to legalize abortion (in 1920)~ virtual 
abortion factories were provided at first by the state. These were abolished 
and abortion declared illegal when it became clear that a confrontation was 
building with Nazi Germany. After World War 11, with a new emphasis on 

1 .  
consumerism, abortion was again legalized to encourage wives to stay in the 
labor force and earn a second family income. Throughout, by continuing a 1: 
half-hearted and ineffective program of birth-control information, the Soviet 
Union has in effect forced abortion on many women who would have preferred no* 
to conceive at all. In Japan, as we have seen a liberal, abortion law was re- 
scinded and birth control  ills made virtually unavailable, when the birth rate 
began to decline and the supply of cheap labor was threatenedn (~ich 1976:275-276) . 1 



change the structure of relationships and implement a new ethic of authenticity, 

: mutual aid and democratic relationships. She writes "There is no guarantee, 

under socialism, or liberal capitalism, protestantism, humanism, or any 

existing ethics, that a liberal policy will not become an oppressive one, so 1 
long as women do not have absolute decision power over the use of our 1 
bodiesf1 (Rich 1976:279) 

A feminist ethic. Dalv believes. would treat issues such as abortion I 

differently, informing belief by experience and reason. A feminist ethic she 

says wauld evaluate choices in the concrete complexity in which problems arise. 

Daly calls this the ethic "of courage to confront ambiguityu (Daly 1974: 110) . 
Such an ethic would involve recognizing complexity, rather than ignoring it, 

I 

and creating institutional arrangements which generate information from i 
1 .  
I 
I 

decisions so that decision making errors may be corrected instead of being F 
1 

compounded. 

What Dalyls and other analyses show is that the centralization of decision 1 :  

mrsking authority results in a poor design on issues which are ambiguous, need i 
- - - 

discussion, experimentation, information and non-authoritarian consciousness 

to make decisions. Abortion being one such ambiguous issue, anti-abortion 

legislation, a sexually hierarchical society and religious dogma are poor insti- 

tutional designs for just solutions to the problem. As D a l y  explains, "a / . 

community really expressive of authentic religious consciousness would coincide 
I 

1 '  
t 

w i t h  the women's movement in ~ointina beyond abortion to more fundamental 1 -- & w w  

solutions, working toward the development of a social context in which the 

problem of abortion would be unlikely to arise1' (Daly 1974:113). 

In summary, none of these writers if llpro-abortiontt. All are interested 

in changing the basis of relationships between men and women so that abortion 

is no longer an issue. These writers believe that abortion is being used as an 1 
issue to divert attention from more fhndamental causes of such problems. These 

i '  



1 writers find that little discussion of the ethics of this issue is occurina. 

Individuals are not able to reach a level of sympathetic understanding or non- 

dogmatic ethical consciousness .concerning this issue. Tocquevillefs ideas of - - - 
creating institutional settings which foster conversations free of distorting 

influences and focused on determining solutions in the context of ambiguity 

are applicable to the case of abortion. In the context of ambiguity all 

solutions should be considered provisional: the "bestH solutions would be - 

those that encouraged reasoning, experimentation and discussion and decrease the 

liklihood that the issue will arise. Tocqueville shows how in the context of 

institutional designs which encourage individual initiative and provoke 

experimentation, extreme liberty combats the potential excesses of liberty. 

The feminists discussed here use much the same logic in their analysis of the 
I .  
I 
I I 

approaches to the problems of abortion. 
/ 

The issues and institutional designs concerned w i t h  the phenomena of 

abortion, prostitution and rape each exemplify the aspects of sexual politics 

defined earlier in this chapter. These phenomena also show-the physical 

violence to individuals and the violence done to relationships through the 

institutional design of sexism. I have shown in this chapter that sexuality I 
I 

has been given a political meaning, that politics have been conducted through 

sex, that political order has been created on the basis of sex ranks and that 

an ideology of gender supremacy has been the foundation of most political order. I 
I ' 

These means of ordering relationships on the basis of sex rank are not the only 

method of constituting order in relationships. Beauvoir shows that such 

methods ere in fact not useful to producing liberty and authentic individuals. 

In the following chapters I will explore the nature of relationships and niles 

and roles for ordering relationships in order to apply Tocquevillets ideas to 

the design of roles which would be productive in designing relationships of 

I 
B liberty and mutual aid. 



CHAPTER 7 

SEX ROLES: A PARADIGMATIC ARTIFACT OF TYRANNY 

Sex Roles as Political Artifacts 

Just as the rules and roles of political orders are not generated 

spontaneously from nature, so, too, feminists argue, are assertions of 

the lfnaturalnessN of sex roles fallacious. Sex roles are artifacts. Of 

human creation, these roles follow from the rules of social, economic and 

political orders designed in ignorance or with forethought, with or without 

consent, consideration, conscience or cleverness. Sex roles may be under- 

stood-as similar to any other symbol which human consciousness invents, names 

defines and evaluates. 

Feminist research has throughout its history attempted to deliver 

science and society from the darkness in vain philosophy that anything natural 

multiple meanings given them throughout time and across different cultures. 

Consensus might be reached on data which show that the role of women has often 

been degraded in cultures where it started out to equal men's role, that 

some religions and cultures have lowered women's role status more than others 

it comes to sex role segregation. However, role segregation, role inequality, 

and given the great cultural variation, whatever does exist could hardly be 

considered anything but artificial, that is, the work of human artifice. 

Data can be searched, researched, recovered and exhumed to show that 

the separation and negation of female power or decision making capabilities 

has not occufred without economic and political motivations and the accomp- 

-300- 
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anying bloodshed and destruction of any such war. The "battle of the sexes"

could be taken literally in many historical epochs, according to anthro-

pological, religious and folklore studies.

Thus it is without hesitation that feminists such as Beacmoir ask us

to look at sex roles and the information such symbols convey as we would

any other social role. We should see sex roles as an artifact whose meaning

comes from constructed values, not merely or primarily from biology or any

romanticized view of what is natural. Beauvoir explains that society is not

a species, it is in a society or through the ordering of relationships that

the species "attains the status of existence—transcending itself toward the

world and the future" (Beauvoir 1952:40). Beauvoir concurs with Tocqueville

and others who study social artifacts that a society's "ways and customs

cannot be deduced from biology, for the individuals that compose the society

are never abandoned to the dictates of their nature . . . . It is not merely

as a body, but rather as a body subject to taboos, to laws, that the subject

is conscious of himself and attains fulfillment—it is with reference to

certain values that he evaluates himself" (Beauvoir 1952:40). Beauvoir

shows that it is not upon physiology that values are based; the facts of

biology adopt the values that the individual gives them.

Beauvoir presents several examples where customs make superior

muscular strength or sexual agressiveness no source of power, opportunity or

advantage. She also explains how the varying meaning of mother-child relation-

1. The fact of this war alone suggests that the biological foundations
of role enforcement must be unreliable and these roles not as natural as
ideology suggests. Gage, for example, traces the use of Canon Law to restrict
or prohibit the inheritance of property by wives and daughters and thus
reduce the economic influence of women. Gage also shows the use of murder
and excommunication in the centuries of the European Witchcraze to obtain for
the Church the property of unmarried women (Gage 1980). Frazer and Stone
both show the political nature and tremendous destruction of the movement to
rout out of culture and consciousness the female-centered Old Religion (Stone
1976; Frazer 1919). Kramer and Springer who wrote the book on how to have
a witchhunt, give detailed accounts of the savagery of this battle (Kramer and
Sprenger 1971).
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ships exemplifies her contention that the institutions and values of society

give meaning to biology and that these meanings are of greater analytical

importance as artifacts than simple biological facts. Beauvoir explains,

"The close bond between mother and child will be for her a source of dignity

or indignity according to the value placed upon the child—which is highly

variable—and this very bond, as we have seen, will be recognized or not

according to the presumptions of the society concerned" (Beauvoir 1952:41).

Beauvoir concludes that biology is not itself enough to explain the

social roles and rank of women. Beauvoir explains that "the body of woman

is one of the essential elements in her situation in the world. But that

body is not enough to define her as woman; there is no true living reality

except as manifested by the conscious individual through activities and in

the bosom of a society" (Beauvoir 1952:41).

Beauvoir does not try to erase the importance of biological factors in

role divisions, but the issue, she says, is not biological differences or

similarities, but the meaning attached to them within the rules defined by

the social group. Thus it would be incorrect to say that sexuality matters

not at all; truly the rules and meanings of roles have made sexuality matter

to the point of fetish. The meaning attached to biological traits, however,

are those given by the design of rules ordered relationships. Although

she rejects much of the historical materialist point of view, Beauvoir's

analysis coincides with some of their important insights. She deduces that

woman cannot simply be considered as a sexual organism, because among

biological traits, the only ones which have importance are those which take

on concrete value through action. Thus woman's awareness of herself is

not defined exclusively by her sexuality. Instead her awareness "reflects

a situation that depends upon the economic organization of society, which

in turn reflects what stage of technical evolution mankind has attained"
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(Beauvoir 1952:59). The work of women has differed in mind and in the value

associated with it in different technical stages of human evolution. Women

have been considered simply as sexual organisms under many rule systems,

however, even if this is a manmade construction of her role's meaning.

Millett argues that male supremacy is a political ideology and that

sex roles reflect this ideology. She explains that the heavier musculature

of the male, a common secondary sexual characteristic in mammals, is biolog-

ical in origin but is also encouraged to different degrees in different

cultures through breeding, diet and exercise. However, Millett argues,

this biological finding "is hardly an adequate category on which to base

political relations within civilization" (Millett 1970:48). In other words,

in political order, heavy musculature would not seem to be a prominent

characteristic in describing social roles. Millett concludes, "Male suprem-

acy, like other political creeds, does not finally reside in physical strength

but in the acceptance of a value system which is not biological" (Millett

1970:48). Millett shows that civilization has always been able to find

substitutes for physical strength such as technology, knowledge or weaponry

and it would seem in fact, that the contemporary world has little further

need of it. She notes that superior physical strength is not a factor in

many political relationships, specifically relations of race and class:

"At present, as in the past physical exertion is very generally a class

factor, those at the bottom performing the most strenuous tasks, whether they

be strong or not"(Millett 1970:48).

Sex Roles and Gender Identity

From Millett, feminist theory obtains a further elucidation of the

meaning of sex roles. Millett employs the idea of gender identity, popular

in psychology and sociology, as a construct whose evolution is distinct from
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biological sex. Following the research traditions in these fields, Millett

uses the word "sex" to connote anatomy and physiology, primarily biological

connotations, and the word "gender" to connote self defined sex identity,

primarily a cultural connotation. She summarizes psychological, sociological

and sex research to show that gender identity, "masculinity" and "femininity"

may be quite independent of biological sex "male" and "female".

Millett believes that because of the social circumstances which form

them, masculinity and femininity represent two different cultures with

utterly different life experiences. Millett writes, "Implicit in all the

gender identity development which takes place through childhood is the sum

total of the parents', peers', and the culture's notions of what is appro-

priate to each gender by way of temperament., character, interests, status,

worth, gesture and expression" (Millett 1970:53)• Conforming to the demands

which gender places upon one is perhaps the individual's main educational

assignment. Millett notes that this learning primarily involves absorbing

dogma and may have almost nothing to do with any kind of natural or biological

experience. Millett explains, "Since patriarchy's biological foundations

appear to be so very insecure, one has some cause to admire the strength of

a 'socialization' which can continue a universal condition 'on faith alone',

as it were, or through an acquired value system exclusively" (Millett, 1970:53).

Millett uses the literary work of Jean Genet to demonstrate further that

these gender identities and sex roles are not extensions of biology. Genet's

novels and plays record a particular subset of French homosexual men, groups

Genet was a part of. Of interest in Genet's description of the sex

caste hierarchy within1 an all male group in prison. Much evidence has

shown that the term "homosexual" may be misapplied to such phenomena as

prison rape among all male prisoners. Instead the analyst of such phenomena

should note that as with the rape of women, this rape is also not a crime
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of passion, bat an assertion of power and the establishment of a sex-related

pecking order among the members of the group. Often such activities are

sanctioned by the prison administration as a means of "self government" among

prisoners. Feminist men's groups have organized to seek reforms in this

situation. It is this link between sex, power and violence that Genet's

works expose. Millett has been accused of being anti-homosessual for her

analysis, of Genet's evidence (See John Lauretsen 1976). Her analysis is

not, however, of a gay liberation group, but of Genet's portrayal of a sex

caste system among an all male group which emulates an extreme extension

of heterosexual sex role hierarchy.

Millett points out that sexual role is not a matter of biological

identity but in Genet's world a matter of caste in a hierarchical homosexual

society. Millett explains, "Because of the perfection with which they ape

and exaggerate the 'masculine' and 'feminine' of heterosexual society, his

homosexual characters represent the best contemporary insight into its

constitution and beliefs" (Millett 1970:34). Millett explains that

the caricature is grotesque but that Genet's homosexuals, "none the less have

unerringly penetrated to the essence of what heterosexual society imagines

to be the character of 'masculine' and 'feminine' and which it mistakes

for the nature of male and female thereby preserving the traditional relation

of the sexes" (Millett 1970:35). Genet shows what it is to be the male,

mirrored in this homosexual society. "It is to be master, hero, brute and

pimp. Which is also to be irremediably stupid and cowardly" (Millett 1970:35)

He also shows what it is to be female, "a receptacle, a vase, a spittoon"

(Millett 1970:35). Millett comments on what the spittoon gets from this

relationship, noting a theme of the beautiful, suffering victim, escaping

a cowardly immorality through death and sainthood.

Millett describes these relationships as feudal and says that as such
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one would expect exchange of servitude for protection. Millett explains

that the characters of Genet's books have become utterly abject, which is

a condition akin to saintliness in the tradition of martyrdom. Millett

says that the whole cast of thought "is generally supported by the French

tradition wherein martyrdom is still the highest boon open to the religious

imagination" (Millett 1970:36). Millett explains that the female characters

of Genet's work not only show greater courage, humor, imagination and sensi-

tivity than the male oppressors of the system, she alone has a soul. "She

has suffered, while they have not, because the consciousness required for

suffering is inaccessable to them" (Millett 1970:36).

Again this is the negative behavior and negative result which is left

to those who have little if any power to decide a constructive alternative.

Millett further explains Genet's views that this system is the basis of

other poor relationship forms.

Millett writes of The Balcony as Genet's presentation of a theory of

revolution and counterrevolution. Millett explains that the play is set

in a brothel "and concerns a revolution which ends in failure, as the patrons

and proprietors of a whorehouse are persuaded to assume the roles of the

former government" (Millett 1970:39). Millett believes that Genet's work

shows how sexual caste supercedes all other forms of tyranny. Thus this play

shows the futility of "revolutions" which do not make changes in structure,

but, as in this case,"leave intact the basic unit of exploitation and

oppression that between the sexes, male and female, or any of the substitutes

for them" (Millett 1970:39). Millett explains that Genet perceives that

social relationships are hopelessly tainted by an institutionalized inequality

determined by birthright. What is important in Millett's interpretation of

Genet's work is the idea of rule by birthright regardless of qualification.

Millett explains that Genet "is convinced that by dividing humanity into
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two groups and appointing one to rule over the other by virtue of birthright,

the social order has already established and ratified a system of oppression

which will underlie and corrupt all other human relationships as well as

every area of thought and experience" (Millett 1970:39). What Millett shows

using Genet is similar to Tocqueville's analysis of a leviathan where no

restraint is established over rulers. However, the level of organization

which Genet is describing is basic to all further relations. Millett writes

"Throughout The Balcony Genet explores the pathology of virility, the

chimera of sexual congress as a paradigm of power over other human beings"

(Millett 1970:40). Millett concludes that Genet's analysis of hetero-

sexual politics shows the effects of such personality problems as the cult

of virility on all other social relations. "In Genet's analysis, it is

fundamentally impossible to change society without changing personality, and

sexual personality as it has generally existed must undergo the most drastic

change" (Millett 1970:40).

