Chapter 2

FAMILY
o

Chapter 2 is divided into three sections: 2.1
THE InsTiTUTION OF THE FAMILY, 2.2 PARENTS AND
CHiLprEN, and 2.3 MARRIAGE.

Certain of the passages quoted in this
chapter could have been placed in two of
the three sections, and some, perhaps, in all
three. The institution of the family is insep-
arable from the marriage rite and all that it
entails; the relation of husband and wife re-
sults from marriage and is fundamental to
the institution of the family; the parental
care and direction of children, as well as
filial respect and obedience, are aspects of
domestic government that take different
forms in different types of familial institu-
tions.

All of these points of coincidence or over-
lapping being acknowledged, it is, neverthe-
less, the case that the matters considered in
the three sections are sufficiently distinct to
justify a division of the texts accordingly.

However, the reader whose interest is in all
of the many related aspects of the human
family would do well to explore the materi-
als of this chapter as a whole and to trace for
himself the intricate pattern of insights and
observations that are woven together in the
fabric of our understanding of the one hu-
man institution with which every human
being has had intimate experience.

There is probably no other subject treated
in this book about which everyone has an
opinion or judgment, and feelings, senti-
ments, or emotional attitudes, as well as
wishes or desires, overt or covert, conscious
or unconscious. There is probably no other
subject on which there are comments from
so wide a diversity of sources—from poets,
novelists, dramatists, and historians; philos-
ophers and theologians; moralists, econo-
mists, and political theorists; biologists, psy-
chologists, and psychoanalysts.
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2.1 | The Institution of the Family

One important relationship constitutive of
most, if not all, families is that of siblings—
brother and brother, sister and sister, broth-
er and sister. It is a relationship that, as gen-
eralized under the notion of fraternity or
brotherhood, is often set up as a model for
those who are not bound to one another by
any ties of consanguinity. On the other
hand, as we are reminded by the opening
text from Genests about Cain and Abel, ani-
mosity and jealousy also tear at the hearts of
those who are tied to one another by bonds
of blood. Blood may be thicker than water,
but it also has a lower boiling point.

Passages dealing with siblings, and their
benevolence or malevolence, are assembled
in this section, and are thus separated from
the other two basic familial relationships
(husband and wife, parents and children),
which are treated in Sections 3 and 2 re-
spectively. :

Another, perhaps even more basic, theme
in this section is the type of government that
is regulative of family life. Who rules in the

family—the husband alone, or both hus-
band and wife; and who is ruled—the chil-
dren alone or both wife and children? What
power or authority is exercised in domestic
government? What makes it legitimate? Is it
absolute or limited and, if limited, what are
its limits? Answers to questions of this sort
usually involve comparisons of parental rule
with despotic rule and constitutional gov-
ernment. Those interested in the passages
that treat of such matters should, perhaps,
look also at similar passages in Chapter 10
on Pourrics, especially Section 10.3 on Gov.
eRNMENT: [Ts NaTurg, NECEssITY, AND Forms,
Section 10.4 on GOVERNMENT OF AND BY THE PEo.
rLe: RerusLic anD DeMocracy, and Section
10.6 on Despotism anp Tyranny. Doing so will
help one to think about some of the most
difficult problems of family life—the extent
to which thé domestic community can be
organized as a democracy, and the safe-
guards that can be erected against tyran-
nical or despotic misrule.

1 And Adam knew Eve his wife; and she conceived,
and bare Cain, and said, I have gotten a man
from the Lord.

And she again bare his brother Abel. And Abel
was a keeper of sheep, but Cain was a tiller of the
ground.

And in process of time it came to pass, that
Cain brought of the fruit of the ground an offering
unto the Lord.

And Abel, he also brought of the firstlings of his
flock and of the fat thereof. And the Lord had
respect unto Abel and to his offering:

But unto Cain and to his offering he had not
respect. And Cain was very wroth, and his counte-
nance fell.

And the Lord said unto Cain, Why art thou
wroth? and why is thy countenance fallen?

If thou doest well, shalt thou not be accepted?
and if thou doest not well, sin lieth at the door.

And unto thee shall be his desire, and thou shalt
rule over him.

And Cain talked with Abel his brother: and it
came to pass, when they were in the field, that
Cain rose up against Abel his brother, and slew
him.

And the Lord said unto Cain, Where is Abel
thy brother? And he said, I know not: Am I my
brother’s keeper?

Genesis 4:1-9

2 And the boys grew: and Esau was a cunning
hunter, a man of the field; and Jacob was a plain
man, dwelling in tents.

And Isaac loved Esau, because he did eat of his
venison: but Rebekah loved Jacob.

And Jacob sod pottage: and Esau came from
the field, and was faint:

And Esau said to Jacob, Feed me, I pray thee,
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with that same red pottage; for I am faint: there-
fore was his name called Edom.

And Jacob said, Sell me this day thy birthright.

And Esau said, Behold, I am at the point to die:
and what profit shall this birthright do to me?

And Jacob said, Swear to me this day; and he
sware unto him: and he sold his birthright unto
Jacob.

Then Jacob gave Esau bread and pottage of
lentiles; and he did eat and drink, and rose up,
and went his way: thus Esau despised his birth-
right.

Genesis 25:27-34

If 2 man have two wives, one beloved, and anoth-
er hated, and they have born him children, both
the beloved and the hated; and if the firstborn son
be her’s that was hated:

Then it shall be, when he maketh his sons to
inherit that which he hath, that he may not make
the son of the beloved firstborn before the son of
the hated, which is indeed the firstborn: _

But he shall acknowledge the son of the hated
for the firstborn, by giving him a double portion
of all that he hath: for he is the beginning of his
strength; the right of the firstborn is his.

Deuteronomy 21:15-17

If brethren dwell together, and one of them die,
and have no child, the wife of the dead shall not
marry without unto a stranger: her husband’s
brother shall go in unto her, and take her to him
to wife, and perform the duty of an husband’s
brother unto her.

