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Preamble

O n one picture, free speech is easy to have. It is a matter of saying what
you want, when you want. Free speech gets hard to have only when the
state starts breathing down your neck. When the state starts breathing down
your neck with its threats and orders (Don’t say this! Don’t say that! Or else
...) then free speech is in trouble. But in a liberal society, like the one we live
in, the state does not breathe down your neck. Censorship is nowhere. So free
speech is easy to have.

On another picture, free speech is hard to have. Nothing you say is really
free. Whatever you try to say is silenced before you even begin. Whatever you
say is constrained. Culture, discourse, perhaps language itself, all breathe
down your neck with their threats and orders (Don’t say this! Don’t say that!
Or else...) and they never go away. You are a prisoner in an invisible cage,
invisibly gagged, allowed to say one thing, prevented from saying others. To
say one thing is to leave everything else unsaid. To speak about one thing is
to be silent about everything else. The very idea that you say what you want
to say is a joke. What is this you? —this self, this nothing, with its delusions
of grandeur and agency? And whence comes the want? Censorship is every-
where. So free speech is hard to have.

These pictures are two sides of a coin which, however tossed, will yield the
same result for a debate about pornography and women’s silence.! If censor-
ship is nowhere, women are not silenced at all. So women are not silenced by
pornography. If censorship is everywhere, then women are silenced — but so is
everyone, all the time, in every way. If censorship is everywhere, there is no
point in making distinctions. If censorship is everywhere, there is no point in
saying that some people are silenced, some are not; some are silenced at some
times, not at others; some are silenced here, but not there; some are silenced
in a bad way, some in an innocent way. If censorship is everywhere, it might
as well be nowhere.

And the coin will yield the same result, however tossed, for a debate about
pornography and women’s subordination. The state is not breathing down
women’s necks, so women are not subordinated. Or else, women are indeed
subordinated, imprisoned in an invisible cage, deprived of agency —but then
agency always was a myth. Everyone is imprisoned, all the time. So there is
nothing special about women, or about pornography.
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Somewhere between these two pictures is one (at least) that has some hope
of being true. And somewhere between these two pictures is one (at least) that
allows debate about pornography which does not pre-ordain a conclusion. I
do not know exactly what the alternative picture is, but, as [ seek it, I explore
once again the question of whether pornography subordinates and silences
women.>

In thinking about this, one is led to think rather generally about what sub-
ordination and silence involve. In thinking about subordination, one is soon
led to general questions about the nature of speech, whether speech holds up
a mirror to reality, or creates it; and if it creates it, how it does so, and when.
In thinking about silence, one is soon led to general questions about what
speech, and hence silence, amounts to. In considering these questions I draw
on a thought-provoking discussion by Leslie Green presented in this volume.3
Green considers arguments that [ have developed elsewhere, in which I con-
clude that pornography may well subordinate and silence women.* He thinks
this is mistaken. I think it is not, and I hope to say why. Green is another
who wants an alternative to the two cartoons I sketched above, and although
he sometimes seems to slide towards the first picture, he also shows great sen-
sitivity to the issues of power implicit in the second.

Pornography is the graphic sexually explicit subordination of womén, in
pictures or words, said Catherine MacKinnon. That claim was attacked for
(among other things) philosophical confusion.’ The claim was not, or not
simply, that pornography depicts the subordination of women, or that it
has, among its effects, the perpetuation of women’s subordination, but that
pornography is subordination. When we bring speech act theory to bear on
the claim, it makes good sense —or so I argued. In terms of J. L. Austin’s
three-way distinction between the content of an utterance (locution), the
effect it has (perlocution), and the act it is (illocution), MacKinnon’s idea is
clear.® Pornography is itself an illocutionary act of subordination, in addi-
tion to being a locutionary act that (perhaps) depicts subordination, and
a perlocutionary act that perpetuates subordination. My understanding of
MacKinnon’s idea was developed before the appearance of Only Words, but
her more recent work suggests I may be on the right track. MacKinnon explic-
itly cites Austin, seeks a “performative” understanding of pornography, and
compares pornography with such utterances as “Ready, ain;, fire,” “Not
guilty,” and “I do,” uttered in contexts where to say something is to do some-
thing — order an execution, find not guilty, marry.”