Millett's ideas here are related to a theme in Beauvoir, "Delusions

about sex foster delusions of power, and both depend on the reification of

woman" (Millett 1970:39). The category of "woman" as a thing or object or

as a construct which defined behavior for those who cannot think of a

democratic solution to a tragedy of the commons situation they might face

without some rule ordered alternative.

That the reified "woman" is held as a contemptible character is also

suggested in Genet's evidence. In Genet and in myriad other testimonies to

sanctimonious social disease with the male homosexual, the prejudice results

from an uninformed assumption that the male has given up his birthright,

fallen from grace and become, worst of all things, a woman. Millett suggests

how Genet's work exposes this contempt for the female sex role. She writes,

"The hostility which the swish provokes from a crowd of college boys and tough's,
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their taunts, their desire to strike down, their mindless rage, is as one

critic observes, the uneasy response of insecure virility erupting into

violence to cover its own terror of a possible 'false self', which according

to the Freudian theory of bisexuality, is its hateful and sternly throttled

femininity." And she asks whether this 'assertion of masculinity' is not

simply a "jingoist commitment to 'normal' sexual behavior—but just as much

a statement of contempt for the feminine itself?" (Millett 1970:447).

Millett quotes at length from Genet the murder of a homosexual by the hero

of Qaerelle of Brest: at the outset the hero is a militant heterosexual.

The description of the homosexual is provocative; quoting Genet:

Finally if a queer was like this, a creature so light, so fragile,
so airy, so transparent, so delicate, so broken, so clear, so
garrulous, so musical, so tender—one could kill it. Since
it was made to be killed; like Venetian glass it waited
only the big tough fist which could smash it without even
being cut (save possible for an insidious sliver, sharp,
hypocritical, slitting and remaining under the skin). If this
was a queer, it wasn't a man. For the queer had no weight.
He was a little cat, a bullfinch, a fawn, a blind-worm, a
dragonfly, whose very fragility is provocative and, in the
end, it is precisely this exaggeration which inevitably invites
its death (Millett 1970:448).

As Millett points out what is being annihilated here, what seems to invite

this annihilation "is an abstraction of the weak and the contemptible,

the feminine" (Millett 197O:448).

Although the murder of the contemptible abstraction is most clearly

identified with role and not biological sex in Genet's story, we see the

same motivation and meaning in stories of female murders in contemporary

artistic presentations such as Dressed to Kill. It could be added to

Millett's analysis, that Genet's evidence also uncovers the excuse that the

beauty of the victim lies in "her" so called vulnerability and because of
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this the incarnation of beautiful vulnerability asks for it. This theme

which has been discussed here under the topic rape, is a variant of the

larger theme that what is fascinating and attractive about sexuality and

especially the projection of "feminine" sexuality is its connection with

games of power. Millett provides the summary for her point that biological

sex is not the important dimension of reified woman. Millett explains,

"But as she minces along a street in the Village, the storm of outrage an

insouciant queen in drag may call down is due to the fact that she is both

masculine and feminine at once—or male, but feminine" (Millett 1970:448).

The drag queen has made gender identity easy to lose and questions it "at

a time-when it has attained the status of a moral absolute and a social

imperative" (Millett 1970:448-449). Not only does the drag queen define

sex role, she negates it: "she has dared obloquy, and in so doing so has

challenged more than the taboo on homosexuality, she has uncovered what the

source of contempt implies—the fact that sex role is sex rank" (Millett

1970:449). Millett believes that Genet reveals the arbitrary and invidious

nature of sex roles. "Divorced from their usual justification in an assumed

biological congruity masculine and feminine stand out as terms of praise and

blame, authority and servitude, high and low, master and slave (Millett 1970:449).

Millett not only shows that the roles of masculinity and femininity are

not tied to biology or nature, she suggests that the paradigm of sex rank

underlies the rule structure for other social relationship designs. She

suggests, in fact, that the learning of power relationships through leviathan—

like sex ranks will influence an individual's personality development, learning

capabilities and hence, the individual's ability to function in other non-

leviathan organizational structures. These are ideas to which I will return.
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Sex Roles and Sex Rules: the Artifacts of Culture's Foundation

Feminists are not suggesting that there be no rules or roles governing

relationships. Both Beauxroir and Mitchell, for example, discuss at length

the need for rules governing kinship structures as one of the basic require-

ments for social organization (Beauvoir 1952:79-80; Mitchell 1974:370-381).

Both authors stress, however, that kinship systems are not natural, but

are social artifacts. As such they reflect the values of a culture and are

themselves mutable with changes in cultural values. It is instructive to

study Mitchell's analysis.

Mitchell follows Levi-Strauss in showing how it is not the biological

family of mother, father and child that is the distinguishing feature of

human kinship structures. This natural or biological structure indeed must

be transformed if society is to be instituted.. Mitchell explains that the

universal and primordial artifice which regulates kinship structures is the

prohibition on incest. She explains its function, "this prohibition forces

one family to give up one of its members to another family ; the rules of

marriage within 'primitive' societies function as a means of exchange and

as an unconsciously acknowledged system of communication" (Mitchell 1974:370).

Mitchell says this act of exchange holds society together. In fact, the

rules of kinship as with the rules of language to which they are allied, are

the society.

The exchange system of the kinship structure is a means of communication.

Mitchell explains that whatever the nature of the societies which have been

recorded—be they patriarchal, matrilineal, patrilinial—it is always men

who exchange women. In this system, women become the equivalent of a sign

which is being communicated. "The legally controlled exchange of women is

the primary factor that distinguishes mankind from all other primates, from
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a cultural standpoint" (Mitchell 1974:372). This exchange or act of exogamy

transforms the "natural" or endogamous family into a cultural kinship system.

Mitchell explains that the incest taboo is the subjective expression

of the need for exogamy, which is basic to forming a kinship structure and,

therefore, culture. She explains that within the family both sexes naturally

possess their kin in established relationships. "A law that merely confirmed

this pattern would be futile; marriage laws and the intimately related taboo

on incest are set up precisely to prevent any circular fixation at this

natural stage" (Mitchell 1974:372). Mitchell argues that undirected copulation

is not important for being biologically "wrong"; rather it would represent

a repetition from which no culture could be established. She explains that

the prohibition on incest works two ways: first a person must not posses

specific members of the kinship group and secondly a person must offer

specific members exogamously in marriage. "Society thus being based on

the reciprocal exchange of values, sexual laws are therefore the equivalent

of interhuman communication and coexistent with society itself," concludes

Mitchell (Mitchell 1974:373).

Several important conclusions can be drawn from Mitchell's analysis.

First the triadic biological family does not form the nucleus of society.

Instead it is the structural relationship between families which constitutes

the element of human order. Secondly some rule ordering of relationships

is necessary for this elementary exchange to take place and for this nucleus

to be formed. Explains Mitchell, "Ultimately what is important, then, is

some legally established method of exchange and a distinction between legit-

ament and illegitimate relationships—within these terms, what the law

establishes goes, but its expression can be extremely variable and is certainly

not attached to a biological pattern which nevertheless, it, so to speak,

takes into account" (Mitchell 1974:375). Finally, then, sexual laws, in
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addition to sex roles, are cultural artifacts which vary in their expression

and meaning.

The artifacts of sexual taboo or law are as important in their design

as are the artifacts of more general political order. As the earlier dis-

cussion of Tocqueville's ideas has shown all restrictions of liberty in the

name of liberty within order involve the terrible possibility of tyranny.

Tyranny impressed upon the individual personality results in neurosis.

Mitchell, for example, discusses the effects of the incest taboo and the

structural designs which effect its institution with varying results for the

individual personality.

Mitchell explains that the sexual laws of culture, particularly the

prohibition on incest, are internalized in the individual as the phenomenon

Freud called the Oedipus complex. Now whether that myth that Freud rewrote

as this complex is exactly the form of personality, development on the

point of incest taboo is not the issue. "What Mitchell's point is, is that

Freud observed what he believed were the results of social learning which,

important to present purposes, reflected the exogamous incest taboo, the role

of the father, the exchange of women, the consequent different meaning of

the sexes as artifacts, in sum the formulation of fundamental exchange

relationships of culture itself. Mitchell explains that the Oedipus complex

is about what Freud regarded as the order of all human culture ; "it is

specific to nothing but patriarchy which is itself, according to Freud,

specific to all human civilization" (Mitchell 1974:377).

Mitchell then considers the incest taboo in the particular manifestation

which Freud observed it, the Oedipus complex of advancing industrial cultures.

What Mitchell hypothesizes is that within today's nuclear (biological/natural)

family the proximity and centrality of tabooed relationships places a new

weight on the incest desire. She explains that nothing is done in the
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ideology of the nuclear family to assist the prohibition and on the contrary,

much is done to provoke the tabooed relationship. "It is as though the

Oedipus complex of Western man were heir to the kinship structure whereby

man became human, but the farther mankind gets from overtly employing

kinship relations for social organization, the deeper repressed and hence

more clamorous they become, for they are expressed within a context that

tantalized them" (Mitchell 1974:377-378). Mitchell explains that within

the ideology of the isolated nuclear family, "the mother and sister or

father and brother you sensually cannot have are also the only people you are

supposed to love" (Mitchell 1974:378). So Mitchell summarizes that it is no wonder

Freud found "not only the dominance of unconscious desire but the prevalence

of forbidden acts, for actual incest is not all that rare in our society"

(Mitchell 1974:378).

Mitchell supports this proposition through the following line of

reasoning. In economically advanced societies other forms of economic

exchange, for example commodity exchange, dominate kinship exchange and social

class,not kinship structures,prevail. Against this background of increasing

remoteness of a kinship structure, arises the importance of the biological

family. Mitchell explains, "that the relationship between two parents and

their children assumes a dominant role when the complexity of a class

society forces the kinship system to recede" (Mitchell 1974:378).

Mitchell notes that there might have been a time after kinship ties

had ceased to be a visible form of organization and "before the success

of the biological family as the ideological centerpiece of society," when

neither artifact was particularly in evidence. "With child and female

labour the order of the day, the nuclear family had small chance of

establishing itself as the rationale of home-sweet-home, and daughters of

working class families were of little value for exchange"(Mitchell 1974:379).
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Furthermore, Mitchell writes that in other epochs this might have been the

case with serfs and slaves, but now it is true for most people. Mitchell

writes that under industrial capitalism "the vast majority of the population

not only has nothing to sell but its labour-power, it also has nothing to

exchange but this; particularly in the early stages it has nothing to inherit

and nothing to give" (Mitchell 1974:379). Mitchell explains then that

kinship relationships are preserved as important among the aristocracy, but

the cult of the biological family develops within the middle class. "The

middle class is thus the heir and progenitor of capitalism not only on the

economic level bat also on the ideological" (Mitchell 1974:379). Mitchell

believes that the upper class of manufacturers, the bourgeoisie, needs the

reproduction of its labor force, the biological nuclear family, as the answer

to the vacancy left by the loss of the kinship system. She believes that

this artifact was imposed upon the working class by various means, citing

all the reforms of education, child and female labor as means to secure a

higher birthrate and survival rate among workers. Mitchell explains that

"with the increased national wealth from imperialism, the working class

was gradually able to follow the middle-class example of cultivating the

biological family as, paradoxically, indeed almost impossibly, the main .

social unit" (Mitchell 1971:379). Thus Mitchell finds that the biological

nuclear family becomes a cultural event under capitalism with the demise of

prominant kinship structures resulting from the same historical events.

"When, within the majority of the population, it is no longer necessary for

women to be exchange objects, then the small dominant class must insist

on their remaining so—hence we have the bourgeois hypocracies about the

value of the family for the working class" (Mitchell 1974:380). As historical

changes are destroying the kinship structure the ideology of family is

being preserved and the role of women is a central part of historic ideolog-

ical preservation.
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Mitchell further explains that the taboos which established exogamy,

prohibitions on incest, persist as does exogamy, "but, contained in their

visible manifestations within the biological family, instead of openly

expressed within a kinship system, they take on new shades of meaning"

(Mitchell 1974:380). Mitchell shows that the institution of the biological

nuclear family at once endorses the attitudes contained within the incest

taboo and the expression of the Oedipus complex as the way of learning this

sexual law and at the same time contradicts these attitudes. "In industrial

society, if the family were not preserved, the prohibition on incest

together with the already redundant demand for the exchange of women . . •

would be unnecessary. Under capitalism, the mass of mankind, propertyless

and working socially together en masse for the first time in the history of

civilization would be unlikely, were it not for the preservation of the

family, to come into proximity with their kin and if they did, it wouldn't

matter" (Mitchell 1974:380). Part of the purpose of stating such a propositic

which Mitchell says is complex and which she is only raising for discussion,

is simply to underscore that cultural necessity is perhaps of greater impact

on the design of institutions that biological proclivities. Moreover, she

has shown that institutional designs which present the individual with

contradictions and dissonance of great intensity are, if we follow Mitchell's

interpretations of Freud's observations, likely to produce neurosis in the

organism so stressed. Mitchell proposes that "with the dissolution of the

Oedipus complex man finally enters into his humanity (always a precarious

business)" (Mitchell 1974:380). In other words it is through coming to

terms with the rules that define order that civilization is formed. And

this business is precarious. Freud found that the individual could come to

terms with the laws expressed in the Oedipus complex, neurotic, psychotic

or "OK". And Mitchell finds that within the mileau of Freud's observations
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there were other ideological factors and institutional artifacts which made

one of the former categories seem predominant, i.e. the contradictions of

the incest taboo and the cult of the nuclear family. Mitchell concludes .

then "that the definition of ... humanity—the differentiating instance

between man and beast, i.e. the development of exchange relationships,

may have become 'unsuitable1 for the particular social form in which it is

today expressed" (Mitchell 1974:380).

Several important conclusions can be extrapolated from Mitchell's

presentation. First, if one follows Mitchell's argument at all, one might

conclude that it is not feminism or sexual liberation which poses the threat

to the conjugal nuclear unit. Secondly, the rules governing sex roles are

mutable, and thirdly,poor rule choices are associated with further ills of

the social order. Mitchell does not assert that her analyses are innovations

on this point; Freud proposed a connection between ontogeny and phylogeny.

However, the challenge of the feminist analysis of the particular rules of

patriarchy is unique in demonstrating the link between tyrannical sex roles

and tyranny in larger scale political institutions. Rich suggests the

potential feminism gives political analysis for understanding more fully

tyrannical rule structures.

For the first time in history, a pervasive recognition is
developing that the patriarchal system cannot answer for itself;
that it is not inevitable; that it is transitory; and that the
cross-cultural, global domination of women by men can no longer
be either denied or defended. When we acknowledge this, we tear
open the relationship at the core of all power-relationships, a
tangle of lust, violence, possession, fear, conscious longing,
unconscious hostility, sentiment, rationalization: the sexual
understructure of social and political forms (Rich 1976:39).

The idea that this understructure is, tyrannical and that this tyranny is

important to other relationships can be shown in greater detail.
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The Tyrannical Aspect of Sex Roles

Beauvoir makes the point that men could not enjoy their privileges fully

unless they believed its principles were founded on the absolute and the

eternal (Beauwoir 195 :xxv). In other words, if one believed that women

might be people or that Blacks might be as fully human as whites, it would

be very difficult to keep telling oneself that one was justified in treating

women as chattel and Blacks as slaves. Thus an ideal of the feminine and

the eternal female has been maintained against any reality which might

dispute its validity. Every female being not necessarily a "woman," the

reality of femininity has constantly been threatened (Beauvoir 1952:xvi).

