"MARY ASTELL AS A CRITIC OF POWER RELATIONS IN DOMESTIC AND POLITICAL PATRIARCHY"

Guyonne Leduc Charles de Gaulle -Lille 3 university Influenced by Descartes, Astell (1666Astell ( -1731) ) sees women as reasoning creatures and claims that they should be treated as men are. She is called "'the first English [pre]feminist'" (McCrystal 189) 1 ; her prefeminism was "firmly rooted in conservative political commitments and the language of the High Church" [START_REF] Kolbrener | Gendering the Modern: Mary Astell's Feminist Historiography[END_REF] 2). She denounced women's status and submission, criticizing many aspects of patriarchy defined as "the institutionalised male dominance over women and children in the family and the subordination of women in society in general" (Fletcher XV). There is an analogy between the family and the state as Smith explains: "Monarchical theory […] stressed authority flowing from a natural, God-ordained patriarchal principle. As the father ruled his family and household at God's will, so the king held sway over his larger, national family. Both roles had their ultimate justification in Adam's injunction from God that he should rule over his wife and later his children ([1982] 57). The patriarchal analogy (family/state) implies a parallel between the domestic microcosm of the family and the political macrocosm of the state. Here the focus will be on power relations between husband and wife, on women's subjection in the household and the state.

The analogy is complemented by the "patriarchal opposition between the 'public' (economy/state) and the 'private' (domestic, conjugal and intimate life)" (Pateman 5). Domestic patriarchy refers to the submission of wives, the final aim of their education being marriage, sometimes for economic survival, always as a means to maintain a "patrilineal system of property inheritance" (Taylor 213). Political patriarchy coupled with the social contract imply not only the absence of women's involvement in political life but also the absence of their civil existence.

Considering Astell as a critic of power relations in domestic and political patriarchy is not pejorative, not in the sense of destructive commentators, but rather as a proposing thinker (Weiss 81). This paper will deal with the relations between women's subjection in the household and in the state, linking rather than distinguishing the public and the private spheres. Her apparent challenge to patriarchal society reflects her ambition to give enlightened women a better and more equal place. After a presentation of the writer and her work, the analysis of her condemnations of domestic and political patriarchy will focus on particular aspects in law and social practices such as marriage. A third part will show that she questioned the separation of the private and the public and denounced the existence of a double standard.

_____

Astell lived after the Civil War and the Glorious Revolution. These events led to questioning all authority in society (king to subject) and in the family (husband to wife), which resulted in a crisis both in political and in gender relations. For McCrystal she was "aware of the validity of applying revolutionary logic to the 'private sphere' […] [her] revolutionary discourse deals at once with political revolution -of subjects against rulersand with a kind of sexual revolution: of women against men" (189).

She is "the first woman to denounce Locke's politico-sociological positioning of women and wives" (Bryson 56), wanting to dispel the idea that women are intellectually inferior to men. In her Proposal (1694) Astell aimed to make women aware of their capacities to lead them to self-esteem (instead of interiorizing a so-called inferiority) and distinguish essence (the life of the mind and the soul) from appearances (the care of one's body).: Kinnaird stresses, Astell's prefeminism "was not born of liberal impulses but of conservative values. She preached not women's rights but women's duties […]" (73), advocating "educational reform, and the ideal of companionate marriage" (75).

Her Proposal argues in favour of creating a college of higher education for women with a curriculum similar to that studied by men. It would be a "religious retreat" (P 18) for women where unmarried ones might withdraw either temporarily or not. As her college was not yet built, the Second Part of her Proposal (1697) provided a method for "right thinking" (Kinnaird 62) necessary for women's intellectual emancipation. We shall take into account other works apart from her Proposal and her Reflections on Marriage that denounces the lack of balance of power within a marriage. Even if her works belong to different genres, they overlap: "just as the tracts on gender entailed a meditation on the political and theological issues of passive obedience […], so the political tracts of 1704 themselves [Moderation Truly Stated and An Impartial Enquiry] became, however indirect, meditations on the question of feminine agency" (Kolbrener [2004] 5).