And it shall be, that the firstborn which she
beareth shall succeed in the name of his brother
which is dead, that his name be not put out of
Israel.

And if the man like not to take his brother’s
wife, then let his brother’s wife go up to the gate
unto the elders, and say, My husband’s brother
refuseth to raise up unto his brother a name in
Israel, he will not perform the duty of my
husband’s brother.

Then the elders of his city shall call him, and
speak unto him: and if he stand to it, and say, I
like not to take her; )

Then shall his brother’s wife come unto him in
the presence of the elders, and loose his shoe from
off his foot, and spit in his face, and shall answer
and say, So shall it be done unto that man that
will not build up his brother’s house.

Deuteronomy 24:5-9

Odpsseus. And may the gods accomplish your de-
sire:

a home, a husband, and harmonious

converse with him—the best thing in the world

being a strong house held in serenity

where man and wife agree. Woe to their enemies,

joy to their friends! But all this they know best.
Homer, Odyssey, V1, 179

6 Odysseus. Where shall 2 man find sweetness to sur-
pass
his own home and his parents? In far lands
he shall not, though he find a house of gold.
Homer, Odyssey, IX, 34

7 Teiresias. 1 tell you, king, this man, this murderer
(whom you have long declared you are in search
of,
indicting him in threatening proclamation
as murderer of Laius)—he is here.
In name he is a stranger among citizens
but soon he will be shown to be a citizen
true native Theban, and he’ll have no joy
of the discovery: blindness for sight
and beggary for riches his exchange,
he shall go journeying to a foreign country
tapping his way before him with a stick.
He shall be proved father and brother both
to his own children in his house; to her
that gave him birth, a son and husband both;
a fellow sower in his father’s bed
with that same father that he murdered.
Go within, reckon that out, and if you find me
mistaken, say I have no skill in prophecy.
Sophocles, Oedipus the King, 448

8 Antigone. O tomb, O marriage-chamber, hollowed
out
house that will watch forever, where 1 go.
To my own people, who are mostly there;
Persephone has taken them to her.
Last of them all, ill-fated past the rest,
shall I descend, before my course is run.
Still when I get there I may hope to find
I come as a dear friend to my dear father,
to you, my mother, and my brother too.
All three of you have known my hand in death.
I washed your bodies, dressed them for the grave,
poured out the last libation at the tomb.
Last, Polyneices knows the price I pay
for doing final service to his corpse.
And yet the wise will know my choice was right.
Had I had children or their father dead,
I’d let them moulder. I should not have chosen
in such a case to cross the state’s decree.
What is the law that lies behind these words?
One husband gone, I might have found another,
or a child from a new man in first child’s place,
but with my parents hid away in death,
no brother, ever, could spring up for me.
Such was the law by which I honored you.
Sophocles, Antigone, 891

9 Socrates. Here, then, is one difficulty in our law
about women, which we may say that we have
now escaped; the wave has not swallowed us up
alive for enacting that the guardians of either sex
should have all their pursuits in common; to the
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utility and also to the possibility of this arrange-
ment the consistency of the argument with itself
bears witness.

Glaucon. Yes, that was a mighty wave which you
have escaped.

Yes, I said, but a greater is coming; you will not
think much of this when you see the next.

Go on; let me see.

The law, I said, which is the sequel of this and
of all that has preceded, is to the following ef-
fect—*“that the wives of our guardians are to be
common, and their children are to be common,
and no parent is to know his own child, nor any
child his parent.”

Yes, he said, that is a much greater wave than
the other; and the possibility as well as the utility
of such a law are far more questionable,

I do not think. I said, that there can be any
dispute about the very great utility of having
wives and children in common; the possibility is
quite another matter, and will be very much dis-
puted.

I think that a good many doubts may be raised
about both.

Plato, Republic, V, 457A

Socrates. How can marriages be made most benefi-
cial>—that is a question which I put to you, be-
cause I see in your house dogs for hunting, and of
the nobler sort of birds not a few. Now, I beseech
you, do tell me, have you ever attended to their
pairing and breeding?

Glaucon. In what particulars?

Why, in the first place, although they are all of
a good sort, are not some better than others?

True.

And do you breed from them all indifferently,
or do you take care to breed from the best only?

From the best.

And do you take the oldest or the youngest, or
only those of ripe age?

I choose only those of ripe age.

And if care was not taken in the breeding; your
dogs and birds would greatly deteriorate?

Certainly.

And the same of horses and animals in general?

Undoubtedly. :

Good heavens! my dear friend, I said, what
consummate skill will our rulers need if the same
principle holds of the human species!

Certainly, the same principle holds. -

Plato, Republic, V, 459A

Between man and wife friendship seems to exist
by nature; for man is naturally inclined to form
couples—even more than to form cities, inasmuch
as the household is earlier and more necessary
than the city, and reproduction is more common
to man with the animals. With the other animals
the union extends only to this point, but human
beings live together not only for the sake of repro-
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duction but also for the various purposes of life;
for from the start the functions are divided, and
those of man and woman are different; so they
help each other by throwing their peculiar gifts
into the common stock. It is for these reasons that
both utility and pleasure seem to be found in this
kind of friendship. But this friendship may.be
based also on virtue, if the parties are good; for
each has its own virtue and they will delight in
the fact. And children seem to be a bond of union
(which is the reason why childless people part
more easily); for children are a good common to
both and what is common holds them together.

Aristotle, Ethics, 1162216

A husband and father . . . rules over wife and
children, both free, but the rule differs, the rule
over his children being a royal, over his wife a
constitutional rule. For although there may be ex-
ceptions to the order of nature, the male is by
nature fitter for command than the female.

Aristotle, Politics, 1259239

The citizens . might conceivably have wives and
children and property in common, as Socrates
proposes in the Republic of Plato. Which is better,
our present condition, or the proposed new order
of society?