Those who were not "women" have been dealt with harshly. All means of laws,

customs, social codes and religious doctrine have enforced this construct.

Beauvoir quotes Poulain de la Barre, "Being men, those who have made and

compiled the laws have favored their own sex, and jurists have elevated these

laws into principles " (Beauvoir 1952: xxv). The characteristics of a

leviathan are disclosed by this view.

This practice is just the opposite of the right understanding of self

interest that one would hope individuals would produce. And even Tocqueville

fails to see this as he offers his thoughts on a separate-but-equal-policy

of his own.

Tocqueville's belief is that in Europe people would make men and women

not only "equal" but "alike". "They would give to both the same functions,

impose on both the same duties, and grant to both the same rights; they would

mix them in all things—their occupations, their pleasures, their business.

It may readily be conceived that by this attempting to make one sex equal

to the other, both are degraded, and from so preposterous a medley of the

works of nature nothing could ever result but weak men and disorderly
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women" (Tocqueville 1945 2:222; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):219, (B) 3:343).

This is not how the Americans understand the "democratic equality"

which may be established between the sexes. Tocqueville believes the

Americans have applied "the great principle of political economy" to the

sexes by dividing the duties of men and women "in order that the great

work of society may be better carried on" (Tocqueville 1945 2:223; Oeuvres

Completes (M) 1(2):220, (B) 3:344).

Tocqueville believes the model he constructs of America is the best

means of arranging order between sexes. He believes two distinct lines of

action are drawn for the sexes, but they are of equal importance.

American women never manage the outward concerns of the family
or conduct a business or take a part in political life; nor
are they, on the other hand, ever compelled to perform the rough
labor of the fields or to make any of those laborious efforts which
demand the exertion of physical strength. No families are so poor
as to form an exception to this rule. If on the one hand, an
American woman cannot escape from the quiet circle of domestic
employments, she is never forced, on the other, to go beyond it.
Hence it is that the women of America, who often exhibit a
masculine strength of understanding and a manly energy, generally
preserve great delicacy of personal appearance and always retain
the manners of women although they sometimes show that they have
the hearts and minds of men" (Tocqueville 1945 2:223; Oeuvres
Completes (M) 1(2) :220, (B) 3:334).

Tocqueville also says that the Americans have never imagined that a

consequence of democratic principles is "the subversion of marital power or

the confusion of the natural authorities in families" (Tocqueville 1945 2:223;

Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):220, (B) 3:344). He writes that in the United

States people hold that every associate must have a head to accomplish its

object and the natural head of a conjugal association is man. No evidence

is presented on this latter point. "They do not therefore deny him the right

of directing his partner, and they maintain that in the smaller associations

of husband and wife as well as in the great social community the object of

democracy is to regulate and legalize the powers that are necessary, and
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not to subvert all power" (Tocqueville 1945 2:223; Oeuvres Completes

(M) 1(2):220, (B) 3:344).

Leaving aside the well documented historical exceptions to Tocqueville's

observations of life on the frontier, one might simply recall that Tocqueville

was not nearly so fascinated by the division of roles by birth when applied

to the worker and the aristocracy of manufacturers. After all, as Tocqueville

so aptly expressed, what is, the division of labor by birthright, bat

aristocracy? As Tocqueville might ask us to consider about the maker of

pin's heads, what of the individual who does not wish the role of the breeder-

feeder birthright? At this stage in the development of Tocqueville's

democratic theory, democracy was not to be fully applied to all individuals.

Any alternative to patriarchy was seen as an anarchistic subversion of all

power. In other words, patriarchy is a core value, a necessary power, to

be regulated and legalized. It would be regulated and legalized by those

who held such power by birthright, it might be added, since women would not

be allowed to mix in politics, even at the level of family politics. As

Beauvoir suggested, political and cultural institutions were designed to

foster the idea that patriarchy was a law of nature instead of the artifact

it is ; democracy as a political form and democratic theory as a philosophy

were not extended to "subvert" all, that is patriarchal, power. Tocqueville

seals this selection in the same spirit of double think thusly:

Thus the Americans do not think that man and woman have either
the duty or the right to perform the same offices, but they show
an equal regard for both their respective parts; and though their
lot is different, they consider both of them as beings of equal
value. They do not give to the courage of woman the same form or
the same direction as to that of man, but they never doubt her
courage; and if they hold that man and his partner ought not
always to exercise their intellect and understanding in the same
manner, they at least believe the understanding of the one to be
as sound as that of the other, and her intellect to be as clear.
True, then, while they have allowed the social inferiority of woman
to continue, they have done all they could to raise her morally
and intellectually to the level of man; and in this respect they
appear to me to have excellently understood the true principle of
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democratic improvement (Tocqueville 1945 2:225; Oeuvres Completes
(M) 1(2):222, (B) 3:347-348).

Beauvoir's work shows that separate has never been equal and that

casting individuals into roles because of characteristics of a group they

hold some common quarter with cannot be reconciled with an individualist

methodology. That this lack of right understanding of the principle of

democratic improvement results in enormous costs to all concerned can be

demonstrated in myriad ways. Beauvoir writes the learning of her role makes

independence for women very difficult. She describes the stifling of young

girls: "If girl students run in gay groups through the streets, as boys do,

they make a spectacle of themselves; to walk with long strides, sing, talk,

or laugh loudly, or eat an apple, is to give provocation; those who do will

be insulted or followed or spoken to" (Beauvoir 1953:374). She explains that

careless gaiety is bad deportment and that the self-control imposed on women

becomes second nature and kills spontaneity. The result says Beauvoir "is

tension and ennui" (Beauvoir 1953:375).

Beauvoir writes that the ennui is contageous. Young girls quickly tire

of each other; they do not unite for their mutual benefit. They need the

company of boys because the company of fellow prisoners offers them little.

Rrownmiller presents a similar analysis of female dependence on male company

to protect themselves from rape. Beauvoir writes "this incapacity to be

self-sufficient engenders a timidity that extends over their entire lives

and is marked even in their work" (Beauvoir 1953:375). Beauvoir explains

that girls learn to believe that outstanding success is reserved for men

and that this debilitating conviction leads to laziness or mediocrity.

What Beauvoir finds to be the cause of these defeatist attitudes and

behavior is not unlike what Tocqueville observed of the hopelessness of

the peasant of the Old Regime. Beauvoir explains that it is not by increasing

her worth as a human being that woman becomes more valuable to men, "it is
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rather by modeling herself upon their dreams" (Beauvoir 1953:375). Here

we have then Beauvoir's interpretation on the situation which Tocqueville

also remarked, as quoted earlier: "It appeared to me, on the contrary,

that they attach a sort of pride to the voluntary surrender of their own

will and make it their boast to bend themselves to the yoke, not to shake

it off. Such at least, is the feeling expressed by the most virtuous of

their sex; the others are silent" (Tocqueville 1945 2:223; Oeuvres Completes

(M) 1(2):220, (B) 3:345). In the feminist view of "democratic improvement"

no one should be made to surrender her or his will to the yoke. Tocqueville

could not imagine surrendering his will, even passing beneath a yoke "held

out to (him) by the arms of a million men" (Tocqueville 1945 2:12; Oeuvres

Completes (M) 1(2):19, (B) 3:20).

The ills that Tocqueville finds in the peasants' situation in France

in The Old Regime are just those that Beauvoir finds in women's situations.

Their fundamental cause is the same according to both authors: neither the

woman nor the peasant feels herself or himself responsible for her or his

future. Authority for individual decisions is removed from the level of

the individual.

Beauvoir, as well as Tocqueville, shows that this belief that one does

not control her environment is founded on fact. Moreover, these facts go

directly to a more fundamental cause : the division of roles and the Leviathan

of authority and the principle that separate is not equal when authority is

not equally accessible across rounds of decision making, but is monocentric,

monocratic, monopolistic, monomamiacal: monotonous. Subverting one's will

to another's or modeling oneself upon another's dreams is not in the spirit

of democracy that Tocqueville lays out for any other individuals besides

women.

Feminists do not believe that mandatory role playing, even if many hold
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out the yoke of the fantasy "woman,'-' is at all compatible with a democratic

structure for decision making. Beauvoir describes further the peculiarity

of the role females are asked to play as "women". Beauvoir gives evidence

which contradicts Tocqueville's fantasy that any individual, including women,

revels in subverting her will. However, since the "woman's" role asks this

of her, Beauvoir explains that this role makes her "divided against herself."

To be a free, liberty loving individual—to be a human being—is in contra-

diction with being a "woman." When being a human being, she is being,

thinking, acting like a man; though a vulgar description to one who ponders

it long, this may be the least obscene and obnoxious description of herself

of the many she will hear. If she acts like a "woman," on the other hand,

then she is entrapped by a delusion, someone else's dream. "To be a woman

would mean to be the object, the Other—and the Other nevertheless remains

subject in the midst of her resignation" (Beauvoir 1952:57). Beauvoir describes

this alienation more completely explaining that the passivity that becomes

the essential characteristic of the "feminine" woman is a trait developed

from her earliest years. However, it is wrong to conclude that a biological

datum is thus uncovered. This is a fact imposed upon her. On the contrary,

Beauvoir explains that "the great advantage enjoyed by the boy is that his

mode of existence in relationship to others leads him to assert his subject-

ive freedom" (Beauvoir 1952:315). Beauvoir shows that a boy's apprenticeship

for life is one of becoming an autonomous being. "Climbing trees, fighting

with his companions, facing them in rough games, he feels his body as a means

for dominating nature and as a weapon for fighting; ... he finds a balanced

exercise of his powers ; . . .he undertakes, he invents, he dares." Beauvoir

says he challenges himself and tests himself as if he were another, but

what is important, "is that there is no fundamental opposition between his

concern for that objective figure which is his, and his will to self-realization
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in concrete projects. It is by doing that he creates his existence both in

one and the same action" (Beauvoir 1952-316).

The contrary is true for woman. Beauvoir says from very early there

is a conflict "between her autonomous existence and her objective self, her

being-the-other; she is taught that to please she must try to please, she

must make herself object; she should therefore renounce her autonomy"

(Beauvoir 1952:316). Beauvoir further explains how this renunciation causes

a vicious circle "for the less she exercises her freedom to understand, to

grasp and discover the world about her, the less resources will she find

within herself, the less will she dare to affirm herself as subject" (Beauvoir

1952:316).

Leaving aside any reasoning about how sex roles may corrupt the individual

and how, moreover, one may assert that by subverting woman's will one con-

tributes to a more general subversion of wills and flight from responsibility

among all parties, one could just state that not every female wishes to

be a "woman" like this. It does not appear to occur to Tocqueville (and

others) that perhaps some women simply do not want to submit to the yoke

and that his conscientious musings about the meaning of democracy might

cause him to ponder this and then ask why should they then? At whose

costs are the great works of society and is there a just apportioning of

these costs? Surely the questions raised go to the heart of democratic

theory. It is never enough to say that tyranny is wrong, however. We must

continue to explain what is wrong with it. Beauvoir discusses the bad faith

involved in not raising such questions and allowing these roles to stand;

if individuals do not reject a group classification, role of birthright,

for themselves, what follows are neither the most efficient nor effective

of human relationships.
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This vicious anti-learning circle is similar to what Tocqueville pre-

dicts as the state of all intelligence systems within a leviathan. The

kingpin of the leviathan lives in increasing ignorance, too. It could be

argued that to be well-off and ignorant is better than to be poor and

ignorant, but, though the King is perhaps a rich fool, this state of

ignorance is at heart what subverts such a system. Beauvoir describes the

tragedy of willed ignorance, lack of right understanding and bad faith as

a kind of immorality and certainly a great inefficiency.

Beauvoir explains that although it may be true that men find in women

more complicity than the oppressor often finds in the oppressed, it

is still " in bad faith [that] they take authorization from this to declare

that she has desired the destiny they have imposed on her" (Beauvoir 1952:802)

Recall that Beauvoir believes that the individual's highest goal should

be to exist as a being in the quest of liberty and relationships of liberty.

Beauvoir believes like Tocqueville, that institutional arrangements should

be evaluated in terms of their challenge to individuals to participate, to

have liberty and develop relationships of right understanding. Unlike

Tocqueville, Beauvoir talks about all the individuals not a minority of

them. So Beauvoir finds this bad faith to be among the worst crimes against

another individual, the crime of aiding someone in her . own corruption by

submission "which is the temptation of every existent in the anxiety of

liberty" (Beauvoir 1952:802). By aiding another in submission one submits

and corrupts oneself, as well, in this design of bad faith.

Feminists often are accused of chauvinism and lack of sympathy for women

who are anti-feminists. Quite the contrary is so. None of the feminists

quoted here write that mothers are idiots, that engineers are better than

unpaid home laborers or that every woman should be any specific role. The

mysogyny in such views is not to be drawn from the conclusions of any of
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these writers. These feminists are not out to create a new stereotype

"woman". Feminists are allied in their disgust at the abuse of the

female who, in bad faith, is placed in the role "woman". Moreover, there

is some consensus on the revulsion of feminists from the manipulation of

"women," what Mary Daly calls "fembots", as tokens and anti-feminists.

Beauvoir sees the contribution of the female in such a situation as

much greater than that apportioned" to women by other feminist writers. She

describes the archetypal negative relationship between men and women. She

believes the innumerable conflicts between men and women occur because

"neither is prepared to assume all the consequences of this situation which

one has offered and the other accepted" (Beauvoir 1952:803).

Beauvoir writes that such relationship designs are based on a dubious

concept of "equality in inequality", which the one uses to mask his despotism

and the other to mask her cowardice "(Beauvoir 1952:803). She explains that

such a concept does not bear the test of experience well. "In their exchanges,

woman appeals to the theoretical equality she has been guaranteed, and man

the concrete inequality that exists" (Beauvoir 1952:803). This is how far

a policy of separate but equal takes our unhappy and unfree couple. Beauvoir

says the result of such an association is not the bliss of "natural"

authority being honored by institutionalization but an endless debate primar-

ily on "the ambiguous meaning of the words give and take: she complains

of giving her all, he protests that she takes his all" (Beauvoir 1952:803).

1. A recent example of this manipulation would be the use of the Anita
Bryant fembot to line the coffers and promote the political prominance of
her husband, Bob Green, and his,alias Anita Bryant's, ministries. After
divorcing Green upon learning of the misappropriation of funds, malefactions
of the ministerial call and misuse of herself, image and name, Anita
Bryant, interestingly reconsidered many of her campaign's platforms and her
own opinions. Even National Enquirer found that Anita Bryant was manip-
ulated, and to the cynical Enquirer such a result was none too queer.
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The problem Beauvoir points out is unequal exchange of values masked as

reciprocal exchange. Exchanges under the laws of political economy we find

are in fact based on the value the merchandise has for the buyer and not for

the seller if there are in fact a great many fish in the sea. Beauvoir

points out that in this tragically common occurrence that the woman has been

deceived into thinking her worth is priceless when in truth "for man she is

an amusement, a pleasure, company, an inessential boon" (Beauvoir 1952:803).

If in this system she has learned that he is the meaning and justification

of her existence, their exchange is not of items of equal value.

Especially Beauvoir's point is well taken when it comes to income

foregone. Beauvoir discusses this loss in terms of the different meaning

time has for each party to the poor partnership. She points out that the

time they spend together does not have the same value for both. "During

the evening the lover spends with his mistress he could be doing something

of advantage to his career, seeing friends, cultivating business relation-

ships, seeking recreation ; for a man normally integrated in society, time

is a positive value: money, reputation, pleasure" (Beauvoir 1953:803).

