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 The Three Families of Thomas Hobbes*

 Philip Abbott

 The extreme rational individualism of Thomas Hobbes has

 been the subject of rebuttal since the publication of Leviathan in
 1651. A good portion of the critiques of Hobbes have centered
 around his famous description of the state of nature as a condition
 of individualized warfare. Hobbes's contemporaries based their
 opposition to his individualism on the historical inadequacy of the
 state of nature. Filmer, for instance, complained about Hobbes's
 assumptions that men sprang from the earth as "mushrooms ...
 without any obligation to another."'

 This essay reexamines both the individualistic interpretation
 of the state of nature, one which sees no familial ties, and a more
 recent notion that the Hobbesian state of nature consisted of

 patriarchal families.2 Hobbes, in my view, not only conceives of
 family life in the state of nature but indeed introduces three con-
 ceptions of the family as an institution. Hobbes was apparently
 unable to settle upon any one conception of the family in the state
 of nature. This reconstruction is obscured by the fact that each
 Hobbesian family type is based upon contractual relationships.
 Most prominent in Hobbes's analysis is an individualized version
 of the patriarchal family, complete with Freudian adumbrations.
 Group marriage is also a Hobbesian alternative, albeit one
 presented more cautiously than it was to be by Engels. Finally, it
 is possible to provide a logical construction from the anarchic side
 of Hobbes's treatment of family life. This is what I call the autistic
 family - a type actually found by an anthropological field-worker.

 We will offer some suggestions about why Hobbes's in-
 dividualism is necessarily ambiguous about the structure of family
 life and briefly suggest the appeal of Hobbes in the treatment of
 the family in contemporary political thought.

 *This essay was made possible by a grant from the National Endowment for the
 Humanities.

 1 Sir Robert Filmer, "Observations concerning the Originall of Government" in
 Patriarcha and Other Works, ed. Peter Laslett (Oxford, 1949), p. 241.

 2 Gordon J. Schochet, "Thomas Hobbes on the Family and the State of Nature,"
 Political Science Quarterly, 82 (September 1967). Similar views which see Hobbes as present-
 ing a consistent patriarchalism can be found in Richard Chapman, "Leviathan Writ
 Small," American Political Science Review 69 (March 1975), 76-90; and Preston King, The
 Ideology of Order (London, 1974), pp. 178-221.

 242
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 HOBBES ON THE FAMILY 243

 THE RECONSTRUCTION OF THE FAMILY

 Before we are in a position to examine the types of families in
 the state of nature Hobbes seems to offer the reader, it is
 necessary to present Hobbes's effort at the reconstruction of the
 concept of the family itself. For all of Hobbes's families have cer-
 tain features in common. Each is based upon contractual relation-
 ships which justify inequality of power and are entered into by
 reluctant and fearful individuals. Moreover, the relationships
 among family members are never appreciably different than
 political relationships in general. Thus when Bertrand de
 Jouvenal says that Hobbes's social edifice makes room for only
 two persons, "the individual, cut down to the measure of his
 essential characteristic of seeking pleasure and avoiding pain, and
 the sovereign, cut down to his essential characteristic of disposer
 of force,"3 he could be describing family as well as political life.
 For what Hobbes did was to take the family unit with its complex
 economic, emotive and social bonds and break it up into in-
 dividuals, reexplain its structure and relationships in terms of ra-
 tional individualism and put it back together again.

 The structure of the family itself may look the same in the
 sense that the husband stands above the wife and the mother over

 the children. The function of the family may appear to be the
 same, and the pattern of relationships among family members is
 permitted to continue. But the family is transformed in several
 crucial respects. For a rational individualism presupposes a set of
 assumptions which provides an entirely different image of the
 family than one held together by a social bond. That image is
 often strained and awkward when first applied to our image of the
 family. But to the extent that the image gains hold, largely based
 upon its credibility in other aspects of social existence, our view of
 the family is altered as well. What first appeared awkward and in-
 congruous increasingly seems to fit tendencies in actual life and
 the rational individualist approach to the family seems to both fit
 social reality and possibilities for the future. Thus when Hobbes
 tells us that the relationship between parent and child is to be ex-
 plained in terms of inequality of power, we might complain of the
 application of his method to inappropriate areas. We may even
 wince a bit. For Hobbes, since the infant is at the mercy of the

 3 Bertrand de Jouvenal, Sovereignty: An Inquiry into the Political Good (Chicago, 1957), p.
 244.
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 mother, she has two options: "She may either nourish, or expose
 it."4 If power confers freedom, and freedom rights, why not lay
 out the choices available to the mother? But once we become ac-

 customed to conceiving social life in terms of acting out choices
 made available by power relationships, the horror of conceiving
 parenthood in this manner subsides and one is left to dealing with
 the problem of what rational considerations could move the
 mother to nourish the child rather than expose it. Parenthood in
 this version of the rational individual perspective becomes a tac-
 tical problem not appreciably different from one which asks how
 one can be rationally motivated to obey the sovereign, or to place
 it in terms of contemporary political problems, how one can be
 motivated to "freely" choose to buy a small car or conserve
 energy.5