_____

To further the analysis of Astell's condemnations of domestic and political patriarchy, something must be said about the situation of women in her time. McKeon refers to their changing economic situation and increasing submission to patriarchy: What we have learned to call the separation of the public from the domestic sphere is materially grounded in the capitalist transformation of the English countryside. To put this another way, the emergence of modern patriarchy, and its system of gender difference, cannot be understood apart from the emergence of the modern division of labor and class formation. (298)

The socio-economic context was reinforced by the political context. Perry explains how male authority was reasserted after the Glorious Revolution: "Locke's Second Treatise on Government […] in separating the rights of citizens from the obligations of families, announced a paradigm shift from a political world populated by men and women involved in a web of familial and sexual interconnections to an all-male world based solely on contractual obligations […]" ([1990] 449-50). The power in the state (limited monarchy) was set apart from the power within the family (absolute monarchy). Perry argues that "[his] Second Treatise set the philosophical terms for theorizing power in the state and in the family -and for disconnecting the two […]" (450). She adds: "[He] legitimated two related forms of political practice: a limited monarchy responsible to an all-male citizenry in which each member was theorized as an absolute authority within his own family and as independent of any other citizen or household" (450).

The repercussions of these changes on the situation of women are to be understood against the workings of patriarchy in the background. They depend on a conception of woman's inferiority which also means an inferior status in society, resting on limited female education, on laws and customs. The system of patriarchy is embodied, within the family, by gender roles [wife and mother] partly constructed by education and, within the state, by legal and economic structures, such as women's loss of property rights after marriage.

Astell dismisses the concept of woman's innate inferiority, her inferior situation being due to external causes, in particular education (P 10). This so-called inferiority leads to women's legal subjection, an aspect of patriarchy. The right of primogeniture is one of the privileges given to the male sex. Besides, marriage meant the "civil death" of women at common law. The term "cipher" is used by Astell to indicate women's invisibility in the patriarchal system (P 10). Laws are complemented by customs and denounced in the construction of women's subordination. She castigates the force of "that Tyrant Custom" (P 15) in connection with education (P14), and exposes a double standard, calling attention to a vicious circle (P 10), and blaming men who encouraged ignorance in order to keep women dependent (P 9).

Some key elements concerning marriage in the early modern period must be borne in mind. Sommerville recalls that "any woman who wanted to marry was morally obliged to accept subjection to her husband as part of the divine institution of marriage" (217): Astell is in keeping with these ideas when she asserts that women "shou'd respect their Governours as plac'd in God's stead" (R 100-11) and likewise, "[s]he then who Marrys ought to lay it down for an indisputable Maxim that her Husband must govern absolutely and intirely, and that she has nothing else to do but Please and Obey" (R 62).

As is stressed by Sommerville, "The power of the husband was part of the divine institution of marriage" (213). Given this reading, it was not woman's consent that granted man authority but God. She adds: "because no woman could be married without her consent, her subjection resulted from her consent […]" (211). Astell justifies the wife's obedience to her husband in terms of her submission for "GOD's sake" (R 75); she would obey not her husband but God. Astell refers to marriage as a sacrament and not as a contract implying the free consent between people. She cannot agree with Locke whose "social contract constitutes the political realm of men, while the marriage contract governs the private world of women" (Bryson 51). Astell "strongly disagrees with this contractual account of the natural authority" (Browne 93), writing "Covenants betwixt Husband and Wife, like Laws in an Arbitrary Government, are of little Force, the Will of the Sovereign is all in all" (R 106).

Springborg explains that Astell "declare[ed] against Locke and all contractarians that they could not establish what they were required to prove: that the people were empowered to contract in the first place. Even the Bible does not establish that" ([2005] 122), as she writes in An Impartial Enquiry: "For, allowing that the People have a Right to Design the Person of their Governour; it does by no means follow that they Give him his Authority […] The People have no Authority over their own Lives, consequently they can't invest such an Authority in their Governours" (Enquiry 170). All authority derives from God: "she believed that men were equally subject to the authority of God and the monarch" (Mills 398). Therefore, they are not free to sign a contract, to give someone else what they do not own. She supported the religious institution of marriage, yet she scathingly criticized its practice. Metaphors are eloquent: a wife is called an "upper servant" (R 78).