Beauvoir says for the "idle,bored woman," the contrary is true. Time is a

burden to the killed. Beauvoir describes the romance: "In a liaison what

most clearly interests the man, in many cases, is the sexual benefit he

gets from it: if need be, he can be content to spend no more time with

his mistress than is required for the sexual act ; but—with exceptions—

what she, on her part, wants is to kill all the excess time she has on her

hands; and—like the storekeeper who will not sell potatoes unless the

customer will take turnips also—she will not yield her body unless her lover

will take hours of conversation and "going out" into the bargain" (Beauvoir

1953:8O3). Beauvoir says a bargain is reached if the cost does not seem too

high to the man which depends on his desire and the income foregone. "But if
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the woman demands—offers—too much time, she becomes wholly intrusive, . . .

and the man will prefer to have nothing rather than too much. Then she

reduces her demands; but very often the balance is reached at the cost of

a double tension: she feels that the man has "had" her at a bargain, and

he thinks her price is too high"(Beauvoir 1952:803-804). Beauvoir

summarizes, "He always has 'other things to do' with his time; whereas she

has time to burn; and he considers much of the time she gives him not as a

gift but as a burden" (Beauvoir 1952:803-804).

Beauvoir describes further the costs to both parties even if they

profess love as they design a deceitful web. She shows how both parties feel

wronged. Beauvoir concludes that in such situations it is useless to

attempt to apportion blame or excuses, because justice cannot be done

within a design of injustice (Beauvoir 1952:804). Beauvoir makes an

analogy to other similar relationship designs which allow little but injustice

"A colonial administrator has no possibility of acting rightly toward the

natives, nor a general toward his soldiers; the only solution is to be

neither Colonist nor military chief; but a man could not prevent himself

from being a man" (Beauvoir 1952: 804-805). Beauvoir concludes that the

man is "culpable in spite of himself and [labors] under the effects of a

fault he did not himself commit" and the woman is "victim and shrew in spite

of herself" (Beauvoir 1953:805).

Beauvoir remarks that sometimes the man rebels and becomes cruel and

then he makes himself an accomplice of the injustice, and the fault for

his actions become his as an individual. But on the whole Beauvoir concludes

that these cases are incapable of any satisfactory solution because they

are the result of unsatisfactory designs.
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The evil originates not in the perversity of individuals—
and bad faith first appears when each blames the other—it
originates rather in a situation against which all individual
action is powerless. Women are "clinging," they are a dead
weight, and they suffer for it;, the point is that their
situation is like that of a parasite sucking out the living
strength of another organism. Let them be provided with living
strength of their own, let them have the means to attack the
world and wrest from it their own subsistence, and their dependence
will be abolished—that of man also. There is no doubt that
both men and women will profit greatly from the new situation
(Beauvoir 1952:805).

Beauvoir's solution seems so simple and straightforward; one wonders

why nothing changes. One wonders too, why empirical observations show that

when women try to raise themselves from such relationships they suddenly are

ostracized for not being "women." As with most facile solutions to the

problem of creating order the cost looks small compared to that of creating

the type of relationship designs liberty demands. Beauvoir's analysis,

however, shows this budget is deceptive. Beauvoir's contention that, unlike

the general or the colonist, men cannot quit their roles, cannot help being

men bears further consideration. While it seems reasonable only to hold an

individual culpable for the injury or injustice in which he or she participates,

Beauvoir has made a case earlier for injuries other than the individual •

brutality which she cites here. Simply ignoring or more actively aiding in

maintaining another individual in a servile position in one's relationships

with him or her has previously been seen as a crime against that person.

For women not to struggle, Beauvoir has said, may be expected, as it is

in every individual's apparent immediate interest to do as little as possible.

However, Beauvoir sees this slide into immanence, if understandable, as

immoral and untrue to the Self. Institutional arrangements and people who

help the individual continue in immanence and do not promote the individual

in a quest for meaning and liberty have been viewed by Beauvoir as bad.

For Tocqueville, this sort of wrong understanding of self interest and the
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institutions which help individuals avoid responsibility are, too, undesirable.

In a Hobbesian view, such behavior might even have been seen as against

the laws of nature ; as such we could expect the harvest of maintaining

another individual's servility to be the ills Beauvoir describes.

While Beauvoir may be correct in saying it is not the fact of evil

essences in the personalities of the individuals involved that causes the

poor relationships she documents, it seems illogical to hold the woman to

the same standard. Beauvoir's reasoning is that both have designed this

bitter relationship in this flight from liberty. Additionally, at a

different order of analysis, each has been taught the unjust, poor relation-

ship design and, individually, none can do right within the rule and role

design.

Yet, against this, we observe that many women are not burning time at

home with chocolates, soap operas and lilting thoughts of their lover's

next appearance. Statistics of women in the work force (both as paid laborers

and as volunteers whom it could be said maintain the spark of voluntary

associations in the United States and elsewhere), suggest that, if

not a total myth, such women are very much a minority. This is the image

of the self-loathing, time burning "woman," females are taught to feel

guilty about when they fail at emulation (immolation?). What interest is

served in maintaining with guilt, legal statutes, customs and so forth this

myth and the sanctity of self-immolating "woman"? What interest is served

in persecuting and prosecuting women who refuse to burn their time and their

Selves and suggest changes so others are less likely to also? Certainly

someone must gain from the myth. Beauvoir suggests that both men and women

who are in the midst of the myth gain; both lose also. Beauvoir says men

cannot help being themselves, but surely this is a flaw in her reasoning.

For here we escape from the individual level of analysis, to say that the
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individual man is not responsible for irresponsibly refusing to think through

his situation and consider the rules and roles by which his relationships

are played.

Daly, in opposition to Beauvoir, finds men to be the parasites. The

argument is not merely name calling and role playing. Daly believes that

abstractions such a "sex role socialization" can be used to evade an analysis

which finds tangible actors acting injustly. If the oppressor refuses to

give up his position as colonizer or man of the house for some more just and

beneficial relationship, we must ask what he gains in his present relationship,

Daly and Rich suggest he gains a great deal from the nurturant, motherly,

sex-object, helper facets of the kept-woman role. From the Bruce and

Chrystie Jenner story (and theirs is only more notorious, not more noteworthy

than millions of similar stories), it can be deduced that some occupations

and social positions could hardly be held by men without supporting female
2

roles in the picture. Women in such occupations who have no wives learn

this quickly. Beauvoir seems ready at this point of her analysis to lay the

blame at the feet of sociology. Daly finds men culpable for not rising

above these roles and, moreover, finds the token-woman culpable for contin-

uing to be bought-off to play such roles. While all of these offenses

2. In her book I Am Chrystie which is about being decathalon winner. Bruce
Jenner's wife, Chrystie Jenner describes their partnership to make Bruce a
winner. Bruce trained, Chrystie supported him economically; made all his
plans; arranged his life off the track and much of his training on the track.
Part of the deal as she explains it in their autobiography (and as he corrob-
or.ated in interviews) was that after he was a winner, he would assume the
responsibility for maintaining his life and she would pursue her career
in acting and writing. As she ends their autobiography, this bargain is
difficult for Bruce to hold, but she's going to keep working on it. Every
facet of the print media detailed their divorce when Bruce found a new love.
Their story follows closely the scenerio presented by Beauvoir, Rich and
Daly of individuals tragically unable to make the transition to liberty
(See Jenner 1977).
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may be understandable, even predictable, as easy ways out of responsible

behavior, they are all undesirable.

We can summarize and in some ways amalgamate Daly's and Beauvoir's views.

Although Daly is correct in her contention that an abstract artifact such

as a role or a stereotype may be used to evade a deep analysis of a situation,

it would be difficult for her own analysis to defend a complete rejection

of abstraction. The "fembot" and "the token" are abstractions, after all.

Daly is, however, trying to use these abstractions as analytical tools and

not as excuses. Although Beauvoir's analysis briefly dives to the excuse

category, certainly it demonstrates how an analysis of rules and roles

can be useful to understanding individual behavior.

At the core of what each author is saying, neither is suggesting that

a person who has been wronged or done wrong can simply lay the blame to

his or her socialization. From the viewpoint of each author's analysis, every

individual errs when she or he refuses a constant course of reasoning

through her or his situation, attempting to understand and improve it with

something like a right understanding of responsibility to self and to others

in each relationship one designs. This activity is what Daly calls

"living on the boundary," what Beauvoir calls facing the responsibility of

liberty and what I will show is an essential part of the personalities of

people who will design democratic relationships.

"When one is in a poor relationship design (moreover, when much of the

culture, economic and social order is based on this poor design), one can

also deduce from both Daly and Beauvoir that people can be expected to act

poorly, even when doing their best. When thinking about changing the

relationship design, however, it is important to assign responsibilities for

the present poor design and to look at who has what kind of power (decision

making capabilities) under the current rules. Certainly, as Beauvoir, Rich
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and others show, it is neither true nor heuristically helpful to look at

power as a zero-sum abstraction. It is also clear, however, that the power

to subvert, to resist, go on a hunger strike, throw a wrench in the works,

be a pain and a plague and so forth is a negative power and is not the power

to create. To return to Beauvoir, this is not the power to extend oneself—

this is not the power to become a Self, but only to remain the Other, reacting

to the power of some other Self. Moreover, in terms of decisions over one's

own future, one's health, one's finances, one's living or dying, veto power,

without the power to say yes is not a profitable sort of power.

As Beauvoir says, there is, something about the plight of the vanquished

that makes it difficult to blame them as much as their colonizers. When

education, work, knowledge of their history, (especially that their subser-

vience has been forcibly instituted and maintained) and culture are all

kept from them, when they are taught to give themselves totally to others

(the Total Woman) and to care for no work of their own or their kind, and

have only negative power with which to gain, under the rules defined, it

is hard to expect them to act uncolonized. When those who act as the

equals of their colonizers are burned as witches, raped, ostracized or con-

stantly maimed with misogynist "witticisms," it is no wonder few autonomous

types survive to be recorded. If recorded, it is no suprise they are erased

by those who perceive themselves to be benefitting from the colonial rule

design. To conclude, it is bad faith to assign blame in a situation where

everyone accepts the bad relationship design. When one party refuses the

design and against all odds, tries to act responsibly and redesign the

relationship's order, it is illogical, however, not to see the injustices

and irresponsibility of a partner who refuses to leave an oppressive role.

There are many costs to refusing to apply democratic practices at the

core of relationships. As Tocqueville shows in political organizations
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there are always costs to self interest misunderstood. First there are

the costs to the personalities which either learn the role of submission or

the role of dominance. Beauvoir points out that the learning of only the

submission role leads to a personality divided against itself with no

apprenticeship for learning a role of participation and responsibility. Rich

shows that the person who learns only the role of dominance also learns a

role of stupidity. The role of dominance simplifies and shortcuts the

personality of the dominated, and through its reliance on only strategies

of power over others, leaves the dominating person ignorant of human

complexity and relationships and of self, as well. Such a design for ignor-

ance and selfishness is analogous to the design of any other organization

along the lines of a leviathan. Tocqueville suggests that the anti-

learning bias of a leviathan does not prepare a people for self government.

Analogously a personal leviathan does not prepare the individual for self

control.

Both Millett and Tocqueville believe that what is in the individual's

persona (beliefs, customs, predisposition to learning and so on), influences

her relationships, be they personal or political (in the stricter use of that

word than to which I have held). Tocqueville talks about personality

development in master-worker, master-slave and master-servant relationships.

Millett similarly talks about personality development in sex castes. Besides

showing that these roles are not tied to biology or nature, Millett also

suggests that the paradigm for sex rank underlies rule structures for other

relationship designs. If sex roles are defined in a manner so that rank is

assigned by birth and some roles tyrannize others, the effect is to corrupt

the personality of the participants in the tyrannical design. From what

Tocqueville shows is the importance of the individual's character and chances

for character growth in democratic relationships, Millett's point that

corruption in basic relationships is bad for the design of a democratic
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polity is well taken. Tocqueville's theory (as is all democratic theory)

is based on the assumption that individuals in general have reached a level

of consciousness where they can place themselves in a position of sympathetic

understanding of others with whom they may share little or nothing in

common. They are furthermore assumed to have reached the level of conscious-

ness where self interest may have a right understanding. They are assumed

to have the consciousness to reason that just relationships are the most

beneficial relationship designs. These assumptions separate Tocqueville from

a philosopher such as Hobbes who cannot rely on such consciousness existing

for anyone except possibly the King. This consciousness is what Millett

suggests Genet's characters have when she says they have a soul. It is

in order to arrive at this level of consciousness that Millett, through

Genet, recommends a personality overhaul, if any revolution in political

orders (relationship designs) can take place. Sex roles and sex rank of

the feudal form described by all the feminist authors, then exist as a

fundamental institutional arrangement which prevents or makes difficult

the learning necessary to reach this level of consciousness necessary for

democratic relationships.

Tocqueville describes the terrible effects he expects the institutions

of slavery to have on the character of both master and slave and on the

polity in general. He expects the institution of slavery to be the primary

threat to internal security when he visits the United States (Tocqueville

1945 2:270; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(2):263, (B) 3:418). He expects the

ideology of white supremacy to yield corrupted personalities in those who

hold it to be true (Tocqueville 1945 1:412; Oeuvres Completes (M) 1(1):263,

393, (B) 2:413, 366-367). The feminist writers' evidence demonstrates that

a parallel may be drawn between the corruption of racism and that of sexism.

If institutions of racism (Tocqueville specifies more than just the institution
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of slavery) are expected to provide the greatest threat to the constitution

of the United States as a democratic polity, the ubiquitous institutions

of sexism may be shown to provide the greatest danger to ever achieving

democratic relationships or a democratic polity.

Institutional Arrangements and Experience

Feminists discuss various institutions which are far different from

experience, although ideology says they are the same. Beauvoir discusses

marriage as an institution as against the experience of intimacy and fellow-

ship. Beyond all other institutions feminists such as Beauvoir see monogamous

marriage as the incubator for tyrannical expression. "Marriage incites man

to a capricious imperialism: the temptation to dominate is the most truly

universal, the most irresistible one there is 5 to surrender the child to

its mother, the wife to her husband, is to promote tyranny in the world"

(Beauvoir 1953:519). To understand Beauvoir's statement we must return to

Beauvoir's view of the origin of sex roles and sexism as a solution to a feared

hypothetical anarchy of the soul.

Reviewing her ideas, Beauvoir describes the difficult dialectic that

each person faces between a desire for abundance and quietude and the desire

to exist, struggle and transcend. Beauvoir calls this a contradictory

aspiration both to life and to repose. She further shows the necessity for

each person to assert her or himself against something or someone else in

order to define her or his existence through the limits of the Other:

"He attains himself only through that reality which he is not, which is

something other than himself" (Beauvoir 1953:157). The Other which can

delimit the Self would seem to be available in two forms: nature and other

selves, those with whom one could make some sort of reciprocal claims.

Beauvoir seems correct in naming these two entities first; these are usually
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the only Others written of in political theories on the design of some

relationships. Thus the parties of a contract have reciprocal claims and

the lord and the serf have some exchange of values (work for security) which

if unequal are interdependent.

Beauvoir shows however that neither of these Others, nature or one's

equals are finally satisfactory. Nature leaves one alone, undefined (Beauvoir

1952:157). Only through encounters with other individuals, "a consciousness

separate from mine and substantially identical with mine" (Beauvoir 1952:158)

does one establish the relationships which define oneself. But when the

consciousness is "substantially identical", what Tocqueville refers to as an

"equality of condition" and what Hobbes uses for the assumptions governing the

"State of Nature", the result is a war of each trying to subdue the other

unless relationships are designed (Beauvoir 1952:158).