 The family question for Hobbes becomes one of maintaining
 commitment to an association that left to our own devices we

 might only sporadically support if at all. If such associations exist
 and appear to be stable, we must assume that they represent a
 uniform power relationship that leads to rational obedience. For
 Hobbes, paternal relationships are explained as one of two forms
 of domination. The other is military conquest. Both involve at-
 tempts by the weaker party to "avoid the present stroke of death."6
 Commonwealth by acquisition, paternal or despotical, is no less
 binding than commonwealth by institution.

 Despite the reconstruction we have been attending to, Hobbes
 does have some inherent difficulties with his task. In decomposing
 the family as a unit, if only to reconstruct it again in the image of
 separate entities tied together now by rational consideration,
 Hobbes must deal with children. They are not rational and hence
 are strictly invisible in his system of politics. Children are placed
 in the same category as "naturall fooles," "mad-men," and "brute
 beasts."7 All of them have neither the power to make covenants
 nor the ability to understand them. In other words, without ra-
 tionality they fail to be individuals. But Hobbes knows that
 children cannot be treated in the same way as fools and madmen,
 cast off from society without harm to the rational, or as beasts, to
 be killed and eaten. Therefore he must convince himself and the

 4 Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan, ed. C. B. Macpherson (Baltimore, 1968), p. 254.
 5 Most relevant here is the new family economics which assesses children as "producer

 durables" or "consumer durables." For a helpful critique see Judith Blake, "Are Babies
 Consumer Durables?" Population Studies, 22 (March 1968), 5-25.

 6 Hobbes, Leviathan, p. 255.
 7 Ibid., p. 345.
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 HOBBES ON THE FAMILY 245

 reader that (1) the parent-child relationship can be conceived as
 ultimately a contractual one; (2) there is sufficient motivation on
 the part of parents to enter into a contract with children. In deal-
 ing with these problems, Hobbes tells us much about his general
 views on the family as an institution. Grace and honor, two of the
 most important aspects of the traditional family, are thoroughly
 altered in accordance with his decomposition of the family as
 representing a unique feature of social life.

 As to the first problem, Hobbes simply insists that there is a
 tacit covenant between parent and child:

 For it ought to obey him by whom it is preserved; because preserva-
 tion of life being the end, for which one man becomes subject to
 another, every man is supposed to promise obedience, to him, in
 whose power it is to save, or destroy him.8

 But this simply won't do. For if the child's submission is to be
 regarded as a contract, Hobbes clearly violates his own expressly
 stated restriction that the child is by his nature beyond covenants,
 that "law is no law to him." If the adult, who was spared by a
 parent, is to somehow recognize a covenant at a coming of age,
 Hobbes has created new problems. The period before adulthood
 must then be understood as domination sans contracts and would

 make the parent-child relationship unique in Hobbes's system.
 Here it would seem that Hobbes would violate another rule of

 parental authority, that for a certain number of years the domina-
 tion of parent over child was based on generation, not contract. In
 any case, if the rational calculation arising from fear is the motive
 for all contracts in Hobbes's work, the young adult, now rational
 and equal, would hardly have sufficient reason to recognize his
 alleged tacit consent.

 Hobbes might have provided himself with a way out if he were
 to use gratitude, his fourth law of nature, as a basis for parental
 authority:

 That a man which receiveth Benefit from another of meer Grace,
 Endeavor that he which giveth it, have no reasonable cause to re-
 pent him of his good will.9

 8 Ibid., p. 254. Even sympathetic interpreters have difficulty in connecting this
 passage with Hobbes's remarks about the standing of children in regard to contracts. Thus
 Warrender writes: ". .. the propriety on Hobbes' part of applying the notion of tacit cove-
 nant to the child-parent relationship is very doubtful" (The Political Philosophy of Hobbes
 [Oxford, 1957], p. 124; also see p. 256, note 1.)

