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Sapere Aude: Prior to anything else, we would like to thankuyfor your goodwill in
granting us this interview foBapere Aude, the Departmental Journal of Philosophy from
the Brazilian university (PUC MINAS).

| take in consideration here two of your texts, fhiet one being Le mariage
comme promesse” and the second,Marriage, Autonomy and the Feminine Protest”. On
both, with basis ofThe Second Sex, the question of marriage is presented as amadia
between its constitution by patriarchy and the exation of women. In Beauvoir, are we
before the “erasure of the ethical significance imtimate relationships” or before a
patriarchalethos which determines itself as historically valid andcessary and which

needs, therefore, to be continuously criticized?

! Emerita Professor of Philosophy, George Mason &lsity, USA; Bishop Hamilton Lecturer in Philosophy
American University, USA. Selected Publicatiohtaw Rape Became a Crime Against Humanity: History of
an Error, Modernity and the Problem of Evil, eda@lD. Schrift (Bloomington: Indiana University Pses
2005) pp.66-89, Introduction: Pyrrhus and Cin&aspne de Beauvoir: Philosophical Writings, ed. Margaret
A. Simons (Urbana: University of lllinois Press,04) pp.79-87; Simone de Beauvditanford Encyclopedia
of Philosophy, http://plato.stanford.edu/contents.html AuguQ4£

2 pProfessor of Philosophy. PUC MINAS. Belo HorizarBeazil.

3 Fellow of the FIP PUC MINAS research program.

Sapere Aude, Belo Horizonte, v. 3, n. 6, p.366-378 - 2° seme&0d2 — ISSN 2177-6342



Interview with Debra Bergoffen

Debra Bergoffen: Beauvoir's discussion of marriage is deconstugctin an existential
sense. It is a mode of thinking — a questioninigat €Examines a given state of affairs for its
current realities and its unrealized possibilitiess also a mode of situated thinking. The
phenomenon in question, in this case marriage, brigjuestioned within the context of its
situation. Thus Beauvoir's discussion of mariagena$ abstract. She is interested the
relationship between marriage and the situatiomiwitvhich it exists. She explores the
ways that marriage is lived, the ways that womengeoomed for marriage, the effects of
marriage on the married woman's sense of herbelfways marriage constructs a woman's
relationship to others and the world. What makeauBeir's discussion of marriage ethical
and political as well as phenomenological and @aihical is its place ifihe Second Sex.

The Second Sex opens with an Introduction that provides the pples of
Beauvoir's critique of women's situation under ipathy. It is then divided into two
volumes. Volume One, titled Facts and Myths, tratesideology of patriarchy as it has
reinvented itself through history, legitimated kts#arough scientific, economic, social,
cultural and religious doctrines, and embeddedfiisethe cultural imaginary through
literary and mythical portrayals of women as bo#imgerous, disingenuous, embodiments
of natural forces to be controlled but not trusfed only trusted to birth the next
generation) and fragile, passive and weak vessetpiinng male supervision and
protection. Volume Two, titted Women's Lived Expggrce describes the ways that this
history, these doctrines and these images of woamenenforced, reinforced and lived
today. The chapter “Marriage” appears in this sectlts place in this section is telling. It is
placed after the chapter “the Lesbian” (women wéjeat heterosexuality and patriarchal
marriage) and before the chapter “Motherhood”, (Hoecalled destiny of the married
woman). Situating the chapter on marriage afterctiapter on the lesbian contests the idea
that heterosexuality and marriage are either nbturmevitable destinies. The ideology of
heteronormativity and of marriage as a duty is lengled before the first words of the
marriage chapter are read. Following the chapternarriage with the chapter on
motherhood, where the injustice of criminalizingoglon is a central issue, Beauvoir
exposes the collusion between the ideology of womsrwomb and the injunction to
marry. Bookended in this way, the place of marriaydhe Second Sex is part of the

argument against marriage in its current form.
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Beauvoir's interest in marriage, however, is uelgtethical. Early in the chapter
she tells us that the two sexes are necessarabbr @her, but that this necessity has never
fostered reciprocity. Given her preceding discussiof the ways that biological facts
acquire their human meaning, she cannot be refeianthe necessities of biological
reproduction here. Searching for clues to the eatfrthis necessity we find them in
Beauvoir's critique of the ways that marriage sappes rather than dignifies a woman's
erotic life, and to her reference to timgsein of the heterosexual couple in the Introduction
to The Second Sex.