To design the relationships which foster the growth of the virtues of

friendship and generosity is then the task which faces each person, according

to Beauvoir. These are not facile virtues, however, and the demand to

design wisely and correct one's mistakes is increasing (Beauvoir 1952:158).

Still, each self interested individual seeks to escape this tension

when possible—the desire to repose. Each desires something which has a

consciousness, but does not demand the hard work of reciprocity. Beauvoir

explains woman is neither stranger nor does she oppose him with the difficult

requirement of a reciprocal relation (Beauvoir 1952:159).

Yet, woman only works in this role so long as she is seen not as an

individual consciousness but as a projected myth of another consciousness

(the man's). Beauvoir writes: "She was nature elevated to transparency of

consciousness, she was a conscious being, but naturally submissive. And

therein lies the wondrous hope that man has often put in woman: he hopes
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to fulfill himself as a being by carnally possessing a being, but at the

same time confirming his sense of freedom through the docility of a free

person. No man would consent to be a woman, but every man wants women to

exist" (Beauvoir 1953:160). And in designing this role for a real person

to fill one again fails to transcend because one falls into the corruption

of an unjust relationship design with another individual. But one only

recognizes this failure when one sees the other individual as a separate

consciousness, instead of as the projected extension of one's own conscious-

ness. It is from this analysis of the ignorance of another individual's

consciousness, and ignorance of the unjust design that Beauvoir's analysis

of the institution of marriage follows.

The institution is designed to maintain such ignorance while fostering

a different sort of tension, (different from the unceasing attempt at making

just relationships), confusion and dissatisfaction which sufficiently distract

the individual to make the thought of creating any sort of democratic relation-

ships with anybody fade from the arena of conscious thought. Beauvoir writes

of the hunt and chase of courtship. She says the ideal "is a woman who

freely accepts his domination, who does not accept his ideas without discussion,

but who yields to his arguments, who resists him intelligently and ends by

being convinced" (Beauvoir 1953:208). Moreover Beauvoir maintains the greater

the man's pride the more dangerous he desires his sport to be. And Beauvoir

explains this is a sport for him "while for woman it involves her very destiny"

(Beauvoir 1953:208).

If Beauvoir is to be shown incorrect in this explication of the opposed

motivation of each sex, the evidence of popular culture, folklore, advertising

and religion must be altered. The problems begin from the viewpoint of those

in the male-role position as soon as the hunt ends. Obviously there is

trouble in Eden from the female sex-role position from the start. Recall

the function of the female invention in the psychology Beauvoir describes:
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"(W)hat he really asks of her is to be, outside of him, all that which he

cannot grasp inside himself, because the inwardness of the existent is only

nothingness and because he must project himself into an object in order to

reach himself" (Beauvoir 1953:210).

The female invention is the answer to a personal anarchy and "state of

nature." But as with any answer to the commons dilemma which strips some

individuals of their right to their humanity, there is a rub. Beauvoir explains

(W)oman is necessary in so far as she remains an Idea into
which man projects his own transcendence; but . . . she is inauspi-
cious as an objective reality existing in and for herself.
Kierkegaard holds that by refusing to marry his fiancee he
established the only valid relation to woman. And be is right
in a sense: namely, that the myth of woman set up as the infinite
Other entails also its opposite.

Because she is a false Infinite, an Ideal without truth, she stands
exposed as finiteness and mediocrity and, on the same ground, as
falsehood. . . . Woman makes man dream; yet she thinks of comfort,
of stew for supper; one speaks to her of her soul when she is
only a body. And while her lover fondly believes he is pursuing
the Ideal, he is actually the plaything of nature, who employs all
this mystification for the ends of reproduction. Woman in truth
represents the everyday aspects of life; she is silliness, prudence,
shabbiness, boredom (Beauvoir 1953 :211).

Because the romantic mystery was a myth, the Ideal evaporates when

captured. As happens in any relationship of unequal chances victor and

vanquished are attached to each other at the ends of a long chain. To snare

in this hunt is also to become ensnared; when one encaptures the superficial

which has been rewarded for superficiality, one gets superficiality, and

again one is alone.

Beauvoir explains, "Man has succeeded in enslaving woman; but in the

same degree he has deprived her of what made her possession desirable"

(Bearvoir 1953:211). She says that when woman is integrated into the family

the magic of the myth is destroyed, not transformed. As a servant "she is

no longer that uncouquered prey incarnating all the pleasures of nature"

(Beauvoir 1953:211).
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Beauvoir connects the flight from the individual's moral responsibility

to a similar social response to the "commons" situation. One of the clues

of connection is the myth of magical powers, relationship with the devil and

incarnation of sexuality woman is made out to have in religion, or popular

superstition. A feared deregulation of self and lapse of order in both self

and society through rampant eroticism is beneath this view of woman. "The

fact is that eroticism implies a claim of the instant against time, of

the individual against the group; it affirms separation against communication;

it is rebellion against all regulation; it contains a principle hostile to

society" (Beauvoir 1953:212). This fear is a part of St. Augustine's views

on woman as I have previously shown.

Beauvoir further demonstrates the political significance of monogamous

marriage and chastity. Teaching the ideology of feminine purity is a primary

tactic used to prevent a return to the unbridled commons. Beauvoir explains

that the role requirements of women create "a double demand of man which dooms

woman to duplicity; he wants the woman to be his and to remain foreign to

him; he fancies her as at once servant and enchantress" (Beauvoir 1953:214).

She believes that this demand for an enchantress often is not articulated

publically in a direct manner, but is often secretly carried out. This sly

demand Beauvoir explains is thought to be "against morality and society ; it

is wicked like the Other, like rebellious Nature, like the 'bad woman'"

(Beauvoir 1953:214). But Beauvoir reminds us that man is not entirely devoted

to the good "which he sets up and claims to put in force; he retains shame-

ful lines of communication with the Bad" (Beauvoir 1953:214). However,

Beauvoir stresses the intolerance of the public display of this "Bad".

"Wherever the Bad dares indiscretely to show its face uncovered, man goes to

war with it" (Beauvoir 1953:214). This hypocrisy is not so hard to under-

stand; individuals will exempt themselves from rules they will hold others
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of her ideas is the different roles men and women are asked to play in this

design. Beauvoir explains, "Just as among primitive people the male sex is

secular while that of the female is charged with religious and magical powers,

so the misbehavior of a man in more modern societies is only a minor folly,

often regarded indulgently; even if he disobeys the laws of the community,

man continues to belong to it ; he is only an enfant terrible, offering no

profound menace to the order of society" (Beauvoir 1952:214).

If a living being can be tagged evil and disorder incarnate, it is an

easy line of "rationalism" which makes the corollary that control of The

Disorderly One is the part of the creation of order. One is hard pressed to

find a religion, myth, legend or superstition that is not party to this view.

Beauvoir writes that when woman evades the rules of society, "she returns to

Nature and to the demon, she looses uncontrollable and evil forces in the

collective midst" (Beauvoir 1952:214). She explains that fear is always mixed

with this blame attached to women's breaking social rules. She explains that

the punishments meted out in many traditions reflect this emphasis on women

holding up the morality of the whole society, and being already evil incarnate

unleashing magic, instilling fear, no matter what the level of articulated

superstition in the culture. Giving the example of tortures used in the Bible

she explains how these gross examples of stonings, burnings, live burials, and

drownings are derived from the superstitious views of woman's link with nature.

Beauvoir explains, "The meaning of these tortures is that she was in this way

given back to Nature after being deprived of her social dignity; by her sin

she had let loose natural emanations of evil: the expiation was carried out

in a kind of sacred orgy in which the wcmen—demanding, striking, massacring

the guilty one—released in their turn fluids of mysterious but beneficial
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nature, since the avengers were acting in accordance with society's rules"

(Beauvoir 1953:215).

These superstitions are not so far from our contemporary traditions as

images in popular culture suggests. Consider films such as The Fury,

a film which not only gives male and female supernatural figures, but connects

the female's reproductive system with nature and magic, as well.

The ideology and psychology which Beauvoir describes lies behind the

artifact marriage as realized under patriarchy. It originates from an individ-

ual flight from the fear of living with no order for oneself or alternatively

the responsibilities of living in a dynamic order where each must seek just

relationships unceasingly. This individual flight becomes a collective

stampede. The deluge of consequences from this great escape can be summarized

from this psychological viewpoint.

Beauvoir explains that woman is given a double and deceptive visage in

marriage; she becomes all that is important, and all that finally cannot be

attained. Beauvoir says "She incarnates all moral values, from good to evil,

and their opposites; she is the substance of action and whatever is an

obstacle to it, she is man's grasp on the world and. his frustration; as such

she is the source and origin of all man's reflection on his existence and of

whatever expression he is able to give to it; ;and yet she works to divert

him from himself, to make him sink down in silence and in death" (Beauvoir

1953:223). Beauvoir finds that woman is servant and companion but she is

also expected to take a role only an equal can to be a critic, audience, to

provide the alterity with another's sense of being. Not being an equal,

Beauvoir finds her opposition of indifference is empty. She is a projection.

Beauvoir says man, "projects upon her what he desires and what he fears, what

he loves and what he hates . . . man seeks the whole of himself in her . . .

she is All" (Beauvoir 1953 :223). But Beauvoir cautions that she is All on
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the plane of the inessential. "Being all, she is never quite this

which she should be; she is everlasting deception, the very deception of that

existence which is never successfully attained nor fully reconciled with the

totality of existents" (Beauvoir 1953:223).

This ideology takes a concrete form in the marriage situation of mutual

distrust and mutual disappointment which Beauvoir describes.

Married life assumes different forms in different cases. But
for a great many women the day passes in much the same
fashion. The husband leaves in the morning and the wife is glad
to hear the door close behind him. She is free; the children go
to school; she is alone; she attends to a thousand small tasks;
her hand are busy, but her mind is empty; what plans she has are
for the family; she lives only for them; it relieves her ennui
when they return. Her husband used to bring her flowers, a little
present, but how foolish this would seem now! He is in no hurry
to get home, dreading the all too frequent scene in which she takes
a small revenge for her boredom and expresses her anticipated
disappointment in an appearance hardly worth waiting for. And the
husband is disappointed, too, even if she keeps silence on her
wrongs. He is tired from his work and has a contradictory desire
for rest and stimulation, which she fails to satisfy. The evening
is dull; reading, radio, desultory talks; each remains alone
under cover of this intimacy. The wife wonders, with hope or
apprehension, whether tonight—at last—"something will happen."
She goes to sleep disappointed, vexed, solaced, as the case may be;
and. it is with pleasure that she will hear him slam the door next
morning. Woman's lot is harder to bear in poverty and toil; it
is lighter with leisure and diversion; but this design for
living—ennui,waiting, disappointment—recurs in innumerable cases.
(Beauvoir 1953:531-532).

Beauvoir suggests that a true collaboration can exist between a man and a

woman. She cites the example of two famous French physicists, Joliet-Curie.

She makes the point that in this case the woman steps out of her role as

wife and the relationship is not of the conjugal type envisioned by the

ideology and institutional form of marriage. She also remarks that this

type of true collaboration is not usually what is practiced; instead of being

an equal autonomous collaborator, the women may be raised to the status of

companion, bat remain in the wife role. Beauvoir explains that it is an
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illusion that a wife can accomplish work which she can call her own, if only

the husband, is the free and responsible agent. She cautions that the illusion

can seem very real if men are "faithful as they are to Balzac's injunction

to treat woman as slave while persuading her that she is a queen" (Beauvoir

1953:531).

It is important to see that Beauvoir is not writing against a human

experience of love, acceptance and sharing. This experience is not what

Beauvoir finds is the basis for the institution of marriage, however.

Whether the husband succeeds in making his wife an echo of himself
or each one is entrenched within a private universe, after some
months or years they have nothing left to say to one another.
The couple is a community the members of which have lost their
independence without escaping loneliness; they are statically
united, they are "one," instead of maintaining a dynamic and
living relation. This is the reason why they can give each
other nothing, exchange nothing, whether in the realm of
ideas or on the erotic plane. A thousand evenings of vague
small talk, blank silences, yawning over the newspaper, retiring
at bedtime! (Beauvoir 1953:526-527).

These poor products of poor relationship designs are not inevitable.

Beauvoir, Millett, Rich and Daly all propose alternatives to the designs .

which produce relationships such as Beauvoir analyzes in this example.

Additionally, all these feminists critique possible alternatives. They are

accutely aware of the problems which are caused by failing to change structure

and having in fact no revolutionary change or of changing structure in ways

that worsen the problems currently experienced. The possibility of "false

liberation" is highly visible to feminists as the next chapter will show.



CHAPTER 8

Liberty Misinterpreted: Counterrevolution, Centralization

And Liberation

New Faces, Old Structure: No Revolution

Tocqueville describes many ways that liberty can be misunderstood

to yield relationships counter to what is intended or desired. Egoism,

individualism, returning to a common tragedy, all of these are part of

self interest and liberty misunderstood. Liberty is not irresponsibility;

it does not occur in the context of structurelessness, nor does it occur

when structure obviates responsible behavior.

Millett finds that a lack of understanding and imprecise analysis

of the relationships that cause problems leads to a limited view of how

problems can be solved. In fact Millett fears that a misunderstanding of the

structural basis of relationships of liberty can lead to a counterrevolution

instead of a revolution in consciousness. Millett uses Genet's work to

explicate this idea. She explains that she agrees with Sartre's view that

Genet's brand of femininity is a "hostile eroticism" (Millett 1970 :456).

She says this construct of Genet's "is delighted to ridicule and betray the

very myth of virility it pretends to serve. ... By exposing virility's

cowardice . . . his art is revenge. . . . Like most of those restless in -

servitude, resentful of opprobrium, Genet has the little person's retaliation

of derision and clever calumny" (Millett 1970:456).

Millett points out, however, that to be a rebel is not necessarily to

be a revolutionary. She explains that in fact rebels can often make the

system which they fight stronger, if their actions are perceived as pointless

or unjust or worse than the system they are fighting. Millett uses Genet's
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martyr's crown at the guillotine murder inoffensive persons only that they

may themselves by judged and murdered in return, leaving the system not only

intact but actually stronger, for the lumpen proletariat has had its moment

of symbolic self-expression through a vicarious participation in a pointless

antisocial act, has enjoyed the execution also, maybe even more, and is

now ready to become docile once again" (Millett 1970:456).

Revolution must be more than a destructive impulse. Millett points

out that little is gained through martyrdom and sentimentality either.

"To advance past rebellion Genet is forced to discard the remnants of his

ironic and paradoxical faith, for the step from rebellion to revolution is

a step beyond nostalgia (for what one has known and hated and enjoyed

defacing) toward the creation of new alternate values" (Millett 1970:457).

Millett cautions that rebels can be contained, expecially if they are

sentimental.

Millett's warning is a sound one to feminists who could fall into

the trap of a sentimental attachment to raving without advancing to creative

thought for change. Millett again uses Genet to examine the tendency

toward counterrevolution which failing to think causes. She explains that

in The Balcony, a play which concentrates on the political connotation of

sex role as power, a case of failed rebellion is presented. Millett finds

that "an actual revolution might have occurred if it had any alternate

values to set up in place of the ancien regime it has temporarily destroyed"

(Millett 1970:460). The revolution degrades to counterrevolution for lack

of a creative alternative or the learning or consciousness change to come up

with one. Millett says, "And so the popular upsurge, unaccompanied by any

change of consciousness, can be merely a coup d'etat, ending, as COUPS do,

in fascist junta"(Millett 1970:460). Genet, Millett shows, chooses to
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illustrate the conventionality of the rebels in terms of sexual role. She

explains that "having nothing new to say, the insurrectionists fall into

traditional follies regarding sex and power, sex and violence" (Millett 1970:461).