 9 Ibid., Hobbes, Leviathan, p. 209.
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 Presumably the child would still be unable to come under the
 obligation of gratitude. The advantage here, however, is that the
 recognition of a debt of gratitude has a backward cast to it. We
 are grateful for past actions and can only recognize our obligation
 after they have been performed. While we can indicate that we
 would be grateful if certain actions were undertaken, our gratitude
 must be withheld until the deed is done. Yet, a promise of our
 future gratitude in some ways violates the whole basis of the gift
 relationship. For Hobbes reduces the notion of gratitude to a
 model of exchange just one step removed from contract. The con-
 tract model presupposes an exchange of promises on the spot so to
 speak. There is, of course, the "fear of not performance on either
 part," a condition that makes contractual relationships in the state
 of nature so difficult. The difference with the gratitude relation-
 ship is that the initial performance is technically based only on
 "grace" or "free-gift" and therefore does not call for any quid pro
 quo. But Hobbes insists that there really can be no such thing as
 grace: "For no man giveth, but with the intention of good to
 himself . . . ."10 Therefore the recipient owes a debt of gratitude
 not as a result of independent appreciation of kindness or of
 supererogation but as simple payment for performance rendered.
 Thus Hobbes is able to say that breach of gratitude "hath the same
 relation to grace, that Injustice hath to Obligation by
 Covenant."" The gratitude relationship is extremely close to a
 contractual one. Both are exchanges of goods and in some form
 both are motivated by individual hope of gain; the difference is
 that the second party is not required to indicate his payment ex-
 plicitly and at the moment of the first person's actions.

 This reconstruction of the gratitude relationship and the vir-
 tual destruction of the notion of grace associated with it, effective-
 ly eliminates judging familial relationships in any terms other
 than rational individualism. Patterns of affection and mutual

 sacrifice between husband and wife and children and parent are
 to be seen as a tangle of exchanges designed to promote the in-
 terest of each party in a contest of unequal power.

 But still Hobbes was not content to rely heavily upon the
 reconstructed gratitude relationship. Emasculated in the service
 of rational individualism, the notion of gratitude is nevertheless
 regarded with suspicion. The question of honoring parents

 10 Ibid.

 " Ibid.
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 HOBBES ON THE FAMILY 247

 discussed in De Cive was dropped in Leviathan. In the former,
 Hobbes shows his discomfort with the gratitude model. The
 young man coming of age now stands "in less fear" of his father
 and "if regard he had to true and inward honour, do honour him
 less than before."12 Note that Hobbes is not speaking of the attain-
 ment of moral autonomy on the part of the son and the impact
 this might have on father-son relationships. Power determines in-
 ward honor and the power of the father has now lessened. "For
 honour .... is nothing else but the estimation of another's power:
 and therefore he that hath least power, hath always least
 honour."13 But the father is still not without resources at his

 disposal. As the liberator of his son he cannot be expected "to
 match the enfranchised with himself."14 Therefore, as a condition
 of his freedom, the young man "doth promise all those external
 signs at least, whereby superiors used to be honoured by their in-
 feriors."15 Thus the father is never again the object of "true" honor
 but is able to extract a formal reverence from his son. As if to be

 glad the whole exercise is over, Hobbes concludes that "from
 whence it follows, that the precept of honouring our parents,
 belongs to the law of nature, not only under the title of gratitude,
 but also of agreement."'6 The contract must be picked up and
 thrown down firmly over the parent-child relationship much as
 one would hurriedly drop a makeshift cage over some set of
 predatory animals. The gratitude relationship, as reconstructed
 as it is, is not reliable enough to secure a foundation for domestic
 relationships in an order based upon rational individualism.17

 But why would the parent run the risk of dishonor on the part
 of his grown child? In fact, is it not a very good bet that the son
 would rationally be moved to commit patricide? We are dealing
 with a pre-Freudian world here but the desire, particularly in the
 state of nature, to dethrone and destroy the father in order to take
 possession of the goods of the family, including the mother, fits all
 too well in Hobbes's system. The significance of the primal crime

 12 Thomas Hobbes, Man and Citizen, ed. Bernard Gert (Garden City, New York,
 1972), p. 215.

 13 Ibid.

 14 Ibid.

 15 Ibid. Note that the son is placed in the same category as all those freed from subjec-
 tion, "whether he be servant, son, or/some colony."

 16 Ibid.

 17 For a brief analysis of Hobbes's use of gratitude and contract in regard to com-
 monwealth by acquisition in general see my The Shotgun Behind the Door: Liberalism and the
 Problem of Political Obligation (Athens, Georgia, 1976), pp. 109-114.
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 for Freud in terms of the problem of social order parallels
 Hobbes's concerns. After the murder of the father, the relative
 equality of the sons prevented anyone from successfully assuming
 the role of the patriarch: "Thus there was nothing left for the
 brothers, if they wanted to live together, but to erect the incest
 prohibition--perhaps after many difficult experiences - through
 which they all equally renounced the women whom they desired,
 and on account of whom they had removed the father in the first
 place."1a This reconstruction of the family, that is, the postprimal
 crime family, served to drastically strengthen it as a unit. Now the
 family was not based only upon the "necessities of society" but also
 the sense of guilt and remorse from complicity in the common
 crime. Of course, the son's defiance continually reappears, often
 in disguised forms, but under normal conditions this only serves
 to strengthen the blood bond. Thus the most momentous advance
 in social order can be said, at least in this version of Hobbes's
 presentation, to surreptitiously occur within the state of nature.

