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EDITORIAL

In its few years of existence, the feminist movement has grown at an extraordinary rate. We are no longer
only a small collection of organized groups; the “Women's movement today is found as well in the myriad
new women's studies programs; in job actions for better pay; in child care and abortion projects; in the
wealth of new writing by feminist journafists and writers; in the speak-outs and teachins; in the legal suits
challenging sexist laws; and in the changing consciousness of literally millions of individual women.

This explosion, rather than being a sign of disorganization or failure, is a sign of our success as a grass
raots movement. The women's movement is thus not only an organized political force but a state of mind as
well. The contents of Notes From the Third Year reflect this expansion. This year has seen fewer manifestoes
and more work on specific issues such as prostitution, women’s literature, rape, and fesbianism. It has been a

period of intensive rather than extensive analysis.

But there are problems to solve if the feminist movement is to achieve its end of eliminating sex rofes. A
euphoric period of consciousness-raising has come to an end, and a more sober evaluation has replaced it,
Women are beginning to see that consciousness.raising is meant as a stage of growth, not the ultimate stage of
growth. It is limited as @ 100l If we don't move on from consciousnessvaising both as individusls and as
groups, we face the danger of stagnation. Instead we must begin 1o se the knowledge gained to make both
internal and external changes. Groups must move to analysis, small group actions and, most difficuft, farge

collective actions and organization.
In moving from the small amorphous rap group toward a more outward-directed group, the problem of

“structure” arises. The women’s movement will need to work out for itself a satisfactory form which can
avoid the typical pitfalls of authoritarian leadership or inflexible ideology which so many- other movements
have experienced. With so many women's present dislike for authoritarianism, peshaps one of the major
achievements of feminism will be to wark out new ways of organizing ourselves that will encourage responsi-
bility in all members, but discourage elitism~a form which can encourage strength in all women rather than
ereate followers, Our success in accomplishing this goal will in no small part depend upon our ability to be as
actively supportive of each other’s new strengths and achievements as befare (especiafly during consciousness-

raising) we have been supportive and compassionate of each other’s failures.

Another important development in the women’s movement over the past year has been the increased
cross-fertilization between the so-called “women’s sector and the “women’s liberation” sector. Femi-
nists are discovering not only that moderate and radical feminists can be found in both camps (coming from
the Left, for example, doss not guarantes radical feminism), but aso that they have a great deal more in
common than was originally thought. Each sector makes important contributions 1o the larger feminist strug-
gle; the “rights” sector’s strong emphasis on fegal changes, for example, must be united with the “fiberation’”

ctor's stress on internal changes. Together we can win important victories, always with the understanding
that no one issue wins the whole fight, and that the final victory lies both in destroying the institutions of
sexism and in the changsd consciousness of all wamen
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1. LIBERATING HISTORY

The First Feminists
by JUDITH HOLE and ELLEN LEVINE

$usitn Wole and Ellen Levine are the authors of Aebirth of Feminism, a study of the resurgence of erinism in the United
States. The book is a history and analysis of the origins, organizational development, philosophy, issuss, and activities of the new

women's

movement. The following excert, the introductory chapter, is @ brief discussion of the first feminist

movement
eatln e Vi ket o ey fontey etV o e o e i Girkion o shw A R et
Tther 1o 38rve 35 an indication that the COMEMPOTAFY women's movement has 3 Much ignored historical

The contemporary women’s movement is not the
first such movement in American history (o offer
a wide-ranging feminist critique of society. In fact,
much of what seems “radical” in contemporary
feminist analysis parallels the critique made by the
feminists of the nineteenth century. Both the early
and the contemporary forminists have engaged in &
fundamental reexamination of the role of women
in all spheres of life, and of the relationships of
men and women in all social, political, economic
and cultural intitutions. Both have defined women
as an oppressed group and have traced the origin
of women’s subjugation to male-defined and male-
dominated social institutions and value systems.

When the easly feminist movement emerged i
the nineteenth century, the “woman issue” was
extensively debated in the national press, in politi-
cal gatherings, and from church pulpits. The worn-
en's groups, their platforms, and their leaders, al-
though not always well received or understood,
wete extremely well known. Until recently, how-
ever, that carly feminist movement has been only
cursorily discussed in American history textbooks,
and then only in terms of the drive for suffrage.
Even a brief reading of early feminist writings and
of the few histories that have dealt specifically
with the woman's movement (as it was called
then) reveals that the drive for suffrage became
the single focus of the movement only after sev-
ersl decades of a more multissued campaign for
women's equality.

The woman’s movement emerged during the
1800's. It was a time of geographic expansion, in-
dustrial  development, grawth of social teform
movements, and a general intellectual ferment with
a philosophical emphasis on individual freedom,
the “rights of man,” and universal education. In
fact, some of the earliest efforts to extend oppor-

tunities 1o women were made in the field of edu-
cation. In 1833, Oberlin became  the first college
1o open its doors to both men and women. Al-
though female education at Oberlin was regarded
as necessary (o ensure the development of good
and proper wives and mothers, the open admission
policy paved the way for the founding of other
schools, some devoted entirely to women’s educa-
tion.' Much of the ground-breaking work in edu-
cation was done by Emma Willard, who had cam-
paigned vigorously for educational facilities for
women beginning in the early 1820's, Frances
Wright, one of the first women orators, was also @
strong advocate of education for women. She
viewed women as an oppressed group and argued
that, “Until women assume the place in society
which good sense and good feeling alike assign to
them, human improvement must advance but fee-
bly.”* Central to her discussion of the inequalities
etween the sexes was @ particular concern with
the need for equal educational training for women.