Millett shows through the work of Genet that maintaining a fundamental tyranny

subverts the possibility for revolution which is contingent on consciousness

change. Moreover she shows that raving is not revolutionary and is in fact

representative of a sentimental attachment to negative expressions of power.

Sentimentality over the "right to complain" does not make the revolution.

Such a situation of counterrevolution with no change in sexist attitudes

was what faced women who participated in the antiwar movement of the sixties.

In fact women who were frustrated by being told that they could best serve

"the movement" by typing and mimeographing and that socialism magically ended

sexism were among the insurgents to create the feminism which rallied in the

Seventies. The themes of sex, violence and rape of "revolutionary" tracts

such as Soul on Ice and the relegation of women in the movement to the status

of being some Black Panther's or SDS man's "chick," lead thoughtful feminists

to the conclusion that there was little revolutionary about this movement.

Authors such as Rich and Daly also show the counterrevolutionary tendencies

of the antiwar and sexual liberation rebellions.

Rich discusses the "sexual revolution" of the sixties which was

breifly believed to be congruent with the feminist movement. Rich explains,

"The 'pill,' it was believed by some, would release women from the fear of

pregnancy, hence from the double standard, and would make us sexually coequal

with men" (Rich 1976 :58). Rich notes that for several reasons this belief

was unfounded in reality. She points out that this device with its poten-

tially deadly side-effects did not leave women free to discover their own

sexuality, but left them "to behave according to male notions of female

sexuality, as surely as any Victorian wife, though the notions themselves
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had changed" (Rich 1976:58). Daly elaborates on this view calling the "sexual

revolution" just "one more extension of the politics of rape, a New Morality

of false liberation foisted upon women, who have been told to be free to

be what women have always been, sex objects" (Daly 1974:122). Daly explains

that the New Morality is essentially no different from the Old Morality for

behavior and attitudes toward women have not changed in any substantial way.

Rich finds that the only enlightening effect of the "sexual revolution" is

the manner in which it highlights some of the contradictions in various

institutional arrangements of patriarchy. She explains that, "the

liberalization of sexual attitudes, the increase in pre- and extramarital

sex, the growing divorce rate, and the acknowledgedly threadbare texture of

the nuclear family, did lead toward a new recognition of the contradictions

between patriarchal, theory and practice" (Rich 1976:58-59)•

The point that feminists are making is that liberty is neither irrespon-

sibility nor the creation of the feeling of freedom in the context of per-

formance mandates and conformity to a new stereotyped unfreedom. The "sexual

revolution" was not revolution but a new articulation of the dogma of oppression,

repression, intolerance and egoism.

Just as they fear the false liberation and meaningless rebellion of

those with the consciousness for changed structural relationships, these

feminist writers also fear the potential counterrevolution which could come

from ill-considered government intervention. Most ally with Tocqueville in

showing that past historical models suggest that centralization and conscious-

ness change are not compatible.

Centralization and Counterrevolution

Two manners of centralization pose a problem to feminism, centralization

of feminist groups themselves and centralization of programs which attempt

to focus on policies of women's liberation. These two facets of centralization
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issues have made it increasingly difficult for the feminist movement to maintain

its decentralized character. Additionally, centralized, hierarchically structured

organizations in the environment of feminist organizations have influenced feminist

organizations toward becoming hierarchically organized themselves.

Centralizing Pressures within Feminist Organizations

Three examples can demonstrate the influence of tendencies toward central-

ization of the feminist movement. First, for example, many feminist organi-

zations have used a collective decision making structure, with rotating

discussion facilitators and a consensus decision rule with strategies of

consensus building. Through trial and error these organizations have learned

many of the problems which can result from poor organizational designs. First,

the consensus decision rule, if improperly defined to be synonomous with

unanimity can create a de facto hierarchical structure with the tyranny of

one individual who can hold out against all others. From early failures,

feminist groups have learned that methods for reaching consensus must be defined

if endless argument is to be avoided and any work to be done. Still the

lesson from Tocqueville must be underscored; individuals must have more than

mutual veto power to create and achieve.

Secondly, a problem can arise for feminist groups when occasions arise

which demand a speaker for the group to be specified. In this case the

demand is usually by an organization in the group's environment which requires

the enumeration of some speaker. As the group is functioning under a

collective structure, often no specific speaker for the group exists to

represent the group's policies to outsiders. The group can find out to

their disappointment that when no prior arrangement has been made a minority

or a single individual can misrepresent their own views as the group's

official policies. When the media nominate their "spokesperson" of

348
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"the Women's Movement", the created media star becomes the acknowledged

leader of the organization or of the whole political movement and the

organization and movement take on a more hierarchical character. Because the

small feminist group usually seeks to have the least amount of structure

possible, and the media refuses (and perhaps must refuse) to recognize the

collective form of the group, the hierarchical structure of this organization

in the group's environment results in demands for which the feminist group

is often unprepared. Thus the environment defines more of the organization's

own structure than is desirable or compatible with the group's goals.

Defining who is a member of the group and who is not has become a

third problem in basic structural design in feminist groups and the feminist

movements. Often the necessity for some common agreement on the meaning of

feminism, how to detect and correct errors and how to handle dissent (since

feminism is unlike dogmatic religion and much in need of structural methods

for bringing in new information), become secondary to accomplishing some

task of the moment. Again the organization is often in a position of reacting

to the environment more than acting upon it. The structure of the organization

is defined against the goals and desires of feminism and feminists. Many an

organization has been caught in such a trap. Daly writes on such problems

and the necessity for each individual to continue to question if feminism is

to be kept from becoming a dogmatic dead letter.

Daly observes how feminism, like all theories, analytical tools and

movements is susceptible to becoming dogma. Especially feminism is influenced

by media portrayals of its ideals and actions. In 1974, Harpers ran an

obituary called "Requiem for the Women's Movement" (Geng, Harpers Nov. 1976).

What followed this serious critique of the distinction between Feminism

and the women's movement was a media campaign to paint the women's

movement as dead and a blackout on all the constructive activities of feminism
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toward goals of relationship designs of authenticity and mutual aid. Daly

considers the change in nomenclature that was simultaneously occuring by which

the women's movement was transformed into the women's community (Daly 1978:xvi)

Daly asks what happened to the movement part of feminism and why women were

being depicted as settling down into a comfortable, stagnant "community."

Daly notes that contrary to the media lie, feminists have been creating a

rich culture, literature and analysis. Against the background of nuclear

power plants and anti-nuke demonstrations, draft registration and anti-draft

demonstrations and other political events of the late seventies and early

eighties, feminists have "been developing new strategies and tactics for

organizing for economic, physical, and psychological survival" (Daly 1978:xv).

At the same time as these activities, Daly says a sort of "psuedo-feminism"

or tokenism, so-called affirmative "action" and dogmatic, but jargon-correct

inauthenticity have moved center stage. The wake Harpers held, Daly's views

suggest, was for this "women's" movement.

Daly's point here is to describe how an idea or movement can be influ-

enced by other factors in its environment. The effect of this portrayal of

feminism has been not only to fit feminism into the dogma and centralized

organization of the co-opted and dead women's movement, but to divide the

feminists who are trying to revoke dogma by experience from the number who

demand they tow the party line. This party line is drawn by the influences

of the environment and the propensity of all individuals to seek the settle-

ment of the think-no-more community. Tocqueville's view that it is hard

enough to maintain democracy with every individual desiring her short run

interest of doing as little-as possible, not to mention maintaining democracy

in a state of war with its environment, is very well born out by the feminist

example. Feminists who have been plagued by a tendency toward centralization
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and dogma from within their fold and because of pressures from the environment

of their organizations know these problems well.

Feminists have made most of these discoveries for themselves through their

own participation and with the aid of organization theorists such as Jo Freeman

who described many of these problems in her works "The Tyranny of Structurelessness"

and The Politics of Women's Liberation. Tocqueville's view of the design of

institutional arrangements still holds many lessons for feminist organizers.

As many feminists have understood the need for structural reforms from

structurelessness to structures which balance the rights of individuals with the

needs of the group, the threat of centralization from within is small relative

to the pressure toward centralization from without. Feminists are aware of this

threat which is founded on ideologies of dogmatic tyranny.

Pressures of Centralization from Monopolistic Belief Systems

Many examples could be considered to show how centralization in the environ-

ment of feminist thought and practice has inhibited many of the main, polycentric

tenents of feminism such as designing relationships to foster consciousness change.

The monocentric model of the Church and its take over of the polycentric goddess

worship of the Old Religion, the political use of Christianity toward conscious-

ness change, the centralization of information in science and medicine which was

intimately associated with the witchcraze of Western Europe, all are examples of

use of centralized war machines against the women's movements through the millenia.

Daly considers the manner in which Christian dogma is used by individuals

to help avoid the responsibility of thinking and consciousness change, allowing

another authority to have the responsibility and hence the power of decision

making. Daly explains: "While Christian morality has tended to deny

responsibility and self-actualization to women by definition, it has also

stililed honesty in men" (Daly 1974:102). Daly proposes that the "feminine

ethic" of Christian morality which she calls the passive ethic conceals the



352

values which are actually motivating in society. "While it is true that there

has been an emphasis upon some of the aspects of the masculine stereotype,

for example, control of emotions by 'reason' and the practice of courage in

defense of the prevailing political structure or of a powerful ideology (the

courage of soldiers and martyrs), these have been tailored to serve mechanisms

that oppress, rather than to liberate the self" (Daly 1974:102). Daly

concludes that this passive ethic, whether it stresses so-called feminine

qualities or so-called masculine ones does not challenge, but rather supports

ideas of tyranny, exploitation and oppression. Daly explains: "This kind

of morality lowers consciousness so that 'sin' is basically equated with an

offense against those in power, and the structures of oppression are not

recognized as evil" (Daly 1974:102). Daly believes that the major difficulties

to consciousness change (and therefore to feminism) posed by Christian

morality arise because "the moral teachings designed to guide the Christian

in making prudential decisions have to a large extent been the products of

technical reason, that is, the capacity for 'reasoning' about means for

achieving ends, cut off from the aesthetic, intuitive, and practical functions

of the mind" (Daly 1974:103). Daly points out that when the reasoning process

concerning means is severed from sources of awareness in the human mind

(ontological reason, Daly explains), the means are not only directed

uncritically toward ends; the ends themselves are provided by

non-rational forces external to the self. Such non-rational forces may be

traditions or ideologies or customs which are so imbedded in the individual,

they are invisible. "In any case the result is blindness concerning the ends

or goals which are actually behind the whole reasoning process and which

are motivating the selection of certain premises that will determine the

course of the reasoning" (Daly 1974:103).

In other words reason is fine if it is not "reason" in the service of

ideology. Always there is the possibility of dogma informing action when
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individuals cease to experience reasoning. Daly suggests then that real reason

would not be deprived of the evidence of the many ways of knowing, the many

possible premises for the genesis of any exercise in reasoning. For such

information to be available, however, decision structures which permit the

recognition of these ways of knowing would have to exist.

Daly goes farther, discussing the movement toward hierarchy within this

dogma, from decentralized goddess worship, to the feminine model of Mary, to

the hierarchical church.

Unlike Semele, Mary hardly appears to be ecstatically raging.
Her dis-ease more nearly resembles catatonia. Dutifully dull
and derivative, drained of divinity, she merits the reward of
perpetual paralysis in patriarchal paradise. It is rage-provoking
to recall that this assumed and assimilated holograph is an
aftershadow of the great Moon-Goddess Marian, who is the
counterpart of Neith and the original Athena. For here is the
ravished remnant of Haggard Holiness in patriarchal history.
Here is the crushed Crone, flaunted before us as the symbol of
our tamed Fury (Daly 1978:88).

Daly believes that this "flaunting of the tamed Goddess" is not an

essential part of Christian mythology. She says that it was a promotional

gimmick in the transition of Old Religion to Christianity. Pennethorne

Hughes finds much the same sales device was used by the Romans who pragmat-

ically merged the mother goddesses of all their conquered peoples into

Diana (Hughes' introduction to Springer and Kramer 1968:ii).

Daly finds that the true direction of religion has been toward

absolute elimination of any positive female presence in symbols, myth and

spirituality. "Just as Catholicism was an important stage in the refinement

of the phallocentric myth, protestantism represents a more advanced stage of

'purification'" (Daly 1978:88). Mary, "the ghost of the Goddess," is

eliminated by a unisex models whose sex, Daly explains, is male. "Jesus,
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Dionysus, whom he spiritually incorporates, he is not a member of a

pantheon of female and male peers. He is the Supreme Swinging Single ..."

(Daly 1978:88).

Daly and others show that the battle for sovereign myth-making did

not take place merely on an ideological plane. Crusades and witchhunts

testify that the battle was ruthless and centuries long. The model presented

by Daly is again of the monocentric political structure resting on a

monocentric ideological foundation. Daly's analysis suggests a history from which

feminism wishes to break, not repeat.

Rich discusses the centralizing of information in both religion and

science which was a response to women's communities of earlier eras in New

England and Western Europe. Rich focuses on the battle between mid wives and

doctors which has continued throughout history. She explains that child-

bearing is intimately associated with sexuality ; and "the Puritan midwife

was believed to administer aphrodisiacs, to empower women to get control of

their men's sexuality" (Rich 1976:126-127). Rich adds to this that religious

leaders of Puritan society saw women who discussed the doctrines of Christian-

ity as a terrific threat to social order. "If the male-dominated hierarchy

of Puritan society were to change, that is; if women were to become thinkers

and formulators of the relationship between human beings, and God, pure

anarchy and bestiality would result" (Rich 1976:127). So, Rich shows, the

midwife, already an expert in the matter of life itself, became completely

threatening if she entered into discourses on religion. She was then a

witch. Rich notes that the first person executed in the Massachusetts Bay

Colony was Margaret Jones, a midwife convicted of witchcraft.

Rich compares the state of science in the profession of midwifery and
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that of medicine in medieval times. She suggests that since midwifery has

been one of the few professions open to women, probably it attracted women

of great intelligence, competence and self respect. Rich quotes Ehrenreich

and English on the differences in methodology used by the witch-healer and

the medical man of the late Middle Ages. They show that the witch was an

empiricist; she relied on senses rather than on faith or doctrine, and believed in

trial and error and in cause and effect. They found that this magic was

the science of the times.

By contrast they find that there was nothing to conflict with Church

doctrine in late medieval times and little that would be recognized as

science. The typical medical student studied classics, Christian theology,

rarely saw a patient, had no training in experimentation and when confronted

with a sick person had little to go on but superstition. This was the

state of medical "science" when midwife-witch-healers were being executed

for practicing "magic" (Rich 1976:128).

Rich's point is that much of the witch craze of New England and Western

Europe was part of continuous crusade to centralize information and forcefully

place women in the female sex-role examined earlier. Daly also sees the

Burning Times of "Renaissance "Europe as a war against women who had information

and as part of a continuing buildup of administrative centralization.

Daly writes that the women who were targets of the witchcraze were not

women defined by a place in "the patriarchal family." Daly shows, "Rather,

the witchhcraze focused predominantly upon women who had rejected marriage

(spinsters) and women who had survived it(widows)" (Daly 1978:185)- Daly

explains that the witch-hunters wanted to purify their society of "these

'indigestible' elements—women whose physical, intellectual, economic, moral,

and spiritual independence and activity profoundly threatened the male monopoly
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in every sphere" (Daly 1978-185). Daly further describes the manner in which

the smallest deviation can become a threat to social institutions which have

no means of handling dissent besides amputation of large segments of the

political body.