In the case of unhappy marriages a wife has two solutions: religious devotion (R 80) or submission through which she can show her "inherent moral superiority" (Stone Stanton 108).

Unhappy marriages can even prepare "long-suffering women for sainthood" (Kinnaird 67) as one's soul can improve through trial (R 131): "Thus the Husband's Vices may become an occasion of the Wife's Vertues, and his Neglect do her a more real Good than his Kindness" (R 40).. Stone Stanton goes as far as to speak of "her idea of women's advancement through martyrdom" (104) probably thinking of a sentence in Reflections, "she suffers a continual martyrdom" (78). As to Astell's option, Sharrock refers to the "soul's disengagement from temporal affairs" (118) perhaps because she realized that great change was not possible.

_____

Astell questioned the separation of the private and the public, denouncing a double standard: why accept in the family what is not accepted in the state (that is a tyrant)? As Perry puts it, "[she] pressed for a single consistent standard for government in the family and in the polity […]" ([1990] 455). As Pateman explains, disconnecting power in the state from in the family, that is, separating political from paternal power, implied the separation of the private and the public as well as sexual division (121). Arguing that "the Power of a Magistrate over a Subject, may be distinguished from that of a Father over his Children, a Master over his Servant, a Husband over his Wife […]" (TT 2.1.2), Locke "simultaneously legitimated two related forms of political practice: a limited monarchy" in the state, and "an absolute authority within his own family" (Perry [1990] 121). Perry draws this conclusion: "When Locke separated these two spheres, treated them as if different rules applied in them, the effect on women of this move, she [Astell] was quick to point out, was to exclude them from the public and tyrannize over them in the private" ([1990] 455).

For Pateman

Locke's separation of the family and the political is also a sexual division [since he] explicitly agrees with Filmer that […] that the husband's will must prevail in the household as he is naturally 'the abler and the stronger' [TT 1 §47; 2 §82]. But a natural subordinate cannot at the same time be free and equal. Thus women (wives) are excluded from the status of 'individual' and so from participation in the public world of equality, consent and convention. ( 121).

Locke's definition of an individual -"a property-owning being independent of all other property-owning beings" (Perry [1990] 452) -, excluded adult women, since they were first the properties of their fathers, and, then, after marriage, of their husbands.

In Reflections, Astell wonders about single women, forgotten by Locke: "to whom [do] we poor fatherless Maids, and Widows who have lost their Masters, owe Subjection? It can't be to all Men in general, unless all Men were agreed to give the same Commands; do we then fall as Strays to the first who finds us?" (R 29). Perry comments: "Astell's construction of herself as a free British citizen, subject to no one but her monarch, was a radical reconception of women's place in the polity. In by passing the political contract made by men, Astell at once invoked the earlier doctrine of the divine right of monarchs over all subjects alike and at the same time denied the power of all men over all women" ([1990] 452). In Hobbes and

Locke "[w]omen's tacit obedience to their male relatives was taken for granted" (452).

Astell agreed with Filmer's and Parker's analogy between the family and the state.

Parker opposed Filmer's Patriarcha (1680). McKeon explains: "Parker argued that because arbitrary power does not rule the family, therefore it is not to be endured in the state"; to support this reading, he quotes Parker: "'And who now hath any competent share of reason, can suppose, that if God and nature have been so careful to provide for liberty in Families, and in particulars; that Man would introduce, or ought to endure slavery, when it is introduced upon whole States and Generalities.'" 2 He then adds: "Astell reversed Parker's question: 'if absolute Sovereignty be not necessary in a State, how comes it to be so in a Family? Or if in a Family why not in a State; since no reason can be alleged for the one that will not hold more strongly for the other? [R 17]" .