An example of subordinating speech is the utterance “Blacks are not
permitted to vote,” uttered in a context (thankfully past) where it enacts
apartheid law. The illocutions of apartheid law subordinate blacks, I suggest,
because they rank blacks as inferior, deprive them of rights and powers, and
legitimate discrimination against them. Despite some evident dissimilarities,
the speech acts of pornography may also be illocutionary acts of subordinat-
ing, for similar reasons. According to the feminist argument, pornography
ranks women as inferior, deprives women of certain powers, and legitimates
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discrimination against them. Speech acts of ranking, legitimating, and depriv-
ing someone of rights and powers are authoritative illocutions. It takes au-
thority to be able to perform them: an umpire, but not a bystander, can call a
fault; a jury, but not a bystander, can acquit; a government, but not a private
citizen, can disenfranchise. And I suggest that if pornography is to be subor-
dinating speech, then pornography too must be authoritative. This is in har-
mony with MacKinnon:

Together with all its material supports, authoritatively saying someone is inferior
is largely how structures of status and differential treatment are demarcated and
actualized. Words and images are how people are placed in hierarchies, how social
stratification is made to seem inevitable and right, how feelings of inferiority and
superiority are engendered, and how indifference to violence against those on the

bottom is rationalized and normalized.3

What follows, if the speech act analysis of pornography succeeds? One
thing that clearly follows is that there is nothing confused about MacKinnon’s
claim. Another is that there is an argument about pornography that differs
from the traditional causal argument. Does anything more dramatic follow?
Green seems to think so: “If saying simply is doing, there is no need to worry
about the contingent causal connection and the problematic evidence for it.
The evidence for the harm is the evidence for the saying.”® We should be so
lucky. I, for one, never suggested anything quite as easy as this. If the analysis
succeeds we do face two different claims about pornography: a claim about its
perlocutionary effects, and a claim about its illocutionary force. But Green’s
suggestion 1s that if pornography is an illocutionary act of subordination, we
have a claim about what is necessarily the case, and one which requires no
additional evidence. The causal claim, on the other hand, concerns a merely
“contingent” connection, and requires “evidence” which is “problematic.”

Causal questions are not the only questions that involve contingent con-
nections and evidence: illocutionary questions may do so as well. Whether
some particular speaker has authority is a contingént matter. While it is not a
contingent matter that, for example, the umpire has authority over the tennis
score, it is a contingent matter that that man is the umpire. In order to deter-
mine what illocution was performed one needs to know not only that he
said “Fault” but also that be is the umpire. So one needs not only “evidence
for the saying,” as Green puts it, but also evidence for the authority of the
speaker.! In the case of the umpire, evidence for the authority comes as easily
as evidence for the saying. (There he is, sitting in his funny high chair by the
net, in his uniform.) Likewise in the case of the speech acts of apartheid. But
it is not always so; one can imagine cases in which the authority of an alleged
umpire, an alleged legislator, is in dispute. And in the case of pornography,
evidence for the authority is much more controversial than evidence for the
saying. So the question about pornography’s illocutionary force inevitably
involves evidence and contingent connections: if pornography had no author-
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ity, then I think it would not subordinate, no more than that man could call a
fault, if he were not the umpire. So it is a contingent, context-dependent mat-
ter whether pornography has authority and, hence, whether it subordinates. It
cannot, I think, wholly be answered from the philosopher’s armchair.!!

Green goes on to argue against the feminist conclusion that pornography
subordinates, and as a preamble to this he introduces two very useful tools for
thinking about this difficult and complex issue. One is a thought experiment:
a clear example of subordinating speech, and variants of that example that
may or may not be subordinating speech. The other is a suggested analysis of
authority, and in particular of de facto authority.2

Green asks us to consider a plausible case of a speaker “authoritatively say-
ing someone is inferior” and thereby subordinating him: the Roman Catholic
Church says that homosexuality is an “objective disorder” and an “intrinsic
moral evil.” What the Church says is not “only words,” but an authoritative
illocution. But who exactly does it subordinate? We are asked to consider two
men, living in a location where Catholics are a minority and where there is a
liberal constitution. Mick, a gay Catholic, is subordinated by the Church’s
authoritatively saying that he is inferior, since he is within the domain of the
Church’s authority, accepting its jurisdiction. But what of someone who does
not accept its jurisdiction? Green considers Mick’s neighbor Max, who is gay
and Jewish, and asks two questions: “Is Max subordinated by the words of
the Church? Does he have an objective disorder because the Church says he
does?” B The implication here is that Mick, the Catholic, is subordinated, and
has an objective disorder, because of the Church’s say-so. Green’s questions
ask whether the same applies to Max.