It was in the abolition movement of the
1830's, however, that the woman's sights move-
ment as such had its political origins. When wom-
en began working in eamest for the abolition of
slavery, they quickly leamned that they could not
function as political equals with their male aboli-
tionist friends. Not only were they barred from
membership in some organizations, but they had
to wage an uphill battle for the right simply to
speak in public. Sarah and Angelina Grimke,
daughters of a South Carolina slaveholding family,
were among the first to fight this battle. Early in
their lives the sisters left South Carolina, moved
north, and began to speak out publicly on the
abolition issue. Within a short time they drew the
wrath of different sectors of society, A Pastoral
letter from the Council of the Congregationzlist
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Ministers of Massachusetts typified the attack:

The sppropsisie dutes und iniuence of woman are clear:

ly stated in the New Testament. ... The power of wom-

from’the conseiousnss of

given her for her protec:

son. . When she asumes the ‘place and tone of man as

= bl At e g b God has
I o Rt et o Bemabil

The brutal and unceasing attacks (sometimes physi-
caf) on the wonien convinced the Grimkés that
the issues of freedom for slaves and freedom for
women were inextricably linked. The women be-
gan to speak about both issues, but because of the
objections from male abolitionists who were afraid
that discussions of woman’s rights would “muddy
the waters” they often spoke about the “woman
question™ as a separate issue. (In fact, Lucy Stone,
an carly feminist and abolitionist, lectured on abo-
fition on Saturdays and Sundays and on women's
rights during the week.)

In an 1837 letter 1o the President of the Bos-
ton Female Anti-Slavery Society—by that time
many female anti-slavery societies had been estab-
lished in response to the exclusionary policy of
the male abolitionist groups~Sarah Grimké ad-
dressed herself directly to the question of woman's
status:

AL visory atests tat man has sbjopted woman 0 s
will, used her a5 & means to promote his selfish gratifica-
tln, to minjte 10 s sensal plesbre, 0 be instmumental
in promoting his comfort; but never has he desired to cle-
vate her 10 that rank she was created to fill. He has done
all he could to debase and enslave her mind; and now he
ooks triumphantly on the ruin he has wrought, and says,
the beng i R thus ceepy nfoed s s oo . But
Lask no favors for my se» ¥ of our brethren is,
Kty i s e T ot s ik gl
us to stand uprght on that ground which God designed us
to ocoupy.$

The Grimkés challenged both the assumption of
the “natural superiority of man” and the social
institutions predicated on that assumption. For ex-
ample, in her “Letters on the Equality of the Sex-
e Sarah Grimké argued against both religious
dogma and the institution of marriage. Two. brief
examples are indicative:

< Adam’s ready -\uquki«mc \Vuh hh M[es pmpouh
does not savor much of that Superior trengilt of
mind, which is arrogated by man.®

n has exercised the most unlimited and brutal power

v womdn, e e peculiar character of husband-a word
in most countries synonymous with tyrant
stead of being elevated by her union with man, which
might be expected from an alliance with a superior being, is
in reality lowered. She generally loses her individuality, her
independent character, her moral being. She becomes ab-
sotbed into him, and henceforth is looked at, d acts
through the medium of her husband.®
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They attacked as well the manifestations of “male
superiority” in the employment market. In a letter
“On the Condition of Women in the United
States” Sarah Grimké wrote of:

. the disproportionate Value set on the time and labor of
men and of women, A man who Is engaged in teaching, can
always, | believe, command a higher price for tuition than 3
woman~even when he tesches the sime branches, and is

o
much for ma King  Waisicoat o ns as a woman,
although the work done by each |my be lquﬂ“\' good.”

The abolition movement continued fo expand,
and in 1840 a World Anti-Slavery Convention was
held in London. The American delegation included
a group of women, among them Lucretia Mott
and Efizabeth Cady Stanton. In Volume I of the
History of Woman Suffrage, written and edited by
Stanton, Susan B. Aathony, and Matilda Joslyn
Gage, the authors note that the mere presence of
women delegates produced an “excitement and
vehemence of protest and denunciation ([that]
could not have been greater, if the news had come
that the French were about to invade England.”®
The women were relegated to the galleries and
prohibited from participating in any of the pro-
ceedings. That society at large frowned upon wom-
en participating in political activities was one
thing; that the leading male radicals, those most
concerned with social inequalities, should also dis-
criminate against Women Was quite anather. The
events at the world conference reinforced the
women’s growing awareness that the battle for the
abolition of Nego slavery could never be won
without a battle for the abolition of woman’s sfav-

As Lucretia Mott and Elizabeth Cady Stanton wended their
m de

the men to whom they had just listened had manifested
their great néed of some education on that question,”

Mott and Stanton returned to America and contin-
ued their abolitionist work as well s pressing for
state legislative reforms on woman's property and
family cights. Although the women had discussed
the idea of calling a public meeting on woman’s
rights, the possibility did not materiglize uatil
eight years after the London Convention, On July
14, 1848, they placed a small notice in the Seneca
(New York) County Courier announcing a “Wom-
an’s Rights Convention.” Five days later, on July
19 and 20, some three hundred interested women




and wen, coming from as fac as fifty wiles,
crowded into the small Wesleyan Chapel (now 2
gas station) and approved a Declaration of Senti-
ments (modeled on the Declaration of Independ-
ence) and twelve Resolutions, The delineation of
issues in the Declaration bears a startling resem-
blance to contemporary feminist writings. Some
excerpts are ustrative:!