There are many difficulties in the community
of women. And the principle on which Socrates
rests the necessity of such an institution evidently
is not established by his arguments. Further, as a
means to the end which he ascribes to the state,
the scheme, taken literally, is impracticable, and
how we are to interpret it is nowhere precisely
stated.

Aristotle, Politics, 126124

Next after they had got themselves huts and skins
and fire, and the woman united with the man
passed with him into one domicile and the duties
of wedlock were learnt by the two, and they saw
an offspring born from them, then first mankind
began to soften. For fire made their chilled bodies
less able now to bear the frost beneath the canopy
of heaven, and Venus impaired their strength and
children with their caresses soon broke down the

_ haughty temper of parents. Then too neighbours

began to join in a league of friendship mutually

- desiring neither to do nor suffer harm; and asked

for indulgence to children and womankind, when
with cries and gestures they declared in stammer-
ing speech that meet it is for all to have mercy on
the weak. And though harmony could not be es-
tablished without exception, yet a very large por-
tion observed their agreements with good faith, or
else the race of man would then have been wholly
cut off, nor could breeding have continued their
generations to this day.

Lucretius, Nature of Things, V
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Aeneas. Arm’d once again, my glitt’ring sword I
wield,

While th’ other hand sustains my weighty shield,

And forth I rush to seek th’ abandon’d field.

I went; but sad Creiisa stopp’d my way,

And cross the threshold in my passage lay,

Embrac’d my knees, and, when I would have
gone,

Shew’d me my feeble sire and tender son:

‘If death be your design, at least,” said she,

‘Take us along to share your destiny.

If any farther hopes in arms remain,

This place, these pledges of your love, maintain.

To whom do you expose your father’s life,

Your son’s, and mine, your now forgotten wife!’

Virgil, Aeneid, 11

There came then his brethren and his mother,
and, standing without, sent unto him, calling him.

And the multitude sat about him, and they said
unto him, Behold, thy mother and thy brethren
without seek for thee.

And he answered them, saying, Who is my
mother, or my brethren?

And he looked round about on them which sat
about him, and said, Behold my mother and my
brethren!

For whosoever shall do the will of God, the
same is my brother, and my sister, and mother.

Mark 3:31-35

Suppose ye that I am come to give peace on
earth? I tell you, Nay; but rather division:

For from henceforth there shall be five in one
house divided, three against two, and two against
three.

The father shall be divided against the son, and
the son against the father; the mother against the
daughter, and the daughter against the mother;
the mother in law against her daughter in law,
and the daughter in law against her mother in
law.

Luke 12:51-53

Lycurgus was of a persuasion that children were
not so much the property of their parents as of the
whole commonwealth, and, therefore, would not
have his citizens begot by the first-comers, but by
the best men that could be found; the laws of
other nations seemed to him very absurd and in-
consistent, where people would be so solicitous for
their dogs and horses as to exert interest and to
pay money to procure fine breeding, and yet kept
their wives shut up, to be made mothers only by
themselves, who might be foolish, infirm, or dis-
eased; as if it were not apparent that children of a
bad breed would prove their bad qualities first
upon those who kept and were rearing them, and
well-born children, in like manner, their good
qualities.

Plutarch, Lycurgus

19 We are inquiring about ordinary marriages and
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those which are free from distractions, and mak-
ing this inquiry we do not find the affair of mar-
riage in this state of the world a thing which is
especially suited to the Cynic.

“How, then, shall 2 man maintain the existence
of society?” In the name of God, are those men
greater benefactors to society who introduce into
the world to occupy their own places two or three
grunting children, or those who superintend as far
as they can all mankind, and see what they do,
how they live, what they attend to, what they ne-
glect contrary to their duty? Did they who left
little children to the Thebans do them more good
than Epaminondas who died childless? And did
Priamus, who begat fifty worthless sons, or Da-
naus or ZLolus contribute more to the community
than Homer? then shall the duty of a general or
the business of a writer exclude a man from mar-
riage or the begetting of children, and such a man
shall not be judged to have accepted the condition
of childlessness for nothing; and shall not the roy-
alty of a Cynic be considered an equivalent for
the want of children? Do we not perceive his
grandeur and do we not justly contemplate the
character of Diogenes; and do we, instead of this,
turn our eyes to the present Cynics, who are dogs
that wait at tables and in no respect imitate the
Cynics of old except perchance in breaking wind,
but in nothing else? For such matters would not
have moved us at all nor should we have won-
dered if a Cynic should not marry or beget chil-
dren. Man, the Cynic is the father of all men; the
men are his sons, the women are his daughters: he
so carefully visits all, so well does he care for all.
Do you think that it is from idle impertinence that
he rebukes those whom he meets? He does it as a
father, as a brother, and as the minister of the
father of all, the minister of Zeus.

Epictetus, Discourses, 111, 22

They who care for the rest rule—the husband the
wife, the parents the children, the masters the ser-
vants; and they who are cared for obey—the
women their husbands, the children their parents,
the servants their masters. But in the family of the
just man who lives by faith . . . even those who
rule serve those whom they seem to command; for
they rule not from a love of power, but from a
sense of the duty they owe to others—not because
they are proud of authority, but because they love
mercy.