Notice now that we have two important and different issues before us.
One concerns the constructive power of authoritative speech: can saying so
really make it so when the Church says that someone has an “objective disor-
der”? The second concerns the jurisdiction of authoritative speech: can the
Church’s words subordinate Max, even though he does not accept its juris-
diction? The first issue is about how and whether words “construct” reality;
the second is about whose reality gets “constructed.” The second issue brings
us to Green’s analysis of de facto authority and the limits of authority’s juris-
diction. In what follows I address first the general issue of the constructive
power of authoritative speech and then the issue of jurisdiction. These two
issues concern the argument about subordination. The argument about silence
is conducted by Green on rather different terms, and I address this as a third
issue. A common theme running through all three sections is that Green’s
arguments are enlightening, helpful —and mistaken.

The Constructive Power of Authoritative Speech

Green’s implication is that Mick is subordinated and has an objective disorder
because of the Church’s say-so. Postponing the question about Max, which
concerns the jurisdiction of the Church’s authority, let us think about this
implication for Mick. What are we to make of Green’s apparent assimilation
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of the claims that Mick is subordinated and that he has an objective disorder
— or, rather, Green’s assumption that these two claims have the same kind of
status? It is plausible to suppose that Mick is subordinated because of the
Church’s say-so. But it is far less plausible to suppose that Mick has an objec-
tive disorder because of the Church’s say-so. Just as well: for if Mick did have
an objective disorder, the Church would, on the face of it, be right in saying
he had. There is surely a limit to how far saying so can make it so, even when
the sayings are authoritative. There are limits to what illocutions can do when
they “construct” social reality, and it seems unlikely that anyone’s say-so—
even in conditions of authority —can simply bring it about that someone has
an objective disorder. To be sure, Mick may believe he has an objective dis-
order, and he may count as having an objective disorder in the eyes of the
Church and his peers — but that doesn’t mean he really has one.

For some illocutions, authoritatively saying so can instantly make it so:
“You’re fired” uttered by the authoritative employer instantly makes it the
case that you are fired. “This ship is named the Queen Elizabeth,” uttered by
the official as she smashes the champagne bottle against the ship, instantly
makes it the case that the ship is named the Queen Elizabeth. These authori-
tative illocutions belong to a class Austin described as exercitive.

Contrast these examples with the words of the umpire who says “Out.”
His verdict alters the score of the game. But does he bring it about that the
ball is outside the white line? No, or a photograph could not show that the
umpire had made a mistake. It is the player, not the umpire, who brings it
abourt that the ball is outside the white line, if indeed it is—and she brings it
about, not by saying something, but by hitting something. To be sure, the
umpire does bring something about. The ball does count as outside the line
for the purposes of the score —something that would not hold if a bystander,
or player, were to say “Out” — but that does not mean the umpire made it the
case that the ball was outside the line. This authoritative illocution belongs to
a class Austin described as verdictive.'*

A verdictive illocution is an authoritative judgment that something is so
(and it may be criticized for being false). An exercitive illocution is, as Austin
put it, an authoritative decision “that something is to be so” (and it cannot be
criticized for being false, though it may be ill-advised, mistaken, or wrong).!s
A finding of “Guilty” is verdictive; a sentencing is exercitive. “It is yours” is
verdictive; “You shall have it” is exercitive. Both kinds of illocution require
authority, but there is, so to speak, a difference in their direction of fit.16 A
verdictive aims to fit the world; an exercitive aims for the world to fit the
words. A verdictive purports to map a reality. (“The ball is out.”) An exerci-
tive purports to create a reality. (“You’re out, fired!”) When a verdictive is
performed, the words fit the world: he says “Out,” because it is out. When an
exercitive is performed, the world fits the words: you are fired, because he
says “You're fired.” Actions of ranking and grading are verdictive. So too is
the action of say'iﬂng that homosexuals have an objective disorder. The Church
aims or purports to map some independent moral reality: “Homosexuality is
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an objective disorder, and an intrinsic moral evil.” What it says aims to be true
(and is doubtless believed by the speaker to be true), but saying so does not
make it so, though it may make it count as so—just as the umpire’s “Out”
does not make the ball so, though it may count as so for the purpose of the
game. Neither Mick nor Max has an objective disorder because the Church
says they do, although one or both may be subordinated because it says they do.