We hold these trths to be siferident: that sl men and
pmen o craied loqual e Wy st endoitod by it
Creator with ¢ inalienable rights: that among these arc

Hc, Herts tad, Ine pueseiof hepioss

The history of minkind s 8 istory of epeated injuriss and

Shpitions s o purt of vas towitd woman aing

et objet. the sstabihment of s Sbaoho
To prove (hls fet acs b

nny over
e Hibmittes o+ casdi
world

He s compeled her 10 submit 10 1aws, in the formation of
which she hi

He has made her, if married, in the eye of the law, civilly
dead. ...

He has monopolized nearly all the profitable employments,

o those she is permitted (o follow, she receives
but a scanty emuneration. He closes against her all the
avenues 10/ wedlth and dstinction whiehhe considers
most honorable” o himself, As @ teacher of theology
medicine, or law, she s nof known.

He allows her i church, 35 wel e, but 4 subordinate
position, claiming Apm(ulx- Salhoy Tok her Siclision
from the ministry, and, with some exceptions, from any
Public pacticipation in the affairs of the Church.

He b sretnd ¢ e public entiment by i o e

088 » dilferent, sode of moral for men and

s ohi e

from socety. e not only tolerated, but deemed. of

little account in

Hhas smuped the psroguive oftetorhs sl chining
it as s igt e 8 phere of acton, yhen
14t Delongsto her conscience and to her God

He has endeavored, in every way that he could, to destroy
her confidence n het own .m\.m, o lessen her s
respect, and to make her willing to lead a dependent
ind abie it

Included in the list of twelve resolutions was one
which tead: “Resolved, That it is the duty of the
women of this country to secure to themselves
their sacred right (o the elective franchise.”

Although the Seneca Falls Convention is consid-
ered the official beginning of the woman’s suffrage
wovement. it i important o teiterate that the
goal of the early woman's rights movement was
not §imied o the demand for suffrage. In fact,
the suffrage resolution was included only. after
fengthy debate, and was the only resolution ot
accepted unanimously. Those participants at the
Convention Who actively opposed the inclusion of
the suffrage resolution:

8 demand f5r the sight. to Vote Would defeat
med more rational, and make the whole

feared
others they ds

movement. ridiculous. But Mres. Suinton and Frederick
Douglass seeing tht the power to choose fulers and make
laws, was {he right by which all others could be secured,
persistently advocated the resolution

Far more important (0 most of the women at the
Convention was their desire o gain control of
their property and earnings, guardianship of their
children, rights to divorce, etc, Nowwithstanding
the disagreements at the Convention, the Seneca
Falls meeting was of grear historical significance.
As Flexner has noted:

[The women] themselves were fully awate of the nature of
the steg they wete wking: todsy's debt o them has been
inadequately acknowledge ing jn 1848 it was
possible for women who rebelic ¢ circumstances
&7 e nes, 10 ¥ow it ey were ot ione-AHTho0Rh
often the news reached them only through a vitsiolic ser-
mon or an abusive newspaper editorial. But a movement
had been launched which they could either join, or ignote,
that would leave its imprint on the lives of their daughters
and of women throughaut the worla.

From 1848 until the beginning of the Civil
War, Woman's Rights Conventions were held nearly
every year in different cities in the East and Mid-
west. The 1850 Convention in Salem, Ohio:

. had one peculiar characteridtic. It was officered enticely
by women; not a man was allowed to sit on the platform,
to speak, or vote. Never did men so suffer. They implored
ust 1o sty 3 WOrd; but no; the Président was inflexible-no
man should be heard. If one meekly arose to make a sug-
gistion be was at once culed out of arder. Fac the ficst
time in the world’s history, men leared how it felt to sit
in silence when questions in which they were interested
were under discussion.*

As the woman's movement gained in strength,
attacks upon it became more vitriolic. In news-
paper editorials and church sermons anti-feminists
argued vociferously that the public arena was not
the proper place for women. In response to such
criticism, Stanton wrote in an article in the Roch-
ester, New York National Reformer:

If God has asdigned 2 sphere to man and one 10 woran,
clim the gt 10 judge curselvesof Hisdesgt n pirichs
man the sime privi . We

ing a jackass of himull in the
n our legidaie alls

o G wondseed: 4ttt waota hat Yo douhts aboue e
prosm puition assigasd e being th fre ope, whes har
every-day experience shows her that man makes such fatal
mistakes in rogard to himself?* %

It was abundantly clear to the women that
they could not rely on the pulpit or the “estab-
lishment" press for either factual or sympathetic
Teportage; nor could they use the press as a means
to disseminate their ideas. As a result they de-
pended on the abolitionist papers of the day, and
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in addition founded a number of independent
women’s journals including The Lily, The Una,
Woman's Advocate, Pittsburgh Visiter [sic], etc.