 The father can, of course, guard against this threat and indeed
 Hobbes sees him as so doing. Paternal Dominion is discussed in
 terms of commonwealth by acquisition and the son is treated
 along the same lines as the servant and prisoner of war. The
 threat of murder is much more likely within the household, both
 because of opportunity and motive, than from without at the
 hands of a marauding stranger.

 This is indeed a frightful state of nature, more horrifying than
 the general insecurity that drives us to lock our doors, because it
 emanates from within the household. Hobbes was not unaware of

 the implications and attempted to reach a resolution:

 It hath been objected by some: if a son kill his father, doth he him no
 injury? I have answered, that a son cannot be understood to be at
 any time in the state of nature, as being under the power and com-
 mand of them to whom he owed his protection, as soon as ever he is
 born. 19

 Thus the son is never in the state of nature and Hobbes, for all
 his willingness to look unblinkingly at the consequences of social
 disintegration, refuses to extend his model fully into the

 a8 Sigmund Freud, Totem and Taboo, trans. A.A. Brill (New York, 1946), p. 146.
 ~9 Hobbes, Man and Citizen, p. 117. This passage challenges the interpretation by

 Schochet that the logical discrepancy of Hobbes "would be removed if the tacit compacts
 of children were equivalent to the consents that would be forthcoming as soon as each
 child came of age and became master of his own reason" (p. 435).
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 household. The right of self-preservation and the sources of war,
 competition, diffidence and glory, never intrude into the family
 although Hobbes is quite willing to apply the motivations of the
 rational individualist to family life. The child is the first citizen,
 despite his existence beyond contract.

 THE EMPTY SHELL PATRIARCHAL FAMILY

 In discussing Hobbes's general image of family, we have gone
 far in describing what is the most prominent type of family
 organization in the state of nature. Certainly it is a patriarchal
 family and Hobbes at points is clear that the state of nature is
 composed of tightly organized household units that face one
 another in a condition of war:

 .... a great Family if it be not part of some Commonwealth is of it
 self, as to the Rights of Sovereignty, a Monarchy; whether that
 Family consist of a man and his children; or of a man and his ser-
 vants together: wherein the Father or Master is the Sovereign.20

 While Hobbes was anxious to conceive of politics as a solution
 to the anarchical consequences of rational individualism, he was
 not willing to carry anarchy into the household, let alone into the
 inner recesses of family life. His revised patriarchal model en-
 abled him to avoid this position. It afforded him all the stability of
 the traditional patriarchalism of Filmer while it still allowed him
 to explore the origins of the state on an individualistic basis. His
 image of the household was one of subdued individuals. At best
 the form of organization represents what Goode has called the
 "empty shell" family:

 Its members no longer feel any strong commitment to many of the
 mutual role obligations, but for various reasons the husband and
 wife do not separate or divorce. Violent, open quarrels are not com-
 mon in this family, but the atmosphere is without laughter or fun.
 Members do not discuss their problems or experiences with each
 other, and communication is kept to a minimum. Parents and
 children fulfill their instrumental obligations but not expressive ones.21

 20 Hobbes, Leviathan, p. 257. Yet even this description ultimately assumes a certain
 ambivalence. For a few lines later, Hobbes is comparing this great family to a small group
 of soldiers who, when surprised by an army, may each "use his own reason" to save himself
 "as he shall think best." How secure are the patriarch's rights in the state of nature?

 21 William J. Goode, "Family Disorganization" in Contemporary Social Problems, eds.
 Robert K. Merton and Robert Nisbet (New York, 1976), p. 543.
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 This, of course, is the American middle-class version of the
 "empty shell" family. In the state of nature the family is governed
 much like a conquered territory with its members performing
 their respective tasks. No special relationships are formed; in fact,
 the family takes on the characteristics of a bureaucratic institu-
 tion. There is more than enough evidence in Hobbes's work for
 this description of family life. Recall Hobbes's axiom that "all
 society .... is either for gain, or for glory; that is, not so much for
 love of our fellows, as for the love of ourselves."22 Hobbes intend-
 ed to carry this individualism deep into social life in order to
 eliminate a conflict between the duties and nature of family life
 and the state. Biological parenthood is dismissed as a foundation
 for any unique set of duties and replaced by a power relationship.
 Children are easily subdued. The position of the head of the
 household is decided by contract. Hobbes is adamant, despite
 later language, in his refusal to trace the origin of the family to
 patriarchy: "There be always two that are equally Parents."23 But
 while God ordained equal authority in both parents, he left it to
 them to determine the locus of authority for "no man can obey two
 Masters." At this point the reasoning becomes confused. States
 normally recognized paternal authority as resting in the father
 "because for the most part Commonwealths have been erected by
 the Fathers, not by the Mothers of families."24 This would make
 internal sense if Hobbes had argued that men were the heads of
 households in the state of nature by virtue of their brute power.
 But he is quite clear in asserting the opposite:

 And whereas some have attributed the Dominion to the Man only,
 as being of the more excellent Sex; they misreckon in it. For there is
 not always that difference of strength or prudence between the man
 and the woman, as that the right can be determined without war.25

 The disposition of the child appears to allow for the following
 alternatives. A voluntary decision between both parents leads to a
 contract over who should care for the child. In the absence of con-
 tract, dominion is in the mother. In the event of war between the
 parents Hobbes seems to suggest dominion is likely to go the
 father.