Does this mean that verdictives do not after all “construct reality,” are not
truly “performative,” and are hence irrelevant to the question of subordina-
tion? By no means. Consider these remarks from MacKinnon about word-
world direction of fit, when it comes to the speech of those in power or
authority.

Having power means, among other things, that when someone says, “This is how
it is” it is taken as being that way...[The] beliefs of the powerful become
[proven], in part because the world actually arranges itself to affirm what the pow-
erful want to see. If you perceive this as a process, you might call it force, or at
least pressure or socialization or what money can buy. If it is imperceptible as a
process, vou may consider it voluntary or consensual or free will or human narture,
or just the way things are. Beneath this, though, the world is not entirely the way

the powerful say it is or want to believe it is."”

Clearly the thought here is close cousin to the thought in the passage above
about “authoritatively saying someone is inferior,” so for present purposes
we can slide over the possible distinction between power and authority.
MacKinnon is talking here of both the speech and the beliefs of those in
power or authority, and for present purposes I will focus on speech.

When “This is how it is” is said by someone in authority, it is an authori-
tative judgment that something is so: it is verdictive. There is at least one clear
sense in which verdictives do “construct” part of reality: when they bring it
about that something counts as thus and so, it is “taken to be” thus and so.
When someone in authority says, “This is how it is,” it is “taken as being”
that way. If the ball is called “Out” by the umpire, it is “taken as being” out:
it counts as out for the purposes of the match. Part of the world —namely the
score —does indeed adjust itself to fit the umpire’s words. And in this latter
respect a verdictive has an exercitive dimension. So a verdictive’s direction of
fit is a complex matter. The umpire’s verdict has, on the one hand, a word-to-
fit-world direction of fit, since it aims to conform to a truth about the physi-
cal location of the ball. That is why it is appropriate to say, of a correct call:
the umpire says it is out because it is out. But what the umpire says also has,
in part, a world-to-fit-word direction of fit, since it aims for part of the world
—the score, and the beliefs of the crowd —to conform to the verdict. That is
why it seems almost as appropriate to say: the ball is out (it counts as out)
because he says it 1s out.

Apply this now to people. If you are authoritatively ranked as inferior, you
count socially as inferior, and in this sense your social being is constructed as
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inferior, where the construction concerns how you stand in the eyes of others.
It may also be that as a result of the authoritative ranking you count in your
own eyes as inferior, and in this sense you construct yourself as inferior. The
ranking, on its own, ensures that you count as inferior, and since status really
is a matter of how vou are viewed, the ranking does alter your status for the
worse. In this way, authoritatively saying that someone exists as thus-and-so
can indeed construct the social reality of what someone is!® —though 1t does
not make it the case that you have an objective disorder, or that you are objec-
tively inferior, independent of what you count as being in the eyes of others.

There are certain realist assumptions behind the distinction between ver-
dictive and exercitive speech. (That realism is implicit in MacKinnon’s view
when she says “the world is not entirely the way the powerful say it is or want
to believe it is.”) Whether the ball is out is a fact independent of people’s say-
ings and believings; whether it counts as out is not. In the case of verdictives,
but not exercitives, there is a difference between being thus-and-so and count-
ing as thus-and-so according to authoritative judgment. There is a difference
between really being out and counting as out (in the verdictive case); there is
no difference between really being fired and counting as fired (in the exerci-
tive case). And someone who rejects these realist assumptions might object.

‘Someone who thinks reality is exhausted by social, or mental, or textual
reality may find the alleged distinction implausible. If the ball is authorita-
tively called out, it counts as out, is believed to be out—the ball is out, and
there is no point wasting breath and time on drawing these apart. But the
implications of abandoning the realist assumptions are grim. If the Church
authoritatively says Mick has an objective disorder, he not only counts as hav-
ing an objective disorder and is believed to have an objective disorder in the
eyes of Church and community — he does have an objective disorder. But it is
surely no waste of breath and time to draw these apart. The Church’s verdic-
tive saying so may make it seem so, make it count as so, make it believed to
be so. But the Church’s saying so does not make it so.