Augustine, City of God, XIX, 14

Now the saints of ancient times were, under the
form of an earthly kingdom, foreshadowing and
foretelling the kingdom of heaven. And on ac-
count of the necessity for a numerous offspring,
the custom of one man having several wives was
at that time blameless: and for the same reason it
was not proper for one woman to have several
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husbands, because a woman does not in that way
become more fruitful, but, on the contrary, it is
base harlotry to seek either gain or offspring by
promiscuous intercourse. In regard to matters of
this sort, whatever the holy men of those times did
without lust, Scripture passes over without blame,
although they did things which could not be done
at the present time, except through lust.
Augustine, Christian Doctrine, III, 12

In comparing love to love we should compare one
union with another. Accordingly we must sav that
friendship among blood relations is based upon
their connection by natural origin, the friendship
of fellow-citizens on their civic fellowship, and the
friendship of those who are fighting side by side
on the comradeship of battle. Therefore in mat-
ters pertaining to nature we should love our kin-
dred most, in matters concerning relations be-
tween citizens, we should prefer our
fellow-citizens, and on the battlefield our fellow-
soldiers. . . . v
If however we compare union with union, it is
evident that the union arising from natural origin
is prior to, and more stable than, all others; be-
cause it is something affecting the very substance,
while other unions are something added above
and may cease altogether. Therefore the friend-
ship of kindred is more stable, while other friend-
ships may be stronger in respect of that which is
proper to each of them.
Aquinas, Summa Theologica, 11-11, 26, 8

Although the father ranks above the mother, the
mother has more to do with the offspring than the
father has. Or we may say that woman was made
chiefly in order to be man’s helpmate in relation
to the offspring, whereas the man was not made
for this purpose. Wherefore the mother has a clos-
er relation to the nature of marriage than the fa-
ther has.

Aquinas, Summa Theologica, 111 Suppl., 44, 2

Love hates people to be attached to each other
except by himself, and takes a laggard part in
relations that are set up and maintained under
another title, as marriage is. Connections and
means have, with reason, as much weight in it as
graces and beauty, or more. We do not marry for
ourselves, whatever we say; we marry just as
much or more for our posterity, for our family.
The practice and benefit of marriage concerns our
race very far beyond us. Therefore I like this fash-
ion of arranging it rather by a third hand than by
our own, and by the sense of others rather than by
our own. How opposite is all this to the conven-
tions of love! '
Montaigne, Essays, III, 5, On Some Verses
of Virgil

I was late in taking up the management of a
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household. Those whom nature had sent into the
world before me relieved me of that burden for a
long time. I had already contracted a different
bent, more¢ suitable to my disposition. At all
events, from what I have seen of it, it is an occu-
pation more bothersome than difficult: whoever is
capable of anything else will very easily be capa-
ble of this.

Montaigne, Essays, III, 9, Of Vanity

Don Quixote. Another Thing makes me more
unieasy: Suppose we have found out a King and a
Princess, and I have fill’d the World with the
Fame of my unparallel’d Atchievements, yet can-
not I tell how to find out that I am of Royal
Blood, though it were but second Cousin to an
Emperor: For, ’tis not to be expected that the
King will ever consent that I shall wed his Daugh-
ter *till T have made this out by authentick Proofs,
tho’ my Service deserve it never so much; and
thus for want of a Punctilio, I am in danger of

losing what my Valour so justly merits. *Tis true,

indeed, I am a Gentleman, and of a noted ancient
Family, and possess’d of an Estate of a hundred
and twenty Crowns a Year; nay, perhaps the
learned Historiographer who is to write the Histo-
ry of my Life, will so improve and beautify my
Genealogy, that he will find me to be the fifth, or
sixth at least, in Descent from a King; For, Sancho,
there are two sorts of Originals in the World;
some who sprung from mighty Kings and Princes,
by little and little have been so lessen’d and
obscur’d, that the Estates and Titles of the follow-
ing Generations have dwindled to nothing, and
ended in a Point like a Pyramid; others, who from
mean and low Beginnings still rise and rise, till at
last they are rais’d to the very Top of human
Greatness: So vast the Difference is, that those
who were Something are now Nothing, and those
that were Nothing are now Something. And
therefore who knows but that I may be one of
those whose Original is so illustrious; which being
handsomely made out, after due Examination,
ought undoubtedly to satisfy the King, my Fa-
ther-in-law. But even supposing he were still re-
fractory, the Princess is to be so desperately in
love with me, that she will marry me without his
Consent, tho’ 1 were a Son of the meanest Water-
Carrier; and if her tender Honour scruples to
bless me against her Father’s Will, then it may not
be amiss to put a pleasing Constraint upon her, by
conveying her by Force out of the Reach of her
Father, to whose Persecutions either Time or
Death will be sure to put a Period.

Cervantes, Don Quixote, 1, 21

He that hath wife and children hath given hos-
tages to fortune; for they are impediments to great
enterprises, either of virtue or mischief.

Bacon, Of Marriage and Single Life
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28 Private bodies regular and lawful are those that

29

30

are constituted without letters; or other written
authority, saving the laws common to all other
subjects. And because they be united in one per-
son representative, they are held for regular; such
as are all families, in which the father or master
ordereth the whole family. For he obligeth his
children, and servants, as far as the law permit-
teth, though not further, because none of them are
bound to obedience in those actions which the law
hath forbidden to be done. In all other actions,
during the time they are under domestic govern-
ment, they are subject to their fathers and mas-
ters, as to their immediate sovereigns.

Hobbes, Leviathan, 11, 22

God, having made man such a creature that, in
His own judgment, it was not good for him to be
alone, put him under strong obligations of necessi-
ty, convenience, and inclination, to drive him into
society, as well as fitted him with understanding
and language to continue and enjoy it. The first
society was between man and wife, which gave
beginning to that between parents and children,
to which, in time, that between master and ser-
vant came to be added. And though all these
might, and commonly did, meet together, and
make up but one family, wherein the master or
mistress of it had some sort of rule proper to a
family, each of these, or all together, came short of
“political society,” as we shall see if we consider
the different ends, ties, and bounds of each of
these.