One of the many issues with which the women
activists were concerned was dress reform. Some
began to wear the ‘“bloomer” costume (a mis-
nomer since Amelia Bloomer, although an advocate
of the loose-fitting dress, was neither its originator
nor the first to wear it) in protest against the
tight-fitting and singularly uncomfortable cinched-
waisted stays and layers of petticoats. However, as
Flexner has noted, “The attempt at dress reform,
although badly needed, was not only unsuccessful,
but boomeranged and had to be abandoned
Women's rights advocates became known as
“bloomers™ and the movement for equal rights as
well as the individual women were subjected to
increasing ridicule. Elizabeth Cady Stanton, one of
the earliest to wear the more comfortable outfit,
was one of the first to suggest its rejection. In @
Jetter to Susan B. Anthony she wrote:

t the dress on for greater (mmm L physt
&l Besdom compared with menial
wise, Susan, to use up so much ooty e (:Ehng that
way. You can put them (o better use. I speak from experi
ence,

When the Civil War began in 1861, woman’s
rights advocates were urged to abandon their cause
and support the war effort. Although Anthony
and Stanton continued arguing that any battle for
freedom must include woman’s freedom, the wom-
an's movement activities essentially stopped for the
duration of the war. After the war and the ratifi-
cation of the Thirteenth Amendment abolishing
slavery (for which the women activists had cam-
paigned vigorously), the abolitionists began to
press for passage of a Fourteenth Amendment to
secure the rights, privileges, and immunities of citi-
zens (the new freedmen) under the law. In the
second section of the proposed Amendment, how-
ever, the word “male” appeared, introducing a sex
distinction into the Constitution for the first time.
Shocked and enraged by the introduction of the
word “male,” the women activists mounted an ex-
tensive campaign to eliminate it. They were dis-
mayed to find that no one, neither the Republican
administration nor their old abolitionist allies, had
any intention of “complicating” the campaign for
Negroes' rights by advocating women's rights s
well. Over and over again the women were fold,
“This is the Negroes' hour.” The authors of His-
tory of Woman Suffrage analyzed the women’s sit-

uation:

During the six vears they held their own claims in abeyance
to the siaves of the South, and labored to inspire the peo-
ple with enthusiasm for the great measures of the Republi-
can party, they were highly honored as “wise, loyal, and
clear-sighted.” But again when the slaves were emancipated
and they asked that women should be recognized in the
reconstruction as citizens of the Republic, equal before the
law, all these transcendent virtues vanished Jike dew before
the momning sun. And thus it ever is so long as woman
Iabors o econd man's endeavors 4nd exalt s sex sbove
e own, her virtues pass unquestioned; but wien she dares
o demind et e R e ontes

5, dress, personal appearance, character, are subjects
Tor rdievi nd deteacton.?

The women met with the same response when
they campaigned to get the word “sex” added to
the proposed Fifteenth Amendment which would
prohibit the denial of suffrage on account of

As a result of these setbacks, the woman's
movement assumed as its first priority the drive
for woman’s suffrage. It must be noted, however,
that while nearly all the women activists agreed on
the, need for suffrage, in 1869 the movement split
over ideological and tactical questions into two
major factions. In May of that year, Susan B. An-
thony and Elizabeth Cady Stanton organized the
National Woman Suffrage Association. Six months
later, Lucy Stone and others organized the Ameri-
can Woman Suffrage Association. The American, in
an attempt to make the idea of woman's suffrage
“respectable,” limited its activities fo that issue,
and refused to address itself to any of the more
“controversial® subjects such as marriage or the
church. The National, on the other hand, em-
braced the broad cause of woman's rights of
which the vote was seen primarily as a means of
achieving those rights. During this time Anthony
and Stanton founded The Revolution, which be-
came one of dte best known of the independent
women’s newspapers. The weekly journal began in
January, 1868, and took as its motto, “Men, their
rights and nothing more; women, their rights and
nothing less.” fn addition to discussion of suffrage,
The Revolution examined the institutions of mar-
riage, the law, organized religion, etc. Moreover,
the newspaper touched on “such incendiary topics
as the double standard and prostitution.”? Flex-
ner describes the paper:

[1t] made a contribut e women's cause out of all
pacion o il s o pee lifespan, or modest circu-
lation ... Hete was news not to be found elsewhereof
the organization of women typesetters, ftailoresses, and

siomatism for papers edited by and for women. [t gave their
movement a forum, focus, and direction, It pointed, it led,
and it fought, with vigor and vehemence.30




The two suffrage organi
over twenty. years

tions coexisted for
and used some of the same tac-

tics in. their campaigns for suffrage: lecture tours,
lobbying activities, petition campaigns, etc. The
American, however, focused exclusively on state-
by-state action, while the National in addition
pushed for a woman suffrage Amendment to the
Constitution, Susan B. Anthony and others also
attempted to gain the vote through court deci-
sions. The

Supreme  Court, however, held in

that suffrage was not necessarily one of
the privileges and immunities of citizens protected
by the Fourteenth Amendment. Thus, although
women Were  cifizens it was nonethefess permissi-
ble, according to the Court, to constitutionally
limit the tight to vote to wales.