There is a second way in which verdictives, while aiming to reflect the
world, may actively construct it. MacKinnon suggests that when the power-
ful say “This is how it is,” what they say can become true, at least in part,
“because the world actually arranges itself to affirm” what the powerful say.
This suggests a different way in which saying so can make it so. This second
kind of construction has to do with the causal effects of verdictive speech —
the perlocutionary acts associated with verdictive illocutionary acts, the
etfects that depend on circumstance, contingencies of psychology, and the
influence of expectation on behavior and ability. The illocutions of ranking
can have perlocutionary effects that are disastrous: acts of ranking can some-
times be self-fulfilling, not just with respect to the rank a person counts as
having, but with respect to certain real properties she comes to have (proper-
ties caused, but not constituted, by the way she is viewed). When a person

 “counts” as thus and so in the eyes of others, he or she can, at least in part,

really become so.
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An old example may help here —provided that we can avoid being side-
tracked into contested questions about intelligence, IQ, and their probable or
possible noncorrelation. The point, I hope, will be clear. When a child is
authoritatively ranked as having a lower than average intelligence, and is
accordingly believed by her teachers to have a lower than average intelligence,
the child can, to a certain degree, really come to have a lower than average
intelligence or, in any case, one that is lower than she would otherwise have.
When you are ranked as worse, you are believed to be worse, and then you
really become worse."”

Whether and to what degree this happens depends very much on con-
tingencies of psychology and context, and this empirical self-fulfilling aspect
of some verdictives is to be sharply distinguished from the constitutive self-
fultilling aspect of the exercitive illocution —the self-fulfilling “You’re fired,”
which instantly makes it the case that you are fired. The verdictives of the
Pygmalion studies— “Anna has a low IQ score” —are by no means instantly
self-fulfilling, though with time and the classroom neglect of Anna which they
legitimate, the verdictives may become true. In saying “Anna has a low IQ
score,” the experimenter ranks Anna’s intelligence as inferior. He says some-
thing false, at the time of his saying. But by saying “Anna has a low IQ score,”
the experimenter causes Anna to have a low (or lower) IQ score. His ranking
has become true (or at any rate, more accurate than it had been at the time of
uttering.) His illocutionary verdictive has in a sense been made true later,
causally, by his associated perlocutionary act.

When verdictives are self-fulfilling, their world-altering power can resem-
ble the world-altering power of simple exercitives. As a verdictive, an act of
ranking (“Anna has a low IQ score”) purports to conform to reality, claims to
hold up a mirror to the world. In its exercitive aspect, the speech act con-
structs some small part of the social world: it constitutively alters the social
analog of the score in tennis, what Anna’s intelligence counts as in the eyes of
teachers and classmates, though not—yet—what Anna’s intelligence really is.
But now what Anna’s intelligence counts as being begins to have an effect on
what Anna’s intelligence really is, and the speech act constructs a different
small part of the social world — it empirically alters Anna’s abilities, because
people’s lives and abilities are sensitive to rankings in a way that balls and
lines on a court are not.

So in short there are two ways in which verdictive saying so can some-
times, at least partly, make it so, two ways in which verdictive speech can
“construct” reality. The first, and constitutive, way is by making it count as
so. (“When the powerful say ‘This is how it is; it is taken to be that way.”)
The second, and empirical, way, is by sometimes making it (in part) really
so. (“When the powerful say ‘This is how it is; the world arranges itself to
affirm” what the powerful say.)

One result is that verdictives disguise their own constructive power. When
someone says “This is how it is,” what he says does not seem to be construct-
ing the world: he purports to represent the world. His words aim to fit the
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world. A mirror does not create, it merely reflects. But words which aim
merely to mirror —which purport merely to mirror —can also create, and
make the world fit the words.??

In what ways, then, does subordinating speech “construct” reality? The
notion of subordination I described at the outset incorporates a mixed bag of
verdictive and exercitive speech acts: the speech acts of apartheid, I suggested,
rank a particular group as inferior, deprive them of powers and rights, legiti-
mate discrimination against them. Illocutions of ranking are basically verdic-
tive; illocutions of legitimating certain behavior, and depriving of powers, are
basically exercitive. We can see that this mixed bag of authoritative speech
acts is probably present in Green’s example as well. The Church ranks homo-
sexuals as inferior; deprives at least some of them of powers and rights (Mick
cannot, for example, obtain the Church’s blessing for his relationship with his
partner); and legitimates discrimination against them whether in the work-
place or in social life. The Church has a role that is in some ways comparable
to the role I attributed to pornography, as a source of normative guidance
about sex that legitimates certain patterns of sexual behavior and not others.
Green thinks the Church is in fact unlike pornography in this respect: “It
would be hopelessly naive...to think that each [pornographic] image bears
the message ‘Look, this is how it is to be done: this is right and proper.”?!
Perhaps so. But it would also be hopelessly naive to think that everything
that is a source of normative guidance bears the message “Look, this is how it
is to be done: this is right and proper.” Pornography legitimates — makes per-
missible — certain ways of acting in part by representing them as ordinary,
as normal.