She "contrasted revolutionary principles with their hypocritical perspectives and practices in relation to the family" (Smith [2007] 203). She essentially asked, in Perry's words, "Why set different standards for the private domain and the public? […] Why one rule for women at home and another for men abroad?" ([1990] 456). Likewise, for Smith, "She continues for any who doubts that her understanding of the family is basically a political one" ([2007] 203), to raise the question:

If the Authority of the Husband so far as it extends, is sacred and inalienable, why not of the Prince? The Domestic Sovereign is without Dispute Elected, and the Stipulations passionately in the sacred and inalienable rights of the sovereign and decried all theories of popular sovereignty and lawful resistance" (69).

"In declaiming against tyranny at home, [Astell] echoed Locke's words while reversing his meaning" (Perry [1990] 455): "For if Arbitrary Power is evil in it self, and an improper Method of governing Rational and Free Agents, it ought not to be Practis'd anywhere; Nor is it less, but rather more mischievous in families than in Kingdoms, by how much 100,000

Tyrants are worse than one" (R 17). As McCrystal puts it, "Astell pointed out, those who declaimed against arbitrary power in the state ought to consider that there was no difference in the origins of political and domestic authority" (201). He adds, "She exploited the fact that few, if any, among the Parliamentarians were prepared to apply their revolutionary political reasoning to their own authority in the home" (201). The inconsistency of placing a demand in one sphere and not in another is emphasized by Smith: "They [sectarian women] did not, however, utilize that standing to critique the power relations of a patriarchal society […] and they [Quaker women] failed to question these same men's [some Friends] authority within the family" ([2007] 202-03). Smith adds: "Out of her critique of mid-century political and dissenting hypocrisy, Astell thus synthesizes a feminist perspective which was, in some sense, more far-reaching than that of her contemporaries" (204). Arguing against a wife's submission to her husband, Astell goes on: "What tho' a Husband can't deprive a Wife of Life without being responsible to the Law, he may however do what is much more grievous to a generous Mind, render Life miserable, for which she has no redress […] It being thought a Wife's Duty to suffer everything without Complaint" (R 17-18). Thus Astell develops a critique of women's standing by "us[ing] Locke's own words […] to rephrase a question" (Bryson 53):

If all Men are born free, 3 how is it that all Women are born slaves? […] as they must be if the being subjected to the inconstant, uncertain, unknown, arbitrary Will of Men, be the perfect Condition of Slavery? […] And why is Slavery so much condemn'd and strove against in one Case, and so highly applauded and held so necessary and so sacred in another? (R 18-19) Bryson comments on this passage: "If women were permitted to be their domestic masters' slaves, then should not men willingly agree to the rule of a monarch? This argument of Astell's is often regarded as one of the best against Locke's contractual system" (54).

For Purkiss, "Astell's point is not that women are born free, like men; her point is that men, like women, are born into obligation and duty" (46). For Astell, men are not free but depend on God's authority; they were therefore not free to sign a contract. She advocates continuity between the family and the state, and proposed that different standards for the private domain and the public be set no longer. _____ A tension can be observed in her criticism of power relations in patriarch as she advocates women's independence in her Proposal even though she has to note their submission as wives in Reflections. There is perhaps an opposition, as Hill observes, between "her attachment to the divine right of kings and passive obedience" and "her reluctance to accept women's position as slaves to domestic tyranny" (ed., 43) when she writes "by how much 100,000 Tyrants are worse than one" (R 17). The arbitrary power between a tyrannical husband and his wife is worse than within the kingdom.

Astell does not condemn women's rebellion against tyrannical husbands: "I don't say that Tyranny ought, but we find in Fact, that it provokes the Oppress'd to throw off even a Lawful Yoke that sits too heavy: And if he who is freely Elected […] proves a Tyrant, the consideration that he was one's own Choice, will not render more Submissive and Patient, but I fear more Refractory" (R 78-79). Even so, she does not accept such rebellion, still less does she encourage it since a woman has to obey her husband behind whom she sees God. She explains how a husband should govern his household: "Not as an absolute Lord and Master, with an Arbitrary and Tyrannical sway, but as reason Governs and Conducts a Man, by proposing what is Just and Fit" (R 132). Here she draws the portrait of the enlightened husband.