Mitsein is Heidegger's term for "Being With". In taking ugeidegger's term,
Beauvoir rejects his ontology of timatsein per se. She does not identify "Being-With" as
an ontological given but as an ethical relationghad must be achieved. Further calling the
heterosexual couple an originaiitsein she holds it up as a model of this ethical
relationship. Why? | think her interest in the mesexual couple speaks to her concern for
the sexual difference, to her sense of its uniqeghycal possibilities. Paying attention to
this little commented on passage in the Introductterts us to the fact that for Beauvoir
one of the central injustices of patriarchy is timtexploiting the sexual difference and
using it to justify the oppression of women it aliges women and men from the ethical call
of the couple. lIdentifying the heterosexual cougteoriginalmitsein in the Introduction,
Beauvoir identifies marriage as the way thissein is being lived today in the chapter on
marriage. Probing the ethical imperative embeddeithé heterosexuahitsein she finds it
uniquely revealed in the sexual erotic relationslipming to the chapter on marriage with
this earlier reference to thaitsein in mind, we can make sense of the fact that mdch o
Beauvoir's discussion of the erotic is found here.

Patriarchal marriage instrumentalizes the erdtiazses it for political, economic,
religious and cultural purposes. It corrupts it.reldhan a matter of the married woman's
frigidity and unhappiness is at stake, though Beauspends many pages documenting
this, for in instrumentalizing the erotic, marriagbenates the couple form the ethical
meaning of intimate sexual relationships. As erdtie sexual relationship is a passionate
expression of our desire for each other. It is avenment toward the other that rejects all
attempts to control or use them. Key to the ethithe erotic is that it embraces the fleshed

strangeness of the other as a freedom that caredhed but not possessed. As I've
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discussed in my book,The Philosophy of Smone de Beauvoir: Gendered
Phenomenol ogies, Erotic Generosities, this uniquely ethical relationship takes the fafa
gift.

You ask whether marriage as it is constituted yodaan erasure of the ethical
significance of intimate relationships or a patfal ethos that determines itself as
historically valid and necessary. | do not see #disi®n either/or choice. It is as a patriarchal
ethos that claims to be natural and necessaryrhaiage erases the ethical significance of
intimate relationships. Beauvoir's descriptionstitd erotic make it clear that the erotic
event threatens modes of subjectivity that ancherpatriarchal status quo. An absolute
subject can be a libertine. He cannot be a lover.iessential other can be a sexual
partner. She cannot become an erotic gift. Undedstg that the erotic reveals women and
men to each other in their fleshed and finite amibygsuch that it becomes impossible for
either women or men to remain in their fixed paitteal positions, we can understand that
it is not by accident that marriage corrupts thestof the erotic.

Patriarchy protects itself from the erotic thremthe authority of its social order by
dismissing it as irrational and marginal — not stirimg) to be taken seriously. In presenting
itself as the only ethically legitimate way to eegs our sexual desire, marriage legitimates
its perversion of the erotic by claiming that itstitutionalization of men's and women's
patriarchal subjectivities follow the immutable Bwf God and nature. Given Beauvoir's
existential ontology we see that her critique ofrmage will begin by taking aim at these

naturalist claims. This leads me to your secameston.

Sapere Aude: You understand, even in a critical way, that maae is presented as a stable
institution in social, political and religious tesmBut it marks rightly the permeable
frontier between the erotic, the ethical ant thaaepolitic domain. What you problematize
is precisely the fact that there are numerous @suplho demands to legitimate, through
the State, their erotic and intimate relations. I@oyou please comment this delicate

guestion with basis on Simone de Beauvoir’s thigRin

Debra Bergoffen: The existentialist phrase existence precedesesse short hand for the

idea that human beings are historical beings. Tbhurean is to be un-natural, if by natural
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we mean being determined in any way — if by natwalmean having an essence that
structures our lives. In arguing that human besgsfundamentally historical, Beauvoir is
arguing that what makes us human is that we as=lfeings who can and do change. We
are beings who are becoming. The opportunitiescfange, however, are historically
conditioned. Our freedom is not absolute, it isuaiéd. It also entails ethical
responsibilities. We are ethically obliged to tfansh conditions that thwart freedom into
conditions that foster it.