Locke, IT Civil Government, V11, 77

Paternal or parental power is nothing but that
which parents have over their children to govern
them, for the children’s good, till they come to the
use of reason, or a state of knowledge, wherein
they may be supposed capable to understand that
rule, whether it be the law of Nature or the mu-
nicipal law of their country,. they are to govern
themselves by—capable, I say, to know it, as well
as several others, who live as free men under that
law. The affection and tenderness God hath
planted in the breasts of parents towards their
children makes it evident that this is not intended
to be a severe arbitrary government, but only for
the help, instruction, and preservation of their off-
spring. But happen as it will, there is, as I have
proved, no reason why it should be thought to
extend to life and death, at any time, over their
children, more than over anybody else, or keep
the child in subjection to the will of his parents
when grown to a2 man and the perfect use of rea-
son, any farther than as having received life and
education from his parents obliges him to respect,
honour, gratitude, assistance, and support, all his
life, to both father and mother. And thus, it is
true, the paternal is a natural government, but
not at all extending itself to the ends and jurisdic-
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tions of that which is political. The power of the
father doth not reach at all to the property of the
child, which is only in his own disposing.

Locke, II Civil Government, XV, 170

Witwoud. Odso, brother, is it you? Your servant,
brother.

Sir Wilfull. Your servant! Why, yours, sir. Your
servant again—'sheart, and your friend and ser-
vant to that—and a—{Puff}—and a flap-dragon
for your service, sir: and a hare’s foot, and a hare’s
scut for your service, sir; an you be so cold and so
courtly!

Wit. No offense, I hope, brother.

-Sir Wil. ’Sheart, sir, but there is, and much of-
fense. A pox, is this your Inns o’ Court breeding,
not to know your friends and your relations, your
elders and your betters?

Wit. Why, Brother Wilfull of Salop, you may be
as short as a Shrewsbury cake, if you please. But I
tell you ’tis not modish to know relations in town.
You think you’re in the country, where great lub-
berly brothers slabber and kiss one another when
they meet, like a call of sergeants.—Tis not the
fashion here; ’tis not inded, dear brother.

Sir Wil. The fashion’s a fool; and you’re a fop,
dear brother.

Congreve, Way of the World, 111, xv

The first expansions of the human heart were the
effects of a novel situation, which united husbands
and wives, fathers and children, under one roof.
The habit of living together soon gave rise to the
finest feelings known to humanity, conjugal love
and paternal affection. Every family became a lit-
tle society, the more united because liberty and
reciprocal attachment were the only bonds of its
union. The sexes, whose manner of life had been
hitherto the same, began now to adopt different
ways of living. The women became more seden-
tary, and accustomed themselves to mind the hut
and their children, while the men went abrodad in
search of their common subsistence. From living a
softer life, both sexes also began to lose something
of their strength and ferocity: but, if individuals
became to some extent less able to encounter wild
beasts separately, they found it, on the other
hand, easier to assemble and resist in common.
Rousseau, Origin of Inequality, 11

In the family, it is clear, for several reasons which
lie'in its very nature, that the father ought to com-
mand. In the first place, the authority ought not
to be equally divided between father and mother;
the government must be single, and in every divi-
sion of opinion there must be one preponderant
voice to decide. Secondly, however lightly we may
regard the disadvantages peculiar to women, yet,
as they necessarily occasion intervals of inaction,
this is a sufficient reason for excluding them from
this supreme authority: for when the balance is
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perfectly even, a straw is enough to turn the scale.
Besides, the husband ought to be able to superin-
tend his wife’s conduct, because it is of importance
for him to be assured that the children, whom he
is obliged to acknowledge and maintain, belong to
no one but himself. Thirdly, children should be
obedient to their father, at first of necessity, and
afterwards from gratitude: after having had their
wants satisfied by him during one half of their
lives, they ought to consecrate the other half to
providing for his. Fourthly, servants owe him their
services in exchange for the provision he makes
for them, though they may break off the bargain
as soon as it ceases to suit them.

Rousseau, Political Economy

The most ancient of all societies, and the only one
that is natural, is the family: and even so the chil-
dren remain attached to the father only so long as
they need him for their preservation. As soon as
this need ceases, the natural bond is dissolved.
The children, released from the obedience they
owed to the father, and the father, released from
the care he owed his children, return equally to
independence. If they remain united, they contin-
ue so no longer naturally, but voluntarily; and the
family itself is then maintained only by conven-
tion. .

This common liberty results from the nature of
man. His first law is to provide for his own preser-
vation, his first cares are those which he owes to
himself; and, as soon as he reaches years of discre-
tion, he is the sole judge of the proper means of
preserving himself, and consequently becomes his
own master. v

The family then may be called -the first model
of political societies: the ruler corresponds to the
father, and the people to the children; and all,
being born free and equal, alienate their liberty
only for their own advantage, The whole differ-
ence is that, in the family, the love of the father
for his children repays him for the care he takes of
them, while, in the State, the. pleasure of com-
manding takes the place of the love which the
chief cannot have for the peoples under him.

Rousseau, Soctal Contract, 1, 2

I taiked of the little attachment which subsisted
between near relations in London. “Sir, (said
Johnson,) in a country so commercial .as ours,
where every man can do for himself, there is not
so much occasion for that attachment, No man is
thought the worse of here, whose brother was
hanged.”

Boswell, Life of Johnson (Apr. 6, 1772)

Poverty, though it no doubt discourages, does not
always prevent marriage. It seems even to be fa-
vourable to generation. A half-starved Highland
woman frequently bears more than twenty chil-
dren, while a pampered fine lady is often incapa-
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ble of bearing any, and is generally exhausted by
two or three. Barrenness, so frequent among wom-
en of fashion, is very rare among those of inferior
station. Luxury in the fair sex, while it inflames
perhaps the passion for enjoyment, seems always
to weaken, and frequently to destroy altogether,
the powers of generation.

But poverty, though it does not prevent the
generation, is extremely unfavourable to the rear-
ing of children. The tender plant is produced, but
in so cold a soil and so severe a climate, soon with-
ers and dies. It is not uncommon, [ have been
frequently told, in the Highlands of Scotland for a
mother who has borne twenty children not to
have two alive.