 22 Hobbes, Man and Citizen, pp. 112-13.
 23 Hobbes, Leviathan, p. 253.
 24 Ibid.

 25 Ibid. Had Hobbes been willing to develop his argument along the lines later offered
 by Freud, he may have been able to resolve the inconsistency of the patriarchal family.
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 If the patriarchal family is the result of a contract between
 husband and wife, that is, if the wife regularly relinquishes her
 authority over an infant, Hobbes makes a case that fits his larger
 model well. The family is already a well-established social unit in
 the state of nature. It is voluntarily created from contract between
 parent and child and husband and wife and it is based entirely on
 rational calculations of gain or mutual fear and thus exhibits the
 same character of relationships that constitute intercourse among
 citizens and the citizen and the state. Thus Hobbes is able to say
 that it is the "Fathers of families" who constitute Commonwealths

 and come quite close to the intent of the patriarchal thesis held by
 Bramhall, Filmer and others. But then we must read the descrip-
 tion "warre of every man against every man" in the state of nature
 as "warre of every father against every father."

 Let us leave aside the anthropological question of whether
 family warfare is likely to have been muted by growing networks
 of kinship ties. For Hobbes is not quite willing to let the reader ac-
 cept his own version of the patriarchal model. The relationship
 between men and women rests solely upon the "naturall inclina-
 tions of the Sexes" and Hobbes seems to suggest the institution of
 marriage is absent or in its nascent stages: "For in the condition of
 meer Nature, where there are no Matrimoniall lawes, it cannot be
 known who is the Father, unless it be declared by the Mother."26

 If human relationships in general are as transitory and limited
 as Hobbes tells us they are in the state of nature, he is now
 reminding us that contacts between men and women are sporadic
 and anonymous as well. Concord depends only on "naturall lust"
 and each lives in a "brutish manner." Like Freud, Hobbes seems
 to view sex in primitive systems as both liberated and brutal.
 Liberated because sex drives are undirected and brutal because

 mutuality is not a feature of sexual relations. But Hobbes seems
 to give this image a different and added twist: his "free" men have
 a highly developed ego sense. The dictum that nature "dissociates"
 is based upon inference, made from the passions, about what life
 would be like with the elimination of a single variable, the state.
 When he says that there is "no Mine and Thine distinct" he is not
 suggesting the presence of a communitarian culture but merely
 the insecurity of individual possession. On this image we do not
 speak of murder in the household and fragility of the incest taboo,
 for there is no household to speak of at all. There are only the

 26 Ibid.
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 briefest sexual encounters, abandoned infants and a struggle of
 survival. It is in this picture of the state of nature that the life of
 man is truly "solitary, poore, nasty, brutish and short."

 If Hobbes is unwilling to consider the first social contract, the
 one that Freud contended arose from the realization that the

 primal crime would not be repeated, he is noticeably silent as well
 about the motives for child-rearing in the first place. In the
 Leviathan, Hobbes carefully notes that "men are presumed to be
 more inclined by nature to advance their own children than the
 children of other men,"27 but this is only used to support the prin-
 ciple of hereditary monarchical succession. The problem receives
 a slightly more extended treatment in De Cive. The "inclinations"
 of nature are given the full Hobbesian gloss:

 .... because by natural necessity all men wish them better, from
 whom they receive glory and honour, than others, but every man
 after death received honour and glory from his children, sooner
 than from the power of any other men: hence we gather, that a
 father intends better for his children than any other person's.28

 Children then are a source of glory and an especially important
 one because this power extends beyond one's mortality. This, of
 course, is an old motivation for child-rearing. But note that
 Hobbes gives it a singularly modern twist: children are not held
 desirable for economic benefits or for reasons of preserving the
 family line. They are desirable because they are a cheap and
 reliable source of power. But here as elsewhere, Hobbes
 vacillates between drawing a picture of stable, though "empty
 shell" family relationships in the state of nature and even more
 disintegrated models of the family. The logic of Hobbes's model
 pushes him in the latter direction. If spouse relationships are as
 transitory as Hobbes suggests and if children are helpless for a
 considerable length of time, why bother with parenthood at all?
 There are several responses that Hobbes might use to reply. One
 is that the family is a major source of protection in the state of
 nature. Here Hobbes can draw upon his patriarchal image of the
 family as a mini-state. The child and mother are naturally drawn
 to the protective umbrella of the family. But we saw how Hobbes
 was not quite willing to complete this picture. He gives us no clear
 account of parenthood and, despite his comments on the glories of