Once we situate the chapter on marriage withia #xistential ethical frame we
understand that we need to pay close attentioheddct that Beauvoir opens this chapter
by declaring that marriage is in a period of traasi In making this claim, she is not just
alluding to the fact that as an institution creabgdhistorical and free beings marriage is
necessarily an unstable institution that can alvwmeme something other than it is. She is
saying that the concrete conditions of women int Mgerld War Il Europe have changed
the situation of marriage. As more and more womecolme economically independent
marriage is no longer necessary for their pracgoabival. These new economic conditions
have the potential to transform marriage from atr@hship that subordinates a wife to a
husband who claims that his role as her providdr@ntector gives him absolute rights to
her sexual body and its reproductive powers, intinatitution where the sexual difference
is lived in ways that embody the ethical natureoof sexual desires. It is this changed
historical situation that allows us to speak of pinemise of marriage and ethically obliges
us to make this promise real. Unlike some othemgses, however, where | commit to
preserve the present in the future (e.g. when inge to abide by the rules of a contract)
the realization of this promise requires destroytmgpresent for the sake of the future.

Revealing the future promise of marriage entailsosing the present perversion of
marriage. Instead of being the site where the awniyigof our embodied freedom is
embraced, instead of being the place where ouragpis as free beings are supported and
the material conditions of our lives and the liadsothers are nurtured, marriage today
reinforces the patriarchal sexed bifurcation of ambiguity. Instead of recognizing that
men and women, as embodied, free and desiring ®eirg responsible for nurturing the

material conditions necessary for each other's huberoming, marriage reinforces the
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patriarchal ideologies that designate women asddly the cares for bodily life and men as
the mind that engages the world creatively.

What interests Beauvoir about marriage is thahemdts perverted form it speaks
to the fact that we are embodied, free and desb@&iggs. It speaks to the fact that though
we are singular and in many respects autonomougyfewe are also beings who desire
each other. Theitsein of the heterosexual couple is one expressionisfdésire. Noting
Beauvoir's interest in thisitsein prepares us for her interest in the ethical pd#gsk of
marriage.

Since it is clearly not the case that the erogeds marriage to exist, or that the
erotic exists only within marriage, why couplesntio the state to recognize their erotic
relationships becomes a puzzle. Many heterosegagland lesbian couples want nothing
to do with marriage. They find it carries too muagpressive baggage. They want to secure
their private lives from state intrusion. While sergay and lesbian couples reject the
heteronormativity of marriage, others, however, atemanding that their erotic
relationships be legitimated by marriage. Sometithesdesire for legitimation is couched
in economic terms, sometimes, and especially inhiéed States it is presented as a civil
right. All of these arguments are persuasive, loumenof them speaks to the expressions of
joy of those couples who have recently won thetrighmarry.

As | read Beauvaoir, it is a mistake to sever tbétigs of marriage from the ethics
of the erotic. Gay and lesbian couples who areegtotg their exclusion from marriage in
what is called the modern world recognize this.ddochildren who are demanding, and
sometimes risking their lives, for the right to myafor love in those parts of the world
where marriages are arranged by parents. They stader that ethical relationships are
either fostered or thwarted by the politics of nage. They understand that denying
couples the right to marry threatens their erotistence. Unmarried couples protect their
erotic lives with legal instruments. In doing thifseey acknowledge that they need state
protection. Sometimes they discover that as unettheir protective legal instruments are
inadequate.

The irony here is that the long and abusive hystdrmarriage provides powerful
legal protection to those who can avail themsebfethis protection. A brief comment on

the place of marriage in slave holding states ia tnited States before and after
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emancipation makes this point quite dramaticallgfdBe emancipation only white couples
in slave holding states were allowed to marry. 8lavotic relationships were severed
whenever it was to the slave owner's advantages ®hipart of what it meant to be
considered as property. After emancipation, forrsklawves rushed to marry. It was an
expression of their newly won status as human Iseiibis history may go a long way to
explaining the joy of those who have newly won tight to marry. It expresses the fact
that their erotic desire has been recognized §sHuman and that its ethical nature will be
respected and protected by the state. This histisky teaches us that so long as a married
woman is considered/treated as her husband's pypmearriage must be indicted as an
institution that is an affront to a woman's humganit

Once marriage is understood in terms of the ddéitthe state to protect intimate
relationships it becomes the duty of the statectatmize those laws that violate this duty.
Of course this will not happen automatically. UrslendingThe Second Sex as a political
manifesto that calls for action leads me to youdthuestion.