Adam Smith, Wealth of Nations, 1, 8

Laws frequently continue in force long after the
circumstances which first gave occasion to them,
and which could alone render them reasonable,
are no more. In the present state of Europe, the
proprietor of a single acre of land is as perfectly
secure of his possession as the proprietor of a hun-
dred thousand. The right of primogeniture, how-
ever, still continues to be respected, and as of all
institutions it is the fittest to support the pride of
family distinctions, it is still likely to endure for
many centuries. In every other respect, nothing
can be more contrary to the real interest of a
numerous family than a right which, in order to
enrich one, beggars all the rest of the children.
Adam Smith, Wealth of Nations, 111, 2

Personal right of a real kind is the right to the
Jpossession of an external object as a thing, and to
the use of it as a person. The mine and thine em-
braced under this right relate specially to the fam-
ily and household; and the relations involved are
those of free beings in reciprocal real interaction
with each other. Through their relations and in-
fluence as persons upon one another, in accor-
dance with the principle of external freedom as
the cause of it, they form a society composed as a
whole of members standing in community with
each other as persons; and this constitutes the
household. The mode in which this social status in
acquired by individuals, and the functions which
prevail within it, proceed neither by arbitrary in-
dividual action (facto), nor by mere contract (pac-
to), but by law (lege). And this law as being not
only a right, but also as constituting possession in
reference to a person, is a right rising above all
mere real and personal right. It must, in fact, form
the right of humanity in our own person; and, as
such, it has as its consequence a natural permis-
sive law, by the favour of which such acquisition
becomes.possible to us.

The acquisition that is founded upon this law
is, as regards its objects, threefold. The man ac-
quires a wife; the husband and wife acquire chil-
dren, ‘constituting a family; and the family ac-
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quire domestics. All these objects, while acquira-

ble, are inalienable; and the right of possession in

these objects is the most strictly personal of all rights.
Kant, Science of Right, 22-23

He heard it, but he heeded not—his eyes
Were with his heart and that was far away;
He reck’d not of the life he lost nor prize,
But where his rude hut by the Danube lay,
There were his young barbarians all at play,
There was their Dacian mother—he, their sire,
Butcher’d to make a Roman holiday.

Byron, Childe Harold’s Pilgrimage, 1V, 141

The family, as the immediate substantiality of
mind, is specifically characterized by love, which
is mind’s feeling of its own unity. Hence in a fam-
ily, one’s frame of mind is to have self-con-
sciousness of one’s individuality within this unity
as the absolute essence of oneself, with the result
that one is in it not as an independent person but
as a member.

Hegel, Philosophy of Right, 158

The ethical dissolution of the family consists in
this, that once the children have been educated to
freedom of personality, and have come of age,
they become recognized as persons in the eyes of
the law and as capable of holding free property of
their own and founding families of their own, the
sons as heads of new families, the daughters as
wives. They now have their substantive destiny in
the new family; the old family on the other hand
falls into the background as merely their ultimate
basis and origin, while a fortiori the clan is an ab-
straction, devoid of rights.

Hegel, Philosophy of Right, 177

The piety of the family relation should be re-
spected in the highest degree by the state; by its
means the state obtains as its members individuals
who are already moral (for as mere persons they
are not) and who in uniting to form a state bring
with them that sound basis of a political edifice—
the capacity of feeling one with a whole.

Hegel, Philosophy of History, Introduction, 3

Looking far enough back in the stream of time,
and judging from the social habits of man as he
now exists, the most probable view is that he ab-
originally lived in small communities, each with a
single wife, or if powerful with several, whom he
jealously guarded against all other men. Or he
may not have been a social animal, and yet have
lived with several wives, like the gorilla; for all the
natives “agree that but one adult male is seen in a
band; when the young male grows up, a contest
takes place for mastery, and the strongest, by kill-
ing and driving out the others, establishes himself
as the head of the community.” The younger
males, being thus expelled and wandering about,
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would, when at last successful in finding a part-
ner, prevent too close interbreeding within the
limits of the same family.

Darwin, Descent of Man, 111, 20

However terrible and disgusting under the capi-
talist system the dissolution of the old family ties
may appear, nevertheless, modern industry, by as-
signing as it does an important part in the process
of production, outside the domestic sphere, to
women, to young persons, and to children of both
sexes, creates a new economic foundation for a
higher form of the family and of the relations be-
tween the sexes. It is, of course, just as absurd to
hold the Teutonic-Christian form of the family to
be absolute and final as it would be to apply that
character to the ancient Roman, the ancient
Greek, or the Eastern forms which, moreover, tak-
en together, form a series in historic development.
Moreover, it is obvious that the fact of the collec-
tive working group being composed of individuals
of both sexes and all ages, must necessarily, under
suitable conditions, become a source of humane
development; although in its spontaneously devel-
oped, brutal, capitalistic form, where the labourer
exists for the process of production, and not the
process of production for the labourer, that fact is
a pestiferous source of corruption and slavery.
Marx, Capital, Vol. 1, IV, 15

Abolition of the family! Even the most radical
flare up at this infamous proposal of the Commu-
nists.

On what foundation is the present family, the
bourgeois family, based? On capital, on private
gain. In its completely developed form this family
exists only among the bourgeoisie. But the state of
things finds its complement in the practical ab-
sence of the family among the proletarians, and in
public prostitution.

The bourgeois family will vanish as a matter of
course when its complement vanishes, and both
will vanish with the vanishing of capital.

Do you charge us with wanting to stop the ex-
ploitation of children by their parents? To this
crime we plead guilty.

But, you will say, we destroy the most hallowed
of relations when we replace home education by
social.

And your education! Is not that also social, and
determined by the social conditions under which
you educate, by the intervention of society, direct
or indirect, by means of schools, etc.? The Com-
munists have not invented the intervention of so-
ciety in education; they do but seek to alter the
character of that intervention and to rescue edu-
cation from the influence of the ruling class.