 27 Ibid., p. 250.

 28 Hobbes, Man and Citizen, p. 219.
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 fatherhood, he also concocted an argument which suggests that
 paternity is absent in the state of nature. In fact, Hobbes is ada-
 mant that biological parenthood confers no obligations on the
 parent or the child. "Nourishing" not "begetting" is the basis of du-
 ty. Schochet has captured the spirit of Hobbes accurately on this
 point when he says: "Functionally, authority over the child in the
 state of nature belonged to anyone who had the power to kill it."29

 GROUP MARRIAGE AND THE AUTISTIC FAMILY

 There are two possible family structures that can be applied to
 Hobbes once he departs from his "empty shell" patriarchal family.
 Neither quite fits Hobbes's purposes, but they can afford to re-
 main as part of his description of the state of nature. If we focus
 upon Hobbes's description human relations as being governed on-
 ly by "naturall lust" and without any real conception of parent-
 hood, we might be able to envision some form of group marriage
 as constituting the family form in the state of nature. Here we
 have a system devoid of the incest taboo and characterized by
 completely unregulated sexual relations. There may be some
 limited aspects of polygyny within the group marriage structure in
 that childbirth is recognized as a woman's function and a mild
 division of labor may accrue to her position. Hobbes's comments
 on women in the state of nature seem to confirm his appreciation
 of this model: "The right of Dominion over the child dependeth on
 her will, and is consequently hers."3"

 The concept of group marriage, of course, fits only a
 borderline definition of the family. Exclusive relationships based
 upon sex are nonexistent; parenthood has no special cultural
 dimension; cohabitation does not delineate any significant
 economic structure. Yet Hobbes's use of the group marriage is
 selective. The "empty shell" patriarchal model receives the most
 attention. Despite his expressed denial of legitimacy in the above
 quote, Hobbes usually conceives the family in the strict environ-
 ment of the patriarchal household. The reason for Hobbes's reluc-
 tance here can readily be understood by looking briefly at Engels's
 fascination with group marriage and the implications he drew
 from it. In The Origin of the Family, Private Property and the State
 Engels advanced the thesis that family structure changed regular-

 29 Schochet, "Thomas Hobbes on the Family and the State of Nature," p. 435.
 30 Hobbes, Leviathan, p. 254.
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 ly with changes in the means of production." Engels, for different
 reasons than Hobbes, had a clear interest in searching beyond
 classical patriarchal versions of history. He hypothesized a form
 of family organization consistent with primitive communism.
 Group marriage in a period of relative economic equality would
 expose the bourgeois family for what it was, a creation of the
 system of commodity production. This earlier form of family pro-
 vided for common defense and cooperation without jealousy and
 competition. Moreover, there appears to be no system of authori-
 ty in group marriage. Only in the transition to the pairing family
 does force begin in the form of marriage by capture.

 Without judging the historical plausibility of group marriage
 we can begin to see by Engels's use of it, Hobbes's caution. Com-
 petition is one of Hobbes's "principal causes of quarrell" and his
 example is taken from familial force. Men "use violence, to make
 themselves Masters of other men's persons, views, children and
 cattel .... ."32 Compare the image Engels is desirous of conveying:

 .... group marriage, seen close at hand, does not look so terrible as
 the philistines, whose minds cannot get beyond brothels, imagine it
 to be . .. . It takes years . . . . to discover beneath these marriage
 customs .... their controlling law: the law by which the Australian
 aborigine, wandering hundereds of miles from his home among
 people whose language he does not understand, nevertheless often
 finds in every camp and in every tribe women who give themselves
 to him without resistence and without resentment.33

 It is difficult to imagine Hobbes's human beings giving up
 anything without resistance and resentment. But we can still see
 the reasons for Hobbes's limited commitment to the notion of

 group marriage. In his model no special relationships are formed;
 with the absence of social bonds, Hobbes is still able to focus upon
 the impact of rational individualism for the political order without
 having either to destroy or protect established personal relation-
 ships. In Freud's terms, as long as genital satisfaction makes its
 appearance like a "guest who drops in suddenly, and, after his
 departure, is heard of no more for a long time,"34 the problem of

 3' Frederick Engels, The Origin of the Family, Private Property and the State (New York,
 1972).