Sapere Aude: Still on the marriage aspect, in so far as tkidruly a very interesting
anthropological theme which you take up as a pbpbgal subject. You write on the first
text, “Le mariage comme promesse’, that marriage incorporates, in a way, charasties of
the scission of our being. Marriage represents lastherotic relation and the couple’s
ethics, something that extends to the public domgon denominate rélation de
promesse”, given that it seeks a manner to maintain itgafticular. Do you believe that
The Second Sex can still aid us in rereading and resignificatthis relation on the 21

century?

Debra Bergoffen: When Beauvoir decided to call herself a femiaistl began to lend her
name to feminist causes, marriage was not on redeg She protested the criminalization
of abortion. She fought for women's economic anlitipal rights. She exposed the way
rape was used to torture a young Muslim virgin wonaacused of being an Algerian
terrorist. Though she was explicit about the retathip between the need to change these
laws and practices and the possibility of womabsration, Beauvoir did not link the need

to change these laws to the reconstitution of rageri Yet it is clear that if abortion were
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legal, motherhood would not be a married woman&imy That if marital rape were a
crime, a husband could not claim to posses his'wif®dy. That if a woman were
economically independent she would not be forced¢dhoose between remaining in an
abusive marriage or facing a marginal economictence.

Many of the oppressive conditions of Beauvoirses have changed. Within much
of the western world marital rape is how recogniasca crime and abortion is legal. This
means that a married woman is no longer consideeechusband's sexual property and
cannot be forced to become a mother. It is also passible for women in this part of the
world to live viable lives outside of marriage. @ivthat much offhe Second Sex argues
that women's transition from the second sexed imf@ther to the differently sexed equal
other requires that women become economically iedéent and politically active, it
would seem that marriage, once a duty, is now &ehand that as a choice its promise can
be realized. When the last chapterdioé Second Sex speak of the ways that women who
are economically and politically liberated arel $tdunted by the myth of woman, however,
they challenge this conclusion. So long as marriagembedded in a situation where these
myths thrive changing laws and economic conditailsnot be enough to resignify it. To
realize the promise of marriage we must remairt sdethe ways that marriage continues to
reinforce the myths of masculinity and femininibat co-opt the ethics of the erotic.

Pursuing Beauvoir's critique of marriage in thsywwe also need to depart from it
in others. Her silence on the need to make marriagpmlable to marginalized and
stigmatized erotic relationships is a case in pthiat points to the inadequacy of reserving
the unique ethical status of thmaitsein to heterosexual couples. Probing the gaps in
Beauvoir's discussion of the ethical erotic of thiesein and exposing the ways the myths
of femininity and masculinity still flourish despitwvomen's economic and political gains
are two ways thathe Second Sex remains relevant to the task of fulfilling the prige of
marriage.

More than providing us with concrete critiques rafirriage, The Second Sex
remains relevant to contemporary marriage debayeproviding us with a method of
analysis and a set of principles for assessingstaee of marriage. Adopting Beauvoir's
phenomenological approach and remaining alert teetiecs of the erotic, we will be able

to distinguish those changes to marriage that aeeslyn cosmetic from those that are
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meaningful. Given Beauvoir's definition of us astarical beings we know that marriage
will change. Remembering that marriage "reformsthia past have often changed little in
women's lives we learn from Beauvoir that carefuoncrete, and detailed

phenomenological descriptions will alert us to thiterence between those new styles of

marriage that dismantle the patriarchal ethos hade which simply refashion it.

Sapere Aude: Do you think that Beauvoir’'s analyses on the sabare still current before

the cultural diversity and its impacts on marriagéhe contemporary world?

Debra Bergoffen: This last observation is immediately relevant taryquestion regarding
the relevance of Beauvoir's analysis to the culyurdiverse institutionalizations of
marriage. In the Introduction t@he Second Sex and her "Japan Lecture" Beauvoir
acknowledges the limits of her analysis of pathgrcThough she argues that her
phenomenological method and her existential ethresuniversally valid, she insists, in
accordance with these principles, that our assegsméhow human freedom is fostered or
thwarted must be based on concrete understandingisecific situations. Thus when she
lectured in Japan, she noted that the distincteiwéen the economic, cultural and political
conditions in Europe and Japan required differerhifist strategies. What was not
different, she noted, was that women were oppressdibrdinated to men, existed as the
second sex. However differently it displayed its#le ethos of patriarchy prevailed.