The purification of society was legitimated as a cleansing not
only of the "body politic" but, more specifically, of the Mystical
Body of Christ. Since Christ was believed to possess not only
his own body but also a Mystical Body—extended to include all
members of his church—this Mystical Body had to be kept pure
enough to perform the functions required by its divine Head. This
extended Body symbolism had commonly been invoked by the fathers
and doctors of the church when confronted with the problem of
heretics. The latter—like diseased members—had to be cut off
(killed) for the good of the whole organism. This tradition
provided a ready-made solution for the problem presented by the
witches. Moreover, while the argument had frequently functioned
to legitimate the "amputation" of heretical members, it was
particularly appropriate in the case of deviant women, for there
is something basically incongruous in trying to see women with
any sense of Self as incorporated into The Male Mystical Body.
This incongruity was partially and convolutedly expressed by
Kramer and Sprenger when they declared that males were protected
from so horrible a crime as witchcraft because Jesus was a man
(Daly 1978:187).

The cases of Ann Hutchinson and Mary Dyer in Puritan New England appear

to corroborate Daly's and Rich's analyses. Hutchinson committed the crime

of thinking for herself and intiating talking groups for other scripture

reading women in the community. This sort of "ladies auxilliary" as it might

be considered today posed quite a threat to ministers such as Rev. John

Cotton who believed only a minister was prepared to understand the Word of

God. Ann Hutchinson's gift of speaking and interpreting certainly did

compete with the prestige of the other ministers of the time according to

both the diaries of Governor John Winthrop and the statements of the pro-

deedings of her trial.

Even though Hutchinson refrained from holding her reading groups after

being threatened with excommunication, she was unsuccessful in her attempts
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to stop thinking for herself. After a farcical trial, she was excommunicated.

In Puritan New England excommunication was not only ostracism from the

church, but from the community, as well. As there were few settlements,

excommunication meant being cast to the wilderness. Ann Hutchinson was murdered

by Native Americans who,evidence suggests, had been baited into an attack

which allowed "just" reprisals of the Anglo-militia.

Mary Dyer, a quaker, was also excommunicated and later hanged when she

returned to town in protest of religious persecution. Contrary to Tocqueville's

view of Puritan New England as a model of democratic self government, the

towns of Boston and Salem were among the least able to handle dissent and

disagreement which anyone could study. They represent some of the worst

cases of hysteria and majority tyranny on record.

Gage also provides evidence that supports Daly's conclusions. Her work

suggests that the "Dark Ages" were a time of great cultural activity and

religious, philosophical and scientific achievement for women. These achieve-

ments were,according to Gage,the subject of the burning and destruction of

the 400 years of "Renaissance" witch trials. Gage further shows that much

of the motivation for burning women outside of a family circle (widows or

spinsters) was economic. To be outside of a family setting such women had

to be economically independent. Often these women owned property and could

be thought of as well-off. After they were burned, their property and wealth

was taken by the Church. Many Church properties of Western Europe are former

"witch" estates (Gage 1980 (1893 edition reprinted)).

In summary, the necessity for political institutions which allow

diversity is not a message lost on feminists. All of these authors analyze

the relationship between secrecy, the mystification of information, the

persecution of diversity and the political and administrative Leviathan.

Beauvoir gives the example of Roman women which demonstrates the manner in
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which the state can increase women's abstract powers while providing no institu-

tional arrangements which gave women any positive way of participating in political

institutions, or while in fact removing institutions which might have existed.

Centralization from Public Policy Initiatives

Beauvoir writes that abstract liberty and concrete powers may vary in

inverse ratio. Legally the Roman woman was more enslaved than the Greek,

but in practice she was much more integrated into society, Beauvoir shows.

Beauvoir shows that bit by bit the legal status of the Roman woman became

commensurate with her independent condition. But there was a catch, Beauvoir

says, "the power of the State, while making women independent of the family,

took her back under its own guardianship; it made her legally incompetent

in various ways" (Beauvoir 1952:106). Beauvoir, moreover, explains, "The

result of these two contrary tendencies—an individualist tendency that freed

woman from the family and a statist tendency that infringed upon her

autonomy as an individual—was to make her situation unbalanced" (Beauvoir

1952:107).

Beauvoir shows that this emancipation was only negative since the

Roman woman was offered no concrete way to employ her powers. Beauvoir

explains, "the Roman woman of the old Republic had a place on earth, but she

was chained to it for lack of abstract rights and economic independence;

the Roman woman of the decline was the typical product of false emancipation,

having only an empty liberty in a world of which man remained in fact the

sole master: she was free—but for nothing" (Beauvoir 1952:109). Beauvoir's

points is that women may win victories of a sort which make them equal to

men, but equal in servitude to a despotic state. Many feminists make this

point with regard to Sparta, Nazi Germany, and the Soviet Union (see Millett

1970 and Goldman 1970 in addition to Beauvoir). Beauvoir also gives the

example of the period of declining feudalism as a period of some equality for
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women.

The serf and his wife owned nothing; they had the use of house
and furnishings, but that was no reason for the man to try to
be master of a wife without wealth. On the contrary, common
interests brought them together and raised the wife to the rank
of companion. When serfdom was abolished, poverty remained;
husband and wife lived on a footing of equality in small rural
communities and among the workers; in free labor woman found real
autonomy because she played an economic and social part of real
importance (Beauvoir 1952:114).

Beauvoir is not sentimental for the days of the poor bat happy peasant. It

is neither under the burden of the state which declares an equality of

servitude (and can as easily maintain the servitude but decrease the equality)

or under the burden of poverty that Beauvoir envisions liberty. Her point

is that in a situation where all individuals have access to decision making

power, both sexes are more likely to attain relationships of mutual aid. It

is the feminists' hope that destitution—having nothing more to lose—is

not the only fertile soil for liberty and mutual aid.

Daly also expresses a fear of enslavement in the trappings of emanci-

pation as oppression by the state is substituted for oppression by individuals,

The basic form of absorbing women into The Army is, of course,
tokenism, which is presented as the epitome and goal of feminism.
President John G. Bowen of Princeton University made the following
inviting statement: "The ultimate objective of Affirmative Action
is to achieve a situation in which every individual, from every
background, (feels) unselfconsciously included (emphasis mine)."
President Bowen feels that this is "an elusive objective, not
attainable for many people in any full sense now." However, he
deems it "a goal worthy of our best efforts."

Indeed. The goal of patriarchal institutions is "unselfconscious
inclusion." This is the lethal inversion of the Outsider's
Society. It is the deceptive reversal of sisterhood—which means
Self-conscious, Self-enspiriting Self-exclusion from the State of
Possession—into male—identified comradeship/brotherhood. Of
course, this "elusive objective" of tokenism, i.e., token merging
in The Fraternity, is "not attainable for many people in any
full sense now"—as President Bowen rightly points out. For the
"ecstasy" of merging in omnipotent male groups is not the goal
presented to most women as attainable by them.
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What is offered to the majority of women is the ideal of self-
sacrifice. Yet this, in a peculiar way, is also inclusion in
brotherhood/comradeship. For, as Gray has shown, self-sacrifice
is an important aspect of comradeship. However, in contrast to
male models of self-sacrifice, which are rewarded with the ecstasy
of merging, the self-sacrifice imposed as an ideal upon most
women is the radically unrewarding handing over of their identity
and energy to individual males—fathers, sons, husbands—and to
ghostly institutional masters. Thus, the two "ideals" of feminine
fulfillment, namely "unselfconscious inclusion" (tokenism) and
feminine self-sacrifice, both function to pollute the sense of
sisterhood unless they are thoroughly exorcised.

The first of these false ideals, i.e., tokenism—which is commonly
guised as Equal Eights, and which yields token victories—deflects
and shortcircuits gynergy, so that female power, galvanized under
deceptive slogans of sisterhood, is swallowed by The Fraternity.
This method of vampirizing the Female Self saps women by giving
illusions of partial success while at the same time making Success
appear to be a far distant, extremely difficult to obtain "elusive
objective." When the oppressed are worn out in the game of chasing
the shadow of Success, some "successes" are permitted to occur—
"victories" which can easily be withdrawn when the victim's energies
have been restored. Subsequently, women are lured into repeating
efforts to regain the hard-won apparent gains (Daly 1978:374-375).

Daly seems on target in this statement; The Army has recently stopped recruiting

women, as they now have "enough" women in the military.

The feminist view is not against legislation, but it is against

legislative victories which cost huge expenditures of energy, amount to

abstract gains with few or no gains in the creation of political institutions

which give women positive ways to participate in self government and are

easily eroded by reactions to what was symbolic but apparently threatening

enough. The trappings of emancipation often led to losses of tangible power

in return for abstract proclamation, losses of individual power in "red tape"

of greater state power and administrative needs and eventually losses of the

phyrric gain to those who react as if something tangible happened toward

female emancipation. The ERA and Affirmative Action both illustrate this

phenomenon, as does the hacking away at any tangible gains in abortion legis-

lation and the threat of an anti-abortion amendment. None of this is to say
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that equal rights, the right to choose an abortion and an affirmative approach

to justice for all people are not important political issues. Feminists must

carefully scrutinize the legislation applied to these issues, however.

If the real motivation or expected effect of legislation is to enhance

the power of a despot over all (Beauvoir's analysis of Roman law), remove

institutions where women might make their case for equality or create no

institutional arrangements where such could be the case (Daly's analysis of

affirmative action), then we have not proceeded very far in establishing a

situation where women have a positive social role and all individuals can

design relationships of self interest rightly understood. Feminists such as

these writers are interested in the design of institutional arrangements which

promote self discovery and self government and allow the exchange of infor-

mation, consciousness raising and mutual aid which only individuals in an

environment of positive interdependency can accomplish.

The history of structural designs which deny diversity and make dogma

the order of the inflexible day is written alongside the history of feminist

thought. Feminism is subject to its own tendency toward non-liberating

centralization against which feminist theorists have warned and feminist

organizations have designed their structures. Feminism and women more

generally have suffered what Tocqueville has called the science of despotism.

They have been victims of a systematic monopolization and usurpation of ideas,

both scientific and spiritualistic. The secrecy of developing science and

religion made midwives and medical men like two warring camps. The pressure

to centralize decision making within feminist groups,which comes from a

hostile environment and from centralized organizations in this environment

which are incompatible with the polycentric structure of feminism, does not

allow the kind of experimentation and learning necessary to feminist theory

and practice.• The pressure to accept state control in the guise of individual
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liberty, limits the possibilities feminist theory brings to the realm

of democratic improvement. None of these events aids feminism in its

essential goal of designing relationships of mutual aid and cooperative

individualism as the balance between community and individual integrity.

From Tocqueville's theory presented in the first part of this essay,

it is not difficult to deduce the incentives which impel officials to use

demands to end sex discrimination to increase their own perogatives, at the

expense of citizens. Findings of feminists show that the administrative

centralization which has become synonomous with policy responses to feminists'

demands is undesirable. Feminists have found such responses have created

greater possibilities for domination of all citizens by officials while doing

little to end the domination of sexism. Moreover a response of increasing

administrative centralization is in opposition to necessary conditions of

implementing feminist ideal including participation, consciousness change,

distortion free communication and increased probabilities of detecting and

correcting errors. Both Tocqueville and the feminist find that only through

designs which increase such probabilities can individuals build relationships

which reduce dominance and tend toward the possible coincidence of liberty

and equality in relationships of mutual aid.

Tocqueville finds that the possibility that individuals can learn to

understand rights and responsibilities is crucial to defining democratic

relationships. Tocqueville believes that the only way of learning about

rights is through the exercise of rights, through participation and communi-

cation. Through participation, people can learn about defining rights and

responsibilities or the various means of structuring relationships to increase

the probability of meeting some criteria like justice, liberty or equality.

By learning through participation, Tocqueville believes individuals can

construct self governing, but non oppressive autonomous relationships.

Individuals must learn self control and self government, particularly for
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democratic relationships.

To have such relationships, Tocqueville's theory shows that people must

be able to develop personalities which can incorporate new information, evaluate

beliefs through experience and correct errors in belief and action. However

Tocqueville also shows that for such consciousness change to be possible,

communication must take place in a context free of distortion or domination, free

of unequal decision making capabilities or unequal chances at participation

and learning. Thus consciousness change, learning, in other words, the self

critical faculty necessary to improve relationships of both personal and

political order, is probably not possible in the leviathan characterized by

relationships of domination. Nor are these faculties likely to develop in a

state of nature where communication is characterized by diffident distortions.

Feminists show that institutional arrangements and personal relationships of

sex role and rank provide just this circumstance of domination and distortion.

Feminists are interested in critiquing provisional standards and beliefs in

forums of communication to develop those which are not distorted by willed

ignorance, neurosis or domination of decision making capabilities.

Tocqueville shows a means of applying political theory to design relation-

ships which are neither a leviathan, nor a state of nature. Tocqueville

specifies a structure of constitutional, polycentric order, and specifies

institutional arrangements designed to maintain this order and the democratic

relationships it is designed to develop and maintain. By making all authority

subject to the limits of constitutional rules and by dividing authority into

many decision making forums, domination is decreased and learning and

error correction are more possible.

This division and limitation of authority is critical to maintaining

democratic relationships. Thus democratic relationships are dependent on

the enforceability of constitutional limits. The enforceability of such

limits ultimately depends on the participation of individuals. Individuals
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must be predisposed to participate and seek just solutions to problems and

the correction of errors in both belief and action. Although Tocqueville does

not describe the importance of extending his theory to an analysis of the

distortions of personality and the limitations of the sexist relationship,

feminists analyse the reasons that these relationships can be expected to

retard the development of democratic theory and practice.

Tocqueville's theory can be used to understand the importance of

extending the means of preventing relationships of domination to end the

distortion in mechanisms of error correction caused by sexism. The distortion

in error correcting mechanisms caused by metaphors, myths and other portions

of symbol systems which proclaim the role called Woman which functions in the

manner described in the preceeding chapters, represents the limit in the

degree that democratic order can be realized. These distortions represent a

limit in the realization of a process of consensus building without which

the unity of the represented through common understanding cannot be effectively

realized.

Students of constitutional design and democratic theory must take

seriously the analysis of feminists which describe the manner in which

relationships of sexism reduce the probability that the personalities

necessary for the material of democratic political artifacts can evolve

through consciousness informed by reason and sympathetic understanding.

Feminists can use Tocqueville's theory to understand the necessary

limitation and distribution of authority in relationships. An amalgamation of feminist

designs for balanced relationships and consciousness raising consensus build-

ing and Tocqueville's analysis of polycentric constitutional political orders

suggests the direction for further specification of democratic relationships.
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Artifacts of Political Order and Relationships of Mutual Aid

The foregoing chapters of this essay have proposed that women, as

individuals, are not part of the democratic community either as it exists

today or as theorists such as Tocqueville described and analyzed it. The

role of woman under current relationship designs leaves her either in a

state of nature at war with men or, in some cases, nominally brought into

a leviathan with men.

I have shown how what seems like a low cost design of inauthentic

and undemocratic relationships actually reaps high costs in terms of

undemocratic personalities, personal relationsips marked by alienation and

selfishness and the learning of undemocratic political relationships. I

have shown that the next step of democratic improvement is the feminist

step of creating relationships of mutual aid and justice.