That is why MacKinnon says that “words and images are how ... social
stratification is made to seem inevitable and right...and how indifference
to violence against those on the bottom is rationalized and normalized.”*?
Empirical work suggests MacKinnon is right: whatever their intentions in
consuming pornography, people’s normative beliefs are indeed altered by
exposure to it. They are more likely to view women as inferior, more likely to
accept rape myths (that women enjoy rape, and that they do not mean to
refuse when they say no), more likely to think rape a less serious offense, more
likely to think that rape victims deserve their treatment, more likely to say
that they themselves would rape if they could get away with it. These per-
locutionary effects on normative beliefs are well explained by supposing that
pornography has legitimated such beliefs. Such data are ignored and left un-
explained by theorists who decide a priori that pornography presents its
norms as impossible, as unrealizable, or as not-to-be-realized.?> So we can
allow that the say-so of the Catholic Church and pornography are alike in
being illocutions that legitimate certain patterns of sexual behavior. Such
speech acts, as Green says, “create a status hierarchy of desires, acts, relation-
ships, and thus, in certain respects, people.”**

When the Church authoritatively says that “homosexuals have an objec-
tive disorder,” while its verdict does not make it true that gays have “an objec-
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tive disorder,” it does subordinate gays, in part because it makes them count
—in the eyes of Church and community —as beings who have an objective
disorder. They are, to shift MacKinnon’s words out of context, “taken as
being that way.”?’ Just as the umpire’s verdict has an exercitive dimension in
the way it alters one social part of the world —the score of the game —so the
Church’s verdict has an exercitive dimension in the way it alters one social
part of the world —the status of gays. In addition there are the empirical psy-
chological and social harms that befall an individual who is taken to be sub-
ordinate, harms that are the effects of being made to count that way, in the
eyes of Church and community.

So far we have been thinking about the first of the two issues raised by
Green’s questions, the issue of the constructive power of authoritative speech,
the different ways in which saying so can really make it so, the different ways
in which words can “construct” reality. It is time now to turn to the second of
the issues he raised, the question of authority’s jurisdiction —the question of

whose reality gets “constructed.”

De Facto Authority and Its Jurisdiction

Assuming that Mick is subordinated and has an objective disorder, Green
asks whether the same is true of Max. We need to restrict the question, how-
ever, since not even Mick has an objective disorder because of the Church’s
say-so. We can think about whether Max is subordinated. Green’s conclusion
is that Max is not subordinated, despite the fact that the Church’s verdicts
are, as claims about natural law, addressed to him as well as Mick. Max is
insulated from the Church’s verdicts, not only because he himself rejects the
Church’s jurisdiction but also because his country has a liberal constitution,
the Church is in a minority, and its speech is merely tolerated, not endorsed,
by the broader society. These factors mean, according to Green, that Max is
not within the jurisdiction of the Church’s authority. If, on the other hand,
“the Church were established and its dictates widely accepted as binding stan-
dards of behavior,” then the Church would have effective authority —de facto
authority — over Max, and he too, like Mick, would be subordinated, not-
withstanding his own rejection of its jurisdiction.

The guiding principle behind Green’s argument is in harmony with my
own, namely that “whether speech has the power to subordinate is not sim-
ply a function of what is said but on the whole social context in which it
occurs.”?” His example convincingly shows how speakers whose authority is
less than, and different from, that of the state can nonetheless subordinate.
His conclusion about the jurisdiction of authority is based on a particular
analysis of de facto authority and its conditions, however, and it is this which
grounds his later conclusions about pornography. It is, I think, a mistaken
analysis.

According to Green, the first necessary condition for the Church’s de facto
authority over someone like Max, who does not accept the Church’s author-
ity, is one of a perceived legitimacy: “the norms prescribed by the Church
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