During this same  period,
movement had

temperance
Large numbers of
women, including some suffragists, became actively
involved in the temperance cause. It is important
to note that one of the main reasons women be-
came involved in pressing for laws restricting the
sale and consumption of alcohol was that their
legal status as married women offered them no
protection against either physical abuse or aban-
donment by a drunken husband. It might be add-
ed that the reason separate women’s emperance
organizations were formed was that women were

emerged.

not permitied to participate in the men’s groups.
In spite of the fact that temperance was in “wom-
en’s interests,” the growth of the women's temper-
ance movement solidified the liquor and brewing
industries” Opposition to woman
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Tage. As a re-
sult, suffrage leaders became convinced of the ne-
cessity of keeping the two issues separate;

As the campaign for woman suffrage grew,
more and more sympathizers were attracted to the
conservative and “respectable” American Associa-
tion which, as noted above, deliberately limited its
work to the single issue of suffrage. After two
decades “respectability” won out, and the broad-
Tanging jssues Of the earlier movement had been
largely subsumed by suffrage. (Even the Stanton-
Anthony forees had somewhat redefined their
goals and were focusing primarily on suffrage.) By
1890, when the American and the National
merged (o become the National American Woman
Suffrage Association, the woman’s movement had,
in fact, been transformed into the single-issue suf-
frage movement. Moreover, although Elizabeth
Cady Stanton, NAWSA's first president, was suc-
ceeded two years later by Susan B. Anthony, the
first women activists, With their catholic range of

concerns, wese slowly being replaced by & sccond
group far more limited in their political analysis.
It should be noted that Stanton herself, after her
two-year ferm as president of the new organiz
tion, withdrew from active work in the suffrage
campaign. Although one of the earliest feminist
leaders to understand the need for woman suf-
frage, by this time Stanton believed that the main
obstacle to woman’s equality was the church and
organized religion

During the entire development of the woman’s
movement, perhaps the argument most often used
by anti-feminists was that the subjugation of wom-
en was divinely ordained as written in the Bible.
Stanton attacked the argument head-on, She and a
sroup of twenty-three women, inchding three or-
dained ministers, produced The Woman's Bible
which presented a systematic feminist eritique of
woman’s role and image in the Bible. Some Bibli-
cal chapters were presented as proof that the
Scripture itself was the source of woman’s subjuga-
tion; others to show that, if reinterpreted, men
and women were indeed equals in the Bible, not
superior and inferior beings. “We have made a fet-
ich [sic] of the Bible long enough. The time has
come to read it as we do all other books, accept-
ing the good and rejecting the evil it feaches.™>
Dismissing the “rib story” as a “petty surgical op-
eration,” Stanton argoed further that the entire
structure of the Bible was predicated on the no-
tion of Eve's (woman's) cormuption:

Take the snake, the fruit-ree and the woman from the
tableau, and we have no fall, nor frowning Judge, no Infer-
1o, no everlasting punishment; ~hence no need of a Savior
Thus the bottom falls out of the whole Christisn theology.
Here is the reason why in al the Biblical researches and
higher criticisms, the scholars never touch the position of
wome

Not surprisingly
ered

The Woman's Bible was consid-
scandalous and sacriligious by most. The Suf-
frage Association members themselves, with the ex-
ception of Anthony and @ few others, publicly dis-
avowed Stanton and her work. They feared that
the image of the already controversial suffi
movement would be irreparably damaged if the
public were to associate it with Stanton’s radical
tract.

Shortly after the turn of the century, the sec-
ond generation of woman suffragists came of age
and new leaders replaced the old. Carrie Chapman
Catt is perhaps the best known; she succeeded An-
thony as president of the Natioal American Wom-
an Suffrage Association, which by then had be-




come a large and somewhat unwieldy organization.
though limited gains were schieved (a number of

western states hiad enfranchised women), no major
progress was made in the campaign for suffrage
until Alice Paul, a young and extremely militant
suffragist, became active in the movement. In
April, 1913, she formed a small radical group
known as the Congressional Union (later reorgan-

ized as the Woman’s Party) to work exclusively on
a campaign for a federal woman’s suffrage Amend-
ment using any tactics necessary, no matter how
unorthodox. Her group organized parades, mass
demonstrations, hunger strikes, and its members
were on several oceasions arrested and jailed.* Al-
though many suffragists rejected both the militant
style and tactics of the Congressional Union, they
nonetheless did consider Paul and her followers in
large part responsible for “shocking” the languish-
ing movement into actively pressuring for the fed-
mendment. The woman suffrage Amendment
(known as the “Anthony Amendment”

eral /
intro-

duced into every session of Congress from 1878
on, was finally ratified on August 26, 1920

Neatly three-quarters of & century had passed
since the demand for woman suffrage had first
been made at the Sencca Falls Convention. By
1920, so much energy had been expended

achieving the right fo vote that the woman's

movement virtually collapsed from exhaustion. To
achieve the vote alone, as Carrie Chapman Catt
had computed, took:

. fifty-two years of pauseless campaig

Fuigns of raltcendi 1o, msle Vo6 480 sampa
Logisatures o' submit suffiags. amendments 1 votes; 47
campaigns to get State constitutional canventions to write
woman suffrage into siate constitutions: 277 campaigns to
get State party conventions 10 include woman- suffrage
planks; 30 campaigns (o get presidential party conventions
1o adopt woman suffrage planks in party, platforms; and 19
campaigns with 19 successive Congresses. 20

With the passage of the Nineteenth Amendment
the majority of women activists as well as the
public at large gssumed that having gained the
vote woman’s complete equality hiad been virtually
obtained

It must be remembered, however, that for most
of the period that the woman’s movement existed,
suffrage had not been seen as an all-inclusive goal,
but as a means of achieving equality—suffrage, was
only one element in the wide-ranging feminist cri-
tique questioning the fundamental organization of
society, Historians, however, have for the most
part ignored this radical critique and focused ex-
clusively on the suffrage campaign. By virtue of