The bourgeois claptrap about the family and
education, about the hallowed co-relation of par-
ent and child, becomes all the more disgusting,
the more, by the action of modern industry, all



46

47

48

49

2.1. The Institution of the Family | 151

family ties among the proletarians are torn asun-

der and their children transformed into simple ar-

ticles of commerce and instruments of labour.
Marx and Engels, Communist Manifesto, 11

The duties of parents to their children are those
which are indissolubly attached to the fact of
causing the existence of a human being. The par-
ent owes to society to endeavour to make the child
a good and valuable member of it, and owes to
the children to provide, so far as depends on him,
such education, and such appliances and means,
as will enable them to start with a fair chance of
achieving by their own exertions a successful life.
To this every child has a claim; and I cannot ad-
mit, that as a child he has a claim to more.
Mill, Principles of Political Economy,
Bk. II, II, 3

The family, justly constituted, would be the real
school of the virtues of freedom. It is sure to be a
sufficient one of everything else. It will always be
a school of obedience for the children, of com-
mand for the parents. What is needed is, that it
should be a school of sympathy in equality, of liv-
ing together in love, without power on one side or
obedience on the other. This it ought to be be-
tween the parents. It would then be an exercise of
those virtues which each requires to fit them for
all other association, and a model to the children
of the feelings and conduct which their temporary
training by means of obedience is designed to ren-
der habitual, and therefore natural, to them. The
moral training of mankind will never be adapted
to the conditions of the life for which all other
human progress is a preparation, until they prac-
tise in the family the same moral rule which is
adapted to the moral constitution of human soci-
ety. Any sentiment of freedom which can exist in
a man whose nearest and dearest intimacies are
with those of whom he is absolute master, is not
the genuine or Christian love of freedom, but,
what the love of freedom generally was in the an-
cients and in the middle ages—an intense feeling
of the dignity and importance of his own. person-
ality; making him disdain a yoke for himself, of
which he has no abhorrence whatever in the-ab-
stract, but which he is abundantly ready to im-
pose on others for his own interest or glorification.

Mill, Subjection of Women, 11

The pleasure married people get from one anoth-

er. . .is only the beginnings of marriage and not
its whole significance, which lies in the. family.

Tolstoy, War and Peace,

I Epilogue; X

Happy families are all alike; every unhappy fam-
ily is unhappy in its own way.
Tolstoy, Anna Karenina, 1, 1
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In order to carry through any undertaking in
family life, there must necessarily be either com-
plete division between the husband and wife, or
loving agreement. When the relations of a couple
are vacillating and neither one thing nor the
other, no sort of enterprise can be undertaken.

Many families remain for years in the same
place, though both husband and wife are sick of
it, simply because there is neither complete divi-
sion nor agreement between them.

Tolstoy, Anna Karenina, VII, 23

Our immediate family is a part of ourselves. Our
father and mother, our wife and babes, are bone
of our bone and flesh of our flesh. When they die,

a part of our very selves is gone. If they do any-

thing wrong, it is our shame. If they are insulted,
our anger flashes forth as readily as if we stood in
their place. Our home comes next. Its scenes are
part of our life; its aspects awaken the tenderest
feelings of affection; and we do not easily forgive
the stranger who, in visiting it, finds fault with its

" arrangements or treats it with contempt. All these
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different things are the objects of instinctive pref-
erences coupled with the most important practical
interests of life. We all have a blind impulse to
watch over our body, to deck it with clothing of
an ornamental sort, to cherish parents, wife and
babes, and to find for ourselves a home of our own
which we may live in and “improve.”

William James, Psychology, X

We are told that sexual attraction is diverted from

‘the members of the opposite sex in one family ow-

ing to their living together from early childhood;
or that a biological tendency against in-breeding
has a mental equivalent in the horror of incest!
Whereby it is entirely overlooked that no such rig-
orous prohibitions in law and custom would be
required if any trustworthy natural barriers
against the temptation to incest existed. The op-
posite is the truth. The first choice of object in
mankind is regularly an incestuous one, directed
to the mother and sister of men, and the most
stringent prohibitions are required to prevent this
sustained infantile tendency from being carried
into effect.

Freud, General Iniroduction
to Psycho-Analysis, XX1

The indestructible strength of the family as a nat-

ural group formation rests upon the fact that this

necessary presupposition of the father’s equal love
can have a real application in the family.

Freud, Group Psychology and Analysis

of the Ego, X

The conditions of object-choice in women are of-
ten enough made unrecognizable by social consid-
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erations. Where that choice is allowed to manifest
itself freely, it often occurs according to the narcis-
sistic ideal of the man whom the girl would have
liked to be. If the girl has remained attached to
her father, if, that is to say, she has remained in
the Oedipus-complex, then she chooses according
to a father-type. Since, when she turned from her
mother to her father, the antagonistic part of her
ambivalent feelings remained directed on to her
mother, such a choice should ensure a happy mar-
riage. But very often a factor emerges which in
general imperils such solutions of the ambiva-
lence-conflict. The antagonism which has been
left behind may follow in the wake of the positive
attachment, and extend to the new object. The
husband, who had in the first instance inherited
his position from the father, comes in the course of
time to inherit the position of the mother as well.
In this way it may easily occur that the second
part of a woman’s life is taken up with a struggle
against her husband, just as the shorter earlier
part was occupied with rebellion against her
mother. After this reaction has been lived out, a

second marriage may easily turn out far more sat-

isfactorily.
Freud, New Introductory Leclures

on Psycho-Analysis, XXXIII

55 Love is but a prelude to life, an overture in which
the theme of the impending work is exquisitely
hinted at, but which remains nevertheless only a
symbol and a promise. What is to follow, if all
goes well, begins presently to appear. Passion set-
tles down into possession, courtship into partner-
ship, pleasure into habit. A child, half mystery
and half plaything, comes to show us what we
have done and to make its consequences perpetu-
al. We see that by indulging our inclinations we
have woven about us a net from which we cannot
escape: our choices, bearing fruit, begin to mani-
fest our destiny. That life which once seemed to
spread out infinitely before us is narrowed to one
mortal career. We learn that in morals the infinite
is a chimera, and that in accomplishing anything
definite a man renounces everything else. He sails
henceforth for one point of the compass.