In assessing the ways that different culturesitutst their particular mode of
patriarchy through marriage, adopting Beauvoir'enamenological method requires that
we carefully assess our biases regarding thesereiftes. As "modern” nations begin to
legalize gay and lesbian marriages they contindedk askance at polygamous marriages.
Is the idea that the ethic of the erotic can orgylibed in themitsein of the couple a
western prejudice? Do other forms of marriages ssardy violate this ethic? Or is it the
case that it is only as currently constituted thase marriages violate the ethic of intimate
relationships? As historical institutions in traimmsis could they also become sites of this
ethic?

From a cross cultural perspective, it may be thas Beauvoir's methods and

principles and the questions they teach us to,raisee than her prescriptions for liberation
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that are crucial, for whether or not her presonpsi can be universalized her
phenomenological method and existential princiglesuniquely suited to the exigencies of
intercultural dialogue on marriage and other presdeminist issues (violence against
women, for example). The method, in its injunctionscrutinize prejudices is a bulwark
against arrogance. The principles require respedhe diverse ways that our freedom may

be embodied and lived.

Sapere Aude: You enable Beauvoir and Rousseau, though tenipatitant, to dialogue
on the subject of marriage. Would you be able tmrmment something about the possibility

of this intertextuality, even though the temporasés are so distinct?

Debra Bergoffen: | envision philosophy as an ongoing conversatioross the centuries.
Philosophical texts speak to each other — sometouogdially, sometimes not. Rousseau's
Emile was a very influential treatise in its day. Preésdnas a program of education that
would produce ideal democratic citizens, it devdied books to the education of the boy
Emile and one to the girl Sophie, Emile's futuréewEmile was tutored to be resourceful
and independent. Sophie was schooled in domesdtis, sfonfined to her home, taught to
respect and obey authority (as a child the authofither parents, as an adult the authority
of her husband). She was taught to be concernddtietways she was perceived by others
SO as to protect her virtue and the reputationesfiiusband and family. Both Emile and
Sophie are destined for marriage but marriage naiffetent things for them as adults. For
Emile it was a necessary step for his entry intblipdife. For Sophie it defined her adult
life.

One of the interesting things about the portréithes perfect married couple from
the perspective of Beauvoir's critique of the whgttmarriage perverts the erotic is that
Emile's tutor teaches Sophie that she is respan$iblthe couple's intimate life. He tells
her that she must control Emile's access to hey lhod control her sexual desire in order
to have influence over her husband. Thus the paskai might reveal Emile and Sophie to
each other in their "uneducated" being is foredo$éary Wollstonecraft'&indication of
the Rights of Women is the first feminist response Emile. What is of interest here is her

counter image of marriage. She defends her progrfaagual and co-education for boys
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and girls on the basis of the fact that such edwutatvould provide the grounds for
fulfilling marriages. She argued that only equatjucated women and men who saw each
other as equals could become friends after thaqresef sexual life waned.

Though neither Rousseau nor Wollstonecraft aretioreed by Beauvoir | hear their
argument in Beauvoir's discussions of marriage. dMald not find a clearer defense of
patriarchal marriage thaEmile. We could not ask for a more detailed accounhefways
that patriarchal marriage is grounded in the idedt then are entitled to rule women and
that as ruled by men women are entitled to useasexweapon. As Beauvoir showed how
those who are born female become women and howdarbing women they are groomed
for marriage, Wollstonecraft showed how the edocatsystem of her times prepared
women for the servitude of marriage. Wollstonecraifiered an alternative system of
education and an alternative ideal of friendshipriages. She argued for the equality of
women and men and for the promise of friendshipriages on the basis of the mind/soul
body distinction. She insisted that the sexudedince was not indicative of a human
difference. The equality of women's and men's soade them equally human. Beauvoir's
ethic of the erotic may be seen as pursuing amnaltige vision of marriages of equals —
one that rejects the body soul divide to speak wf distinctively sexed embodiment as
essential to our humanity.