10

this omission they have, 10 all intents and pur-
poses, denied the political significance of the early
feminist analysis. Moreover, the summary treat-
ment by historians of the nineteenth- and twenti-
eth-century drive for woman’s suffrage has made
that campaign almost a footnote 1o the abolition-
ist ‘movement and the campaign for Negro suf-
i In additipn. the traditional textbook image
of the early feminists~if not wild-eyed women
waving placards for the vote, then wild-eyed wom-
en swinging axes at saloon doors—has further de-
meaned the importance of their philosophical anal-
ysis

The woman’s movement virtually died in 1920
and, with the exception of a few organizations,
feminism was to lie dormant for forty years.
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Account of the Proceedings
on the Trial of

Susan B. Anthony
on the Charge of lllegal Voting
at the Presidential Election
in November,1872

JUDGE HUNT-(Ordering the defendant to stand
up), “Has the prisoner anything to sy why en~
tence shall not be pronounced?”

MISS ANTHONY-Yes, your honor, I have
many things o say; for in your ordered verdict of
guilty, you have trampled under foot every vital
principle of our government. My natural rights, my
civil rights, my political rights, my judicial rights,
are 3ll alike jgnored. Robbed of the fundamental
privilege Of citizenship, I am degraded from the
status of a citizen to that of a subject; and not
only myself individually, but all of my sex, are,
by your honor's verdict, doomed to political sub-
jection under this, socalled, form of government.

JUDGE HUNT-The Court cannot listen to a
rehearsal of asguments the prisoner’s vounsel has
already consumed three hours in presenting.

MISS ANTHONY-May it please your honor, 1
am not arguing the question, but simply stating
the reasons WHY sentence cammot, in justice, be
pronounced against me, Your denial of my citi-
zen’s right 10 Vote, is the denigl of my right of
consent as one of the governed, the denial of my
tight of representation as one of the taxed, the
denial of my Tight to a trial by a jury of my
peers as an offender against law, therefore, the de-
nial of my sacred rights to life, liberty, property
and—

JUDGE HUNT-The Court cannot allow the
prisoner to £0 A0

MISS ANTHONY-But your honor will not de-
ny me his one and only poor privilege of protest
against this high-handed outrage upon my citizen's
rights. May it please the Court to remember that
since the day of my asest last November, this is
the first time that cither myself or any person of
my disfranchised class has been allowed a word of
defense before judge or jury—

JUDGE HUNT-The prisoner must sit down—
the Court cannot allow it.

MISS ANTHONY-All of my prosecutors, from
the 8th ward comer grocery politician, who en-
tered the complaint, to the United States Marshal,
Commissioner, District Attorney, District Judge,
your honor on the bench, not one is my peer, but
each and all are my political sovereigns; and had
your honor submitted my case to the jury, as was
clearly your duty, even then I should have had
just cause of protest, for not one of those men
was my peer; but, native or foreign born, white or
black, rich or poor, educated or ignorant, awake
or asieep, sober or drunk, each and every man of
them was my political superior; hence, in no
sense, my peer. Even, under such circumstances, a
commoner of England, tried before a jury of
Lords, would have far less cause to complain that
should I, a woman, tried before a jury of men
Even my counsel, the Hon. Henry R. Selden, who
has argued my cause so ably, so eanestly, so un-
answerably before your honor, is my political sov-
ereign. Precisely as no disfranchised person is enti-
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tled to sit upon & jury, and no woman is entitled
to the franchise, o, none but a regularly admitted
lawyer is allowed to practice in the courts, and no
woman can gain admission to the bar—hence, jury,
judge, counsel, must all be of the superior class.

JUDGE HUNT~The Court must insist—the pris-
oner has been tried according to the established
forms of law.

MISS ANTHONY-Yes, your honor, but by
forms of law all made by men. interpreted by
men, administered by men, in favor of men, and
against women; and hence, your honor's ordered
verdict of guilty, against a United States citizen
for the exercise of “that citizen’s right to vote)”
simply because that citizen was a woman and not
a man. But, yesterday, the same man made forms
of law, declared it a crime punishable with $1,000
fine and six months imprisonment, for you, or
me, or any of Us, to give 4 cup of cold water, a
crust of bread, or a night's shelter to a panting
fugitive as he was tracking his way fo Canada

And every man or woman in whose veins coursed
a drop of human sympathy violated that wicked
law, reckless of consequences, and was justified in
so doing. As then, the slaves who got their free-
dom must take it over, or under, or through t
unjust forms of law, precisely so, now, must wom-
en, to get their right to a voice in this govern-
ment, take it; and 1 have taken mine, and mean
to take it at every possible opportunity.

JUDGE HUNT-The Court orders the prisoner
to sit down. It will not allow another word

MISS ANTHONY-When | was brought before

your honor for trial, I hoped for a broad and
liberal interpretation of the Constitution and its

recent amendments, that should declare all United
States citizens under its protecting aegis—that
should declare equality of rights the national guar-
antee to all persons born or naturalized in the
United States. But failing to get this justice—fail-
ing, even, to get a trial by a jury not of my
peers—1 ask not leniency ¢ your hands—but rather
the full rigors of the law

JUDGE HUNT-The Court must insist—
(Here the prisoner sat down.)
JUDGE HUNT-The prisoner will stand up.

(Here Miss Anthony arose again.)