Santayana, Life of Reason, 11, 2

2.2 | Parents and Children

Some of the matters covered in Section 2.1
unavoidably spill over into this one, such as
the authority of parents and the respect or
obedience owed to them by their offspring.
But there are, in addition, many new points
of interest here, such as observations about
the joys and pains of parenthood and of
childhood, and insights into the complexities
of the parent-child relationship. If every fac-
et of the subject is not covered, or not cov-
ered with equal adequacy, it is at least possi-
ble to claim that this assemblage of passages
represents a fair sampling of the wide div-
ersity of opinions and attitudes across the
centuries. Yet it is only recently—in the last
hundred years or less—that our under-
standing of this human relationship has
grown highly sophisticated and involves in-

sights that represent probing in depth, as the
reader will discover for himself by compar-
ing the observations of such moderns as Dos-
toevsky, Tolstoy, and Freud with the re-
marks of their predecessors. :
Many of the passages quoted are not
statements about the relation of parents and
children, but rather examples or manifesta-
tions of that relationship. Like the catalogue
of the ships in Homer’s lliad, the mere recit-
al of the names of famous pairs or trios re-
corded in these passages has the effect of
awakening our interest: David and Absa-
lom, Thetis and Achilles, Priam and Hector,
Odysseus and Telemachus, Clytemnestra
and Orestes, Medea and her children, Hec-
tor and Astyanax, Socrates and his sons, An-
chises and Aeneas, Gertrude and Hamlet,
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quire domestics. All these objects, while acquira-

ble, are inalienable; and the right of possession in

these objects is the most strictly personal of all rights.
Kant, Science of Right, 22-23

He heard it, but he heeded not—his eyes
Were with his heart and that was far away;
He reck’d not of the life he lost nor prize,
But where his rude hut by the Danube lay,
There were his young barbarians all at play,
There was their Dacian mother—he, their sire,
Butcher’d to make a Roman holiday.

Byron, Childe Harold’s Pilgrimage, 1V, 141

The family, as the immediate substantiality of
mind, is specifically characterized by love, which
is mind’s feeling of its own unity. Hence in a fam-
ily, one’s frame of mind is to have self-con-
sciousness of one’s individuality within this unity
as the absolute essence of oneself, with the result
that one is in it not as an independent person but
as a member.

Hegel, Philosophy of Right, 158

The ethical dissolution of the family consists in
this, that once the children have been educated to
freedom of personality, and have come of age,
they become recognized as persons in the eyes of
the law and as capable of holding free property of
their own and founding families of their own, the
sons as heads of new families, the daughters as
wives. They now have their substantive destiny in
the new family; the old family on the other hand
falls into the background as merely their ultimate
basis and origin, while a fortiori the clan is an ab-
straction, devoid of rights.

Hegel, Philosophy of Right, 177

The piety of the family relation should be re-
spected in the highest degree by the state; by its
means the state obtains as its members individuals
who are already moral (for as mere persons they
are not) and who in uniting to form a state bring
with them that sound basis of a political edifice—
the capacity of feeling one with a whole.

Hegel, Philosophy of History, Introduction, 3

Looking far enough back in the stream of time,
and judging from the social habits of man as he
now exists, the most probable view is that he ab-
originally lived in small communities, each with a
single wife, or if powerful with several, whom he
jealously guarded against all other men. Or he
may not have been a social animal, and yet have
lived with several wives, like the gorilla; for all the
natives “agree that but one adult male is seen in a
band; when the young male grows up, a contest
takes place for mastery, and the strongest, by kill-
ing and driving out the others, establishes himself
as the head of the community.” The younger
males, being thus expelled and wandering about,
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would, when at last successful in finding a part-
ner, prevent too close interbreeding within the
limits of the same family.

Darwin, Descent of Man, 111, 20

However terrible and disgusting under the capi-
talist system the dissolution of the old family ties
may appear, nevertheless, modern industry, by as-
signing as it does an important part in the process
of production, outside the domestic sphere, to
women, to young persons, and to children of both
sexes, creates a new economic foundation for a
higher form of the family and of the relations be-
tween the sexes. It is, of course, just as absurd to
hold the Teutonic-Christian form of the family to
be absolute and final as it would be to apply that
character to the ancient Roman, the ancient
Greek, or the Eastern forms which, moreover, tak-
en together, form a series in historic development.
Moreover, it is obvious that the fact of the collec-
tive working group being composed of individuals
of both sexes and all ages, must necessarily, under
suitable conditions, become a source of humane
development; although in its spontaneously devel-
oped, brutal, capitalistic form, where the labourer
exists for the process of production, and not the
process of production for the labourer, that fact is
a pestiferous source of corruption and slavery.
Marx, Capital, Vol. 1, IV, 15

Abolition of the family! Even the most radical
flare up at this infamous proposal of the Commu-
nists.

On what foundation is the present family, the
bourgeois family, based? On capital, on private
gain. In its completely developed form this family
exists only among the bourgeoisie. But the state of
things finds its complement in the practical ab-
sence of the family among the proletarians, and in
public prostitution.

The bourgeois family will vanish as a matter of
course when its complement vanishes, and both
will vanish with the vanishing of capital.

Do you charge us with wanting to stop the ex-
ploitation of children by their parents? To this
crime we plead guilty.

But, you will say, we destroy the most hallowed
of relations when we replace home education by
social.

And your education! Is not that also social, and
determined by the social conditions under which
you educate, by the intervention of society, direct
or indirect, by means of schools, etc.? The Com-
munists have not invented the intervention of so-
ciety in education; they do but seek to alter the
character of that intervention and to rescue edu-
cation from the influence of the ruling class.

The bourgeois claptrap about the family and
education, about the hallowed co-relation of par-
ent and child, becomes all the more disgusting,
the more, by the action of modern industry, all