Feminists have much in common with democratic theorists in their

discussions of experimentation and learning, the need for non-idolatrous,

non-dogmatic spirituality for the basis of common understanding and the need

for responsible participation in defining relationships between cooperating

individuals. Feminism in fact extends the application of democratic theory

to relationships which create problems they find are at the root of other

organizational dysfunctions.

But feminism does not always describe a plan of action to change

these relationships. Daly believes t h a t if the encounter of another

individual is simply viewed as struggle, the experience will not redeem

either from the limited view of human relationships as dominance and

subordinance. One individual must recognize another as having a similar

-365-
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bat substantially different consciousness and design relationships of

reciprocity for their encounter to be one of mutual aid. Tocqueville, Daly,

Beauvoir, Rich, Millett, Mitchell, all, in fact, agree that there could

hardly be a more difficult task which confronts the individual.

The usefulness of Tocqueville's work is to present concrete institutional

designs to bring the individual from moral stupidity at least a ways down

the path of enlightened self interest and enlightened community development.

Tocqueville thinks of the overall design as embodying administrative

decentralization and government centralization; today these arrangements would

be called polycentric constitutional decision making structure. "What is important to

recognize from Tocqueville's work is that his focus was polycentric order and

that federalism, especially the federalism of nineteenth century United States

is only one example.

When Tocqueville observed institutions in the United States in the

early 1800's, he was not making a case for federalism as the perfect

operationalization of democratic theory. Tocqueville certainly would have

no personal motivation to advocate the institutions of federalism as the

universal answer to the dilemmas of political order which were the focus of

his thinking. Tocqueville's writing should be seen as a depiction and analysis

of institutions which were new attempts at balancing the conflicting values

of political order.

Since Tocqueville's writing, the conceptions of many of the artifacts

about which he wrote have changed. As these conceptions have changed, so have

the meanings and uses of these artifacts. Using Tocqueville's ideas about

other ways of conceptualizing the artifacts of political order, we can

expand the uses of political institutions. Returning to Tocqueville's

conception of the relationships individuals can have to one another, we
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can expand the uses of relationship designs to create relationships of

mutual aid between people and positive answers to dilemmas of individual

rights and community integrity. Tocqueville's conception of the uses of

institutional arrangements in designing positive political orders brings us

this different way of understanding these relationships.

When we think of realizations of Tocqueville's ideas of good relation-

ships, however, it is impossible by Tocqueville's own critique to imagine

accomplishing any democratic relationships without creating a non-authoritarian

personality and non-authoritarian personal relationships. Although Tocqueville

suggests several of the reasons why this conclusion is true, I have extended

his interpretation of this conclusion to a more complete description of

the connection between the personal and the public realms of political order.

In order to completely realize Tocqueville's theory in practice, however,

one must call upon feminist writings which analyze the relationship between

the artifacts of personal and political order.

Feminist theory shows there is a triangular relationship between current

manifestations of tyranny in sexual politics and language which influences

our conception of relationships and between tyrannical conceptualizations of

the division of decision making capabilities in constituting political order.

What I have suggested in the latter chapters of this essay are ideas which

must be included in the praxis of democratic theory. By drawing from

feminist theory, I have developed what I hope will be a more comprehensive

conceptualization of democratic theory. Especially important in this develop-

ment is the idea of bringing a new conceptualization of institutional arrange-

ments to the problem of individual—communal relations.

Following the ideas of Tocqueville which I have outlined in this essay

it appears that the "easiest" constitutionalization of these relations of

political order is often the authoritarian way. One point I have argued
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throughout this essay is that the authoritarian solution to the dilemmas of

political organization is one of extreme costs. Often these costs are not

immediately observable to even the sensitive analyst. Moreover, these costs

often occur as externalities and the reaction of the disenfranchised who

bear the externalities may happen in such a way that their response may

seem unrelated to specific events. A portion of this analysis has been

understood as a theory of relative deprivation culminating in revolution

even when the individual's situation might, by so-called objective standards,

be improving. More broadly, this analysis shows that a sort of conservation

of energy occurs with regard to causes and costs. Although Tocqueville's

preference is to speak about the probability of events and not so much about

causes and effects, he does outline these ideas about eventual costs predicted

from specific expectations of various structural designs. Tocqueville, then,

offers not only a normative and moralistic argument against monocentric,

monopolistic structural forms, he offers efficiency and efficacy arguments

against them, as well.

The monocentric, monopolistic manifestations of order about which

Tocqueville writes are perhaps inadequately pictured by the language

available in Tocqueville's political analysis. The debilitating monocentric

structures Tocqueville fears are not clearly demarked by terms such as

hierarchy, aristocracy, bureaucracy or even by the phraseological concoctions

of the various centralizations. Tocqueville did not hate the whole of hierarchy

and abhor aristocracy, nor did he simplistically battle the bud of bureau-

cracy climbing the lattice of existing French organizational structure.

Tocqueville's criticisms of inonocentric organizational structure are not

simply arguments against large scale enterprises nor are they against defin-

itive rules and roles as some scholars have understood them to be.
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Tocqueville writes of many positive aspects of aristocracy, but in

so doing, he focuses on fashioning relationships with favorable interdepen-

dencies of mutual aid. Where aristocracy was an organizational system that

caused positive interdependencies, Tocqueville was that system's supporter.

"When aristocracies existed without positive interdependencies, the hierarchical

nature of this structural arrangement made the problem of the absence of

mutual aid even worse..

Tocqueville was not against the defined roles of hierarchy; he believed

that some definition of one's meaning to self and others was necessary to

every activity. However when roles became a tyrannical imposition on the

personality, personal activities and political choices of members of the

collective, Tocqueville wrote of the ill effects and immorality of such

structural bondage.

"What Tocqueville wrote on the subject of administrative centralization

is akin to Weber's fearsome analysis of the deleterious effects of bureau-

cracy on democracy. Tocqueville, like Weber, understood the arguments

supporting this particular hierarchical structure. Many of the arguments

were those Tocqueville used in demonstrating the positive aspects of aris-

tocracy. In Tocqueville's conception of aristocracy, however, there were

aspects of personal regard, virtue, patriotism, sentimentality and mutual

aid, not only within the ranks, but between the ranks of the social structure.

Both Tocqueville and Weber in their writings doubted that these sentiments

would be part of the routinized bureaucratic order. As Tocqueville showed

in the case of the French aristocracy, functioning without these buffers, the

results would be the worst of both tyrannies and inefficiencies.

Tocqueville placed the growing desire for administrative centralization

and the increasing bureaucratization of administrative tasks discharged to

the central government in the context of a theory of increasing oligarchy.
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Tocqueville describes a natural inclination toward hierarchy resulting from

the least sinister motivations one could imagine. Tocqueville's ideas are

related to later ideas of Michels, and Tocqueville shows how a tendency

toward oligarchy in organizationa exists in even organizations facing

benign environemnts. Tocqueville's ideas on the soft despotism which results

from a circularity of irresponsibilities, alienation and apathy on the part

of citizens who give all charge to officials, is a significant contribution

to ideas of oligarchy and the peculiar problems of despotism in organizations

designed for democratic relationships.

Tocqueville is similar to both Weber and Michels in perceiving the threat

that bureaucracy and oligarchy posed for the potential realization of democratic

decision making. It is not simply hierarchy that is implicated by this analyais.

The important results of these structural problems are the limited access to

decision making capabilities, the limited potential for acknowledging and

redressing grievances and the limited opportunities for constructive partici-

pation, mobility and multiple levels of decision making as in some examples

of aristocracy, he did not find the structural conditions to be the same as

oligarchic centralization. Importantly, in these few examples, competition

existed between the several levels of decision making capabilities, shifting

coalitions of various classes where possible, and there were considerable

amounts of decision making capabilities which were not centralized. Thus it

is not so much the hierarchical nature of organizational structure which

Tocqueville critiques, as the monopolization of decision making capabilities

or monocentricity. Interestingly, too, both democracies and aristocracies

could reach a monocentric conclusion and by somewhat similar routes. The

soft despotism of bureaucracy was both a cause and an effect of a more general

trend toward the consolidation of decision making activities. It was not

simply the hierarchical nature of a bureaucratic structure which Tocqueville

believed was a problem, but the potential for monocentric organization to
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become the only game in town. For this reason Tocqueville became much

taken with the. possibilities of a theoretically new structural form, federalism.

Federalism combined the several positive aspects Tocqueville saw

in hierarchy without the problems of monocentricity. It was this sort of

hierarchy coupled with concurrent, multiple seats of decision making

capabilities which Tocqueville tried to describe as government centralization

with administrative decentralization. It is important to understand that

in Tocqueville's mind federalism was not simply pluralism as it is understood

as a menagerie of competing interest groups. Tocqueville presented an analysis

of voluntary associations, but the important idea to Tocqueville was the

possibility of political order being articulated to the individual participant.

The opportunity for each individual to play multiple roles in various decision

making forums of a polycentric order seemed like a bright beginning to a

new conception of political order. Although Tocqueville understood the

tendency toward oligarchy, he presented an analysis of an alternative

structural design which might mitigate this tendency.

Tocqueville presents an argument for an alternative structural design

which will make tyrannical relationships both less desirable to the potential

tyrant and less likely to occur or less effective and of a shorter life.

Tocqueville's normative predisposition is against tyranny. It is the possi-

bility that polycentric democratic structures could make tyranny less likely

which causes its appeal for Tocqueville. If Tocqueville's attitude toward

democracy has been confusing to some writers it is perhaps because Tocqueville

is not drawn to democracy for its own sake, but for the possibility that

democracy could be a step forward in political developments toward greater

liberty, more responsible relationships of mutual aid between people and

less tyranny and human misery. Tocqueville carefully shows, however, that
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democracy as defined by equality of condition may not move human relationships

in this positive direction at all. The analysis of the possibility for

democracy so defined and tyranny to coexist is perhaps Tocqueville's most

important contribution to the understanding of political order. Thus it is

not a simple-minded conception of democracy which is intriguing to Tocqueville,

but the idea of defining a constitutional polycentric institutional setting

which makes the achievements of these other values more likely.

From Tocqueville's presentation, the monocentric order, whether it be

considered a democracy or an aristocracy, still results in an oligarchy in

terms of citizen-official relationships. It is not so much the relationship

of citizen roles to one another which matters from this perspective of

Tocqueville's as the relationship of official-citizen roles. The defining

characteristic of aristocratic and democratic monocentric designs is the

different relationships of citizens to one another; citizen-official role

relationships are the same if the decision-making structure is monocentric.

The defining characteristic of polycentric and monocentric organizational

structures is the different conception in each structural arrangement of

citizen-official roles. It is incorrect to say that from the perspective of

some important values that a citizen in a monocentric democracy is no better

off than a citizen in an aristocratic monocentric system of rules. Tocqueville

does point out numerous ways that equality of condition might benefit a

citizen by changing citizen-citizen roles even in a monocentric system.

However, Tocqueville also demonstrates that citizen-citizen relationships

may be unequal, as in an aristocracy, but that if the aristocracy were

more polycentric as in the examples he gave of England, a citizen might

fare better with these different citizen-official relationships than in a

monocentric democracy.
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The important point is that two kinds of relationships must be considered

and Tocqueville's view is that reconstitution of citizen-citizen relationships

is not really very far along on the road to ending tyranny and misery. In

fact, Tocqueville shows that more social and economic injustice may follow

from irresponsible citizen-citizen relationships of atomization with monocentric

citizen-official relationships than with unequal but interrelated citizen-

citizen relations with polycentric citizen-official relationships. The

monocentric citizen-official relations and atomized citizen-citizen relation-

ships described in the Old Regime were, to Tccqueville, probably the worst

combination of all.

The most positive of innovations in these relationships, following

Tocqueville, would be flexibility, responsibility and mutual aid in

citizen-citizen relationships and polycentric citizen-official relationships.

Social unjustice and paternalism alike would not be indicative of accomplish-

ing either set of relationships. It is for this reason that it would be a

gross misrepresentation of Tocqueville's work to place him on the same

political latitude with the barons of multinational corporations, the

"moral majority" or advocates of no role for government in social and economic

policy. Tocqueville's position in his theoretical work was that the political

order by definition had such a role. The manner in which it was constituted

by and inseparable from the collective, in order to be concerned with the

resources of the collective,was the problem of political order. When

government is constituted so that it is associated with this view of political

order the abdication of this role of government seems absurd and irresponsible.

How individuals in the collective remain responsible to each other and

themselves is the ultimate concern of politicl science in Tocqueville's

analysis of political order. Tocqueville looks at the idea of multiple

possibilities to handle expected diversity from narrowly defined governmental
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problems, to interpersonal relationships, to how the individual handles

diversity within her personality. Tocqueville points the way to an analysis

of how the education one receives in personal relationships affects one's

ideas about participation in political relationships more narrowly defined.

Tocqueville also begins an analysis of how social roles affect personalities

and,in turn,affect individuals' political participation. Tocqueville does

not, however, discuss the effect of maintaining hierarchical relations in

personal relations on the possibilities for democratic political relations.

In his discussion of the effects of democratic political relationships on

personal relationships such as the family, Tocqueville is concerned with the

negative effect democracy may have on what Tocqueville believes are rightful

hierarchical relationships in the family.

It is not completely uncharacteristic of Tocqueville's analysis to

conclude that hierarchy must remain somewhere in life. Tocqueville believed

there were positive results of hierarchical relationships if they were not

monocentric and Tocqueville preferred even the most authoritarian of

structures to no order at all. As the feminist analysis shows, however, the

hierarchical relations in the institution of the family and in the institution

of sex roles is nothing but monocentric, and total lack of order is not the

only alternative to hierarchical relations. Moreover, the feminist analysis

shows hierarchical relationships in such institutions as the family and sex

roles are n o t benign in effects on participation in other institutions.

It is possible that Tocqueville did not perceive the importance of

applying his conclusions for master and servant, worker and master, in some

similar way to the roles of family members. It is possible that Tocqueville

did not perceive the incongruity with the rest of his theory of having

government articulate itself to the family and not to the individual in the

case of the franchise for voting participation. However, Beauvoir, Rich

and Millett particularly pick up the analysis where Tocqueville left it
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incomplete.

Rich shows the manner in which the institution of the family and the

institution of motherhood are at odds with the more positive possibilities

of experiencing these relationships. Beauvoir presents an analysis of sex

roles which relates the phenomenon to one solution to a possible tragedy

of the commons of undefined roles. As Beauvoir shows, however, hierarchically

defined sex roles result in negative relationships in other aspects of

human activity. Millett demonstrates the artificial nature of these roles,

as well as showing the negative effects of artifacts which neither mesh

with experience nor allow growth and the preservation of non-tyrannical

attitudes and actions in relationship designs. Rich, Millett, and Beauvoir

suggest alternatives other than tyranny or anarchy for these relationships.

The logic of Tocqueville's analysis and the presentation of the

feminists all demonstrate that the next step forward in securing relationships

of liberty and mutual aid must come from democratizing interpersonal relations

and the view each person takes of the different facets of her own personality.

Ample evidence has been presented to show the connection of these relationships

to political interactions and the negative results for the whole collective

of tyrannically defined personal relationships.

Democratic theory must incorporate the ideas of feminist analysis

concerning the tyranny of sex roles, the necessity for change in consciousness

and the relationship between personal and political interaction if the goals

of democratic theory are to be realized. Such an incorporation would

begin with an analysis of the artifacts of language and other symbols which

are at odds with a new experience of such democratic relationships and

proceed to an analysis of the artifacts of institutional arrangements which
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currently inhibit the realization of this experience and those which would

move toward this redefinition of relationships in a manner of mutual aid.

Tocqieville's ideas coupled with the insights and analysis of feminist

thinkers are a beginning to such an analysis.
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