The sentence of the Court is that you pay a
fine of one hundred dollars and the costs of the
prosecution.

MISS ANTHONY-May it please your honor, |
shall never pay a doflar of your unjust penalty
All the stock in trade I possess is a $10,000 debt,
incurred by publishing my paper—The Revolution
—four years ago, the sole chject of which was to
educate all women to do precisely as I have done,
rebel against your man.made, unjust, unconstitu-
tional forms of law, that tax, fine, imprison and
hang women, while they deny them the right of
representation in the government; and 1 shall work
on with might and main to pay every dollar of
that honest debt, but not a penny shall go to this
unjust claim. And [ shall earnestly and pevsistently
continue to urge all women fo the practical recog-
nition of the old revolutionary maxim, that “Re-
sistance o tyranny is obedience to God."

2

JUDGE HUNT-Madam, the Court will not or-
der you committed unti) the fine s paid.

“These chicks are our natural enemy .

.. Itis time to do battle with

them. ... What | want is a devastating piece that takes the militant

feminists apart. [They are] unalterably opposed to the roman
boy-gir} society that Playboy promotes. ... Let's get to it and let's
make it & real winner."

~Inter office memorandum from Hugh Hefner

1o Playboy editorial director, A. C. Spectorsky;
quoted in Newsweek, May 18, 1970




2. WOMEN’S EXPERIENCE
Why | Want A Wife

by JUDY SYFERS

Judy Syfers has been in the women's movement for almost two years and is & member of Sudsofioppen,  small California group.
She was one of the Organizers of Breaksway, 8 community fiberation school for women's studies and was a co-teacher in an
inoductory seminar called “A Wide Range Look at Women's Dppression” at Breakawdy. Sne worked on and spoke at the
August 26 deronstration last year in San Francisco and is now active in the Women's Abortion Coalition. On the fess glamorous
side, she says, | am married, am a housewife, and have two female children; all three of those factors serve to kesp my anger
alive.”

to that classification of people known as
I am A Wife. And, not alt

sether inciden-

Not' too long end of mine ap-
peared on the scene from the Midwest fresh from
a recent divorce. He had one child, who is. of
course, with his ex-wife. He is obviously looking
for another wife. As I thought about him while |
was ironing one evening, it suddenly occurred to
me that 1. 100, would like to have a wife. Why do
1 want a wife?

I would like to go back to school so that I can

go a male f

become economically independent, support myseif.
and. if need be, support those dependent upon
me. | want o wife who will work aud send me to
school. And while I am
wie 10 take cae of my children. [ want § wife t0
keep track of the children’s doctor and dentist ap-
pOIRURENS  Aud 10 keep track of wine. too. |
want @ Wife 10 make sure my children eat propar-
fy and & kept clean: | want a wife who will
wash the children's clothes and keep them mend-
ed. | WAL 3 Wife who is 2 2ood Murturant anend-
ant to My children, arranges for their schooling
makes SUT¢ that they have an adequate sovial life
with their peers, takes them to the park. the zoo.
ete. I Want a wife who rakes care of the children

when they are sick. g wife who aranges 1o be

going to school I want a

around when the children need special care. be-
cause, of course, | cannot miss classes at school
My wife Must arrange to lose time at work and

not lose the job. Tt may mean a small cut in my

wife's income Trom time 1o time, but I guess |
can tolerate that. Needless 10 say. my wife will
arrange ‘and pay for the care of the children while

my wife is Working

I want a wife who will take care of my physi-
cal needs. I want a wife who will keep my house
clean, A wife who will pick up after my children,
a wife who will pick up after me. I want a wife
who will keep my clothes clean., ironed, mended,
replaced when need be, and who will see to it
that my personal things are Kept in their proper
place so that 1 can find what I nieed the minute |
need it. | want a wife who cooks the meals, a

wife who is a good cook. I want a wife who will
plan the menus. do the necessary grocery shop-
ping, prepare the meals, serve them pleasantly, and
then do the cleaning up while 1 do my studying. |
fe who will care for me when I am sick
and sympathize with wy pain and loss of time
from school. | want a wife to go along when our
family takes a vacation o that someane can con-
nd my children when | need

want @ wi

tinue to care for me

a rest and o change of seene
I want a wife who will not bother me with
vambling complaints about a wife's duties. But

want a wife who will listen to me when 1 feel the

need to explain a rather difficult point 1 have
come across in my course of studies. And | want
a wife who will type my papers for me when 1
have written them.

) want a wife who will take care of the details
of my social life. When my wife and | are invited
out by my friends, | want a wife who will take
care of the babysitting arrangements. When | meet
people at school that I like and want to entertain.
1 want u wife who will have the house clean. will

prepare @ special meal. serve it to me and my
friends. and not interrupt when I twlk about the
things that interest me and my friends. | want a
wife who will have arranged that the children are

Copyriant ©1971 by Judy Syfers
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fed and ready for bed before my guests arrive so
that the children do not bother us. I want a wife
who takes care of the needs of my guests so that
they feel comfortable, who makes sure that they
have an ashiray, that they are passed the hor
doeuvres, that they are offered a second helping
of the food, that their wine glasses are replenished
when necessary, that their coffee is served to them
as they like it. And I want a wife who knows
that sometimes | need a night out by myself

I want a wife who is sensitive to my sexusl
needs, a wife who makes love passionately and
cagerly when 1 feel like it, a wife who makes sure
that 1 am satisfied. And, of course, I want @ wife
who will not demand sexual attention when I am
not in the mood for it. 1 want a wife who as-
sumes the complete responsibility for birth con-
trol, because [ do not want more children. [ want
a wife who will remain sexually faithful to me so
that 1 do not have to clutter up my intellectual
Jife with jealousies. And | want a wife who under-
stands that my sexual needs may entail more than
strict adherence to monogamy. [ must, after all,
be able to relate to people as fully as possible.