Rousseau is a clear and unapologetic voice for "thgues" of patriarchal
marriages. These marriages, he argues meet the péebomen and men and create the
stable families that are the bedrock of democratilitics. Making this link between the
ethics of marriage and the politics of democramtwieen one's married and citizenship
status, he shows us the stakes of the marriagetedebBo counter Rousseau and the
marriage legacy he represents we need to do maredi#fend the ethics of the erotic. We
need to make the case that the erotic's challengattiarchal subjectivities challenges all
forms of authoritarian politics and challenges deracies to fulfill their promise of
equality. In looking toward a different future forarriage we need to understand the ways
that the ideology of marriage's past, as delineatdtimile, continue to thwart the coming
of this future.

Sapere Aude, Belo Horizonte, v. 3, n. 6, p.366-378 - 2° seme&0d2 — ISSN 2177-6342



Interview with Debra Bergoffen

Sapere Aude: On the distinction between the public and thegig, between the married
woman and the State which regulates private relshigps in terms of rights and also of
duties: how do you see Beauvoir’s position concgymarriage, whether accordingTbe

Second Sex or to what she chose for herself?

Debra Bergoffen: The Second Sex makes it clear that the personal is political. Heevlive
our private lives is a political statement. In tReance of the 1940s, the politics of
bourgeois marriage subordinated women's and mesigets to the desire's of the family.
Marriage was a duty. Beauvoir viewed her friend &azleath as a sacrifice to this duty.
She understood that it was only her father's pregsirfinancial situation that freed her
from Zaza's fate. When Sartre proposed that theyynsa that they would not be separated
when the state assigned them teaching positioes,edtised. Though this would have been
a marriage of choice, not duty, she could not imag@ marriage that did not compromise
her independence. We might say that she foundetienented meanings of marriage too
powerful to challenge. Once freed from her famifytsver and Sartre's proposal, marriage
becomes a non-issue in Beauvoir's life.

Though I have looked at the question of marriagthe two articles you have used
as the basis of your questions, | would not wark&ve the impression that the question of
marriage was necessarily central to Beauvoir. tiobees an issue, once we attend to her
ethic of the erotic. Beauvoir never suggests, hamethat marriage is the only or most
desirable place for the realization of this ethi@hat is interesting about marriage is that as
existing at the intersection of the ethical and puditical it raises the question of the
relationship between the ethical and the politi@dauvoir in her personal life, and many
others today do not choose to materialize thidicglahip by choosing marriage. Beauvoir
would not, however, impose her choice on othersplewho choose to marry (as distinct
from people who are required to marry) want to makwiblic statement about their ethical
relationship and want the state to recognize antkpr their ethical commitment to each
other. They demand political recognition of theasole. Rather than rejecting their demand
Beauvoir, by saying that marriage is an institutiortransition offers the hope that this

demand can be met.
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| cannot imagine Beauvoir saying that slaverynsnstitution in transition. | cannot
imagine her arguing that it would be possible tooreile the demands of freedom and
dignity with the institution of slavery. Though sbh&en compares the situation of women
to the situation of slaves, however, she insiss wWomen can escape the oppressions of the
second sex. This possibility lies in the fact thedwever much women have been
objectified and treated as property, unlike slawd® in being defined as property are
deemed sub-human, non-slave women's humanity taseea obliterated. The essence of
slavery requires the dehumanization of the slabe. dssence of marriage does not require
the dehumanization of the wife. Ironically, the mlig of the wife is embedded in the
institution of marriage. Where women exist as theosd sex, this dignity is defined in
terms of their modesty and their adherence to tredards of femininity. As the meaning
of what it means to be a woman changes, howewveridtda of a woman's dignity changes
with it. Marriage as an institution in transitioarcaccommodate these changes.

Beauvoir says that we do not know who men and wowi# be once those who are
born female are not destined to become women. Nowkg this, we cannot know what
the heterosexual couple will be like. What we caow, Beauvoir suggests, is that the
ambiguities of their subjectivities revealed in #retic relationships will be affirmed and
that this affirmation will transform the ways thabmen and men enact the ways that these
relationships are lived. Whether or not men and ammhoose to live these relationships
within or without the institution of marriage is kmown. Whatever their choice, the history
of the institution of marriage shows us that thisra relationship between the ethical and
the political and that however this relationshinstantiated, the justice of the political will

be judged, at least in part, by the ways thatdbgaizes and protects the ethic of the erotic.

Sapere Aude: We thank you very much for your availability.
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