 32 Hobbes, Leviathan, p. 185.
 33 Engels, The Origin of the Family, Private Property and the State, p. 109.

 34 Sigmund Freud, Civilization and Its Discontents, trans. James Strachey (New York,
 1961), p. 46.
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 the family as a social unit which somehow must be superceded by
 larger forms of organization does not arise. Thus Hobbes is not
 averse to describing relationships in the state of nature in terms
 that suggest this model: "No lawes of Matrimony; no lawes for the
 Education of Children; but the law of Nature, and the natural in-
 clination of the Sexes ... ."35 And as we have seen, he is not even
 concerned that this model should leave us with the mild sugges-
 tion of polygyny.

 The other form of family structure that fits Hobbes's descrip-
 tion is quite different from group marriage. In order to construct a
 picture of it we only need to focus upon the principal elements in
 the state of nature that Hobbes himself emphasizes: radical in-
 dividualism and scarcity. This gives rise to what we might call the
 autistic family. I realize that the term autistic family appears con-
 tradictory. Autism suggest a withdrawl into the self through fan-
 tasy construction. Yet the term can be useful if it serves to focus
 upon the basis for autistic behavior. For instance, Bettelheim has
 examined the similarities between autistic children and concen-

 tration camp inmates.36 The link between the behavior of persons
 in both groups is the extreme situation. Bettelheim is careful to
 point out that the autistic withdrawal pattern is the result of the
 need to pay the "minutest attention" to a mortally threatening en-
 vironment. Life under conditions of imminent death is so

 debilitating that the very inner maneuvers designed to protect us
 debilitate us further. The reactions are progressive and dialec-
 tical. The eventual presence of robotlike behavior, an indication
 of withdrawal of all interest in the external world, represents a
 closing stage, the "true watershed" between those apt to survive
 and those apt to die. Therefore an autistic family organization
 might involve the most minimal interaction, living in proximity to
 one another and recognition of each other's presence. Its existence
 is indeed fragile. Moreover, there can be no doubt that Hobbes
 intended the state of nature to be an extreme situation, and that,
 in fact, he believed that an analysis of the extreme situation was
 the appropriate basis for constructing a political philosophy.
 There is merit then in Leo Strauss's contention that Hobbes had
 constructed a "completely defective state of mankind" from which

 35 Hobbes, Leviathan, p. 253. Compare Hobbes's treatment of mother right discussed
 above to that of Engels's (p. 106).

 36 Bruno Bettelheim, The Empty Fortress: Infantile Autism and the Birth of the Self (New
 York 1967), pp. 63-67; 77-78.
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 the most basic human associations were threatened.37
 Until recently, we have not had evidence of changes in human

 relationships which produce extreme scarcity and individualism
 in the context of primitive society. The centrality of kinship and
 community in these societies would appear to make the an-
 thropological basis of Hobbes's state of nature quite implausible.
 Colin Turnbull's discovery of the Ik, a displaced East African
 tribe, provides striking parallels to one possible family structure
 in Hobbes's system. Driven by a nearly permanent state of starva-
 tion, the Ik have developed a form of social organization that truly
 fits Hobbes's belief that men enter society only for love of
 themselves. "Goetes" (to take) and "nyeg" (hunger) are the prin-
 cipal words of the Icien vocabulary and self-preservation is the on-
 ly shared social value.

 What happens to the family in these circumstances? The Ik
 continued to have children; husband and wife continued to share
 the same hut; kinship was still formally recognized. But a horrible
 familial autism emerged from the Ik's situation.

 Children are cared for until the age of three. The character of
 that care is made clear in Turnbull's description below:

 I imagine the child must be rather relieved to be thrown out, for in
 the process of being cared for he or she is carried about in a hide
 sling wherever the mother goes, and since the mother is not strong
 herself this is done grudgingly. Whenever the mother finds a spot in
 which to gather, or if she is at a water hole or in her fields, she
 loosens the sling and lets the baby to the ground none too slowly,
 and of course laughs if it is hurt. I have seen Bila and Matsui do this
 many a time. Then she goes about her business, leaving the child
 there, almost hoping that some predator will come along and carry
 it off. This happened once while I was there-once that I know of
 anyway -and the mother was delighted. She was rid of the child and
 no longer had to carry it about and feed it, and still further this
 meant that a leopard was in the vicinity and would be sleeping the
 child off and thus be an easy kill. The men set off and found the
 leopard, which had consumed all of the child except part of the skull;
 they killed the leopard and cooked it and ate it, child and all. That is
 Icein economy, and it makes sense in its own way. It does not,
 however endear children to their parents or parents to their
 children.38

 "7 Strauss, The Political Philosophy of Thomas Hobbes (Chicago, 1952), p. 66. For an ex-
 tended treatment of the limitation of the extreme condition as a basis for political
 philosophy, see my "Philosophers & the Abortion Question," Political Theory 6 (August
 1978), 313-15.