In addition, she advocates celibacy in a Protestant country, which testifies to her audacity. If conditions are not fulfilled for an enlightened marriage, then celibacy is to be preferred since her alternative for women is either to "patiently suffer what she cannot cure" (R 75) or "never consent to be a Wife" (R 75). She recalls all the elements that must be accepted by women in marriage:

For she who Marries purely to do Good, to Educate Souls for Heaven, who can be so truly mortify's as to lay aside her own Will and Desires, to pay such an intire Submission for Life, to one whom she cannot be sure will always deserve it, does certainly perform a more heroic Action than all the famous masculine Heroes Astell concludes: "for this Reason 'tis less to be wonder'd at that Women Marry off in hast, for perhaps if they took time to consider and reflect upon it, they seldom wou'd Marry" (R 78). She supports celibacy though she knows all women cannot stay single: "if a Wife's case be as it is here represented, it is not good for a Woman to Marry, and so there's an end of [the] Human Race […]" (R 77-78). What is to be hoped is that, when women are educated, they

  450). McKeon draws the following consequences: First, it [Locke's argument] articulated the growing conviction that the world of the family and that of the state were regulated by fundamentally different -respectively customary and contractual -principles. Second, by restricting female identity to that of a wife and mother, roles whose customary authority in the broad domain of kinship was now gradually limited to the circumscribed domain of the household […]. (296-97) Besides, Pateman writes, his Treatise provided "[t]he theoretical basis for the liberal separation of the public and the private" (120); she adds: "Locke's theory also shows how the private and public spheres are grounded in opposing principles of association […]; natural subordination [family] stands opposed to free individualism [state]" (

  […], she suffers a continual martyrdom to bring Glory to GOD and Benefit to Mankind […] She has need of a strong Reason, a truly Christian and well-temper'd Spirit, of all the Assistance the best Education can give her, and ought to have some good assurance of her own Firmness and Vertue, who ventures on such a trial […]. (R 78)

and Contract are mutual, is it not then partial in Men to the last degree, to contend for, and practice that Arbitrary Dominion in their Families, which they abhor and exclaim against the State? For if Arbitrary Power is evil in itself, and an improper Method of Governing Rational and Free Agents it ought not to be Practis'd any where. (R 17) Kinnaird comments on Astell's first question: "Here [she] is not challenging the authority of either the husband or the prince; she is taking logic to an extreme in order to expose the inconsistency of a double standard. Did her adversary argue the right of resistance against tyranny? Then why not extend that right (though, again, she is not advocating this) to longsuffering wives?" (68-69). As Bryson puts it, "Astell challenges Locke […] to offer to women a form of liberty against domestic tyrants" (51).

On this point, Perry remarks: " [Astell] knew that most men behaved tyrannically at home. Absolutist doctrine openly defied in the state what passed without protest in the family" ([1990] 455). Astell writes in Reflections: "she puts herself entirely into her Husband's Power, and if the Matrimonial Yoke be grievous, neither Law nor Custom afford her redress which a Man obtains" (27). She states a fact, which does not necessarily mean she approves of it. Perry observes that "[m]any women were stuck for life in precisely the kind of situation Locke decried as intolerable in the state " ([1990] 455). Astell evoked a wife's lot: "A Woman […] that cannot patiently submit […] will never be acceptable to such an absolute Sovereign as a husband" (R 61). She criticized the double standard in the state and the family: "For whatever may be said against Passive-Obedience in another case, I suppose there's no Man but likes it very well in this; how much soever Arbitrary Power may be dislik'd on a Throne, not Milton himself wou'd cry up Liberty to poor Female Slaves, or plead for the Lawfulness of Resisting a Private Tyranny" (R 46-47). According to Kinnaird: "Her arguments seem reasonable, but the ironic starkness of her reductive logic is meant to dissuade, not to convince. 1 A prefeminist may be defined as anyone who fights discrimination against women and defends them by claiming intellectual and moral equality. 3 See liberty as a birthright: Locke,Second Treatise,sections 4,22,87,95,113 in particular.