 38 Colin Turnbull, The Mountain People (New York, 1972), pp. 135-36. Children who
 survived lived among other youths in roving bands.
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 Why do Icien parents have children? Why do they not engage
 in open infanticide? Turnbull surmises that Icien parents
 calculate that there is always a chance of a good year in the fields
 and children can be used to send off animals and birds.

 Sex has also succumbed to the requirements of an extreme in-
 dividualism. Naturally the sex drive is weakened by hunger and
 young girls find that their bodies are a valuable commodity with
 neighboring tribes. But the impact of the Icien social code went
 deeper. When Turnbull argued that copulation was different
 from masturbation, the Icien reply was "who knows what the
 other is feeling? In each you only know your own feeling."39 Thus
 sex lost its capacity to be a source of cohesion or disruption in the
 Icien state of nature.

 Turnbull argues that the family does not exist in Icien society.
 There are husbands and wives, parents and children, grand-
 parents and extended kin. But since the basic principle of interac-
 tion is one of "natural exploitation," it is fair to say the Ik have
 successfully abandoned the family as a useless appendage. Yet in
 Hobbes's terms it is not possible to say that such arrangements
 cannot be regarded in familial terms. His most complete model,
 the patriarchal family is based on the same absence of affection
 and love that characterizes the Ik. One model represents an image
 of Hobbesian human beings subjected to certain centrifugal
 forces. While it is correct to say that the model of the autistic fami-
 ly is construed more from Hobbes's general premises than his
 other descriptions, we still can contend that this model reflects his
 general outlook more than of group marriage. We need only ask if
 Turnbull's description of the Ik is consistent with Hobbes's
 general treatment of the family. Our answer is yes with one im-
 portant qualification. The "natural" condition of the Ik does not
 force them to create "convenient Articles of Peace, upon which
 men may be drawn to agreement." Turnbull notes that the Ik
 (and perhaps our "advanced" societies as well) have abolished all
 desires except survival, "treating us, in a word, as individuals
 with one basic individual right, the right to survive."40 A family
 that is autistic means, of course, that it has very few remnants of a
 social bond. Life within it is indeed incommodious. But the
 autistic family has managed to deal with the trauma of existence
 in a way that has removed Hobbes's "desire" for "commodious liv-
 ing." Each individual has moved to an arena of emotional space

 39 Ibid., p. 253.
 40 Ibid., p. 290.
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 within himself. Hobbes's first law of nature has eliminated intra-

 and interfamilial conflict. There is no inexorable pressure to
 create civil society. Men in the state of nature have indeed
 discovered that "Desires .... are in themselves no sin," but they
 found a way to suppress them without society. Of course Hobbes
 would not have been happy to learn that his natural condition
 could be interpreted in this fashion. But only his own form of ra-
 tional individualism could lead to this result.

 If the state of nature is still best understood as a logical con-
 struct, especially in terms of its relevance to the preoccupations of
 modern political thought, our treatment suggests a useful lesson.
 For if the importance of Hobbes rests with his ability to fully draw
 the consequences of an extreme rational individualism, the sorts
 of families he described as consistent with his vision can tell us

 much about the position of the family today and our attitude
 toward it. It has already become fashionable to regard the vie in-
 time of the family as a myth which rests upon brute power of hus-
 band over wife, parent over child, child over grandparent.41 In
 this sense, we can say that Hobbes's reconstruction of the family
 has been quite successful. For if human beings are conceived as
 aggressive and self-contained organisms, relationships of love and
 affection as well as any dependency or hierarchy, must represent
 a hidden power quotient.42 But on Hobbes's terms liberaton from
 the family hardly implies the construction of other more genuine
 forms of solidarity. The Hobbesian state assumes the role of the
 new pater familias. But it is not in the image of a strong, demand-
 ing and benevolent father that the sovereign is created. He is
 rather a rational creation of our own actions, an insurance agent
 with a gun.

 41 This approach is not limited to a Hobbesian analysis. But see Beverly Jones, "The
 Dynamics of Marriage and Motherhood" in Robin Morgan, ed., Sisterhood Is Powerful
 (New York, 1970) who argues that the "open weapon that a man uses to control his wife is
 the threat of force or force itself"; Adrienne Rich, Of Woman Born (New York, 1976) who
 suggests that infanticide has its rational basis as a form of liberation from the family;
 Susan Brownmiller, Against Our Will (New York, 1975) who has described the relations
 between man and woman in terms of rape.

 42 Thus Richard Chapman in "Leviathan Writ Small," p. 90, writes: "For all of its
 flaws, however, Hobbes' view of the family has its virtue the premise that the family can
 be viewed in political terms. We can equally well criticize it according to political values.
 If one objects to the unjustifiable use of force and the exercise of unlimited power, then
 surely such objections apply in the family as well as in the state. Sexism institutionalized
 in society, and children who learn violence in the home are not likely to be easily con-
 verted to the use of words in their later years."
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