If, by chance, I find another person more suita-
ble as a wife than the wife I already have, I want
the liberty to replace my present wife with an-
other one. Naturally, I will expect a fresh, new
life; my wife will take the children and be solely
responsible for them so that I am left free

When J am through with school and have ac-
quired a job, I want my wife to quit working and
remain at home so that my wife can more fully
and completely take care of a wifes duties.

My God, who wouldn't want a wife?

Photo: Bettye Lane

“...The charge that male doctors harbor an underlying sadism
against women is increasingly being heard .... A discussion took
place among surgeans on attitudes toward orchiectomy (removal of
the testicle) and cophorectomy (removal of the ovary) and it was
agreed that surgeons rarely hesitate to remove an ovary but think
twice about femaving a testicle, The doctors readily admitted that
such 3 sex-oriented viewpoint arises from the fact that most surgeons
are male, Said one of them wryly, ‘No ovary is good enough to leave
in, and no testicle is bad enbugh 1o take out.’
—“Women M.D.'s Join the Fight,"”
Medical World News, October 23, 1970




Getting Angry

by SUSI KAPLOW

In 1970 Susi Kaplow wes part of the nucleus of the now expanded women's liberation group in Paris. When she returned to New
York in the fall of 1970 she joined New York Radical Feminists. She organized four consciousness-raising groups and wes on the

organizing committee for the speak-out on Repe held in

Two scenarios. An angry man: someone has in-
fringed on his rights, gone against his interests, or
harmed a loved one. Or perhaps his anger is social
—against acism or militarism, He holds his anger
in check (on the screen we can see the muscles of
his face tighten, his fists clench) and then, at the
strategic moment, he lets it go. We see him yell-
ing, shouting his angry phrases with sureness and
confidence—or pushing a fist into his opponent’s
stomach with equal conviction. In either event, the
anger is resolved; our hero has vented it and is
content with success or accepts what he knows to
be unmerited defeat.

Dissolve to scene two. An angry woman: angry
at her man for cheating on her or (more likely) at
the other woman. If we're in the good old days,
she stomps up to her man and begins to scream
wildly, he holds her down with his pinky, her an-
ger melts in his embrace. After the fade-out, we
find & puzzled heroine wondering how she could
have been angry at such a good man. Or she
marches over to the local saloon, huils a few
choice epithets at her rival, and then the hair-pull-
ing begins. This ludicrous scene is always broken
up by the amused and slightly scandalized gentle-
men on the sidelines. In modern dress the same
episode would be played differently. Discovering
her husband’s or lover’s infidelity, the woman
would smolder inwardly until the anger had
burned down to a bitter resentment or become
such a pressurized force that it could only come
out in & TEE S0 Uncontroliable that the man (and
the audience) can dismiss it as irrational. “T can't
talk to you when you're like this.” Hell hath no
fury like a woman scomned.

For a woman in our society is denied the
Forthright expression of her healthy anger. Her at-
tempts at physical confrontation seem ridiculous;
“ladies” do a slow burn, letting out their anger
inditectly in Catty little phrases, often directed
against a third party, especially children. A woman
has learned 0 hold back her anger: 1t’s unseemly
aesthetically displeasing, and against the sweet, pli-

jow York City.

ant feminine image to be angry. And the woman
fears her own anger: She, the great conciliator, the
steadier of rocked boats, moves, out of her fear,
10 quiet not only others’ anger but also her own.
Small wonder that when the vacuum-sealed lid
bursts off, the angry woman seems cither like a
freaked-out nut or a bitch on wheels. Her frenzy
is intensified by the shakiness of her commitment
1o hes own anger. What if she’s really wrong?
What if the other person is right? —Or worse (and
this is the greatest fear) hits back with “You're
crazy, 1 don’t know what you're so mad about.”

Why can’t women allow themselves tlie outlet

of thefr contained anger? Why do those around
them find an angry wonan so frightening that
they must demoralize and deflate her into a de-
graded, inauthentic calm? Healthy anger says “F'm
a person. I have certain human rights which you
can't deny. § have & right 10 be treated with fair-
ness and compassion, 1 have 4 right to live my fife
as I see fit, I have a right to get what I can for
myself without hurting you. And if you deprive
me of my rights, I'm not going to thank you, I'm
going to say ‘fuck of and fight you if 1 have
to.” A person’s anger puts him or her on center
stage. It claims attention for itself and demands to
be taken seriously, or else. (Oc else | won't talk
to you, 1 won't work with you or be friendly
toward you, or else, ultimately, our assocition is
over.)

Expressing anger means risking, Risking that the
ather person will be angry in retutn, tisking that
he or she will misunderstand the anger or refuse
to deal with i, risking that the anger itself is mis-
placed or misinformed. So you need strength fo
say you're angry—both the courage of your convic-
tions and the ‘ability 0 accept that your anger
may be unwarranted without feeling crushed into
nothingness. You must not have your total worth
as a person riding on the worth of each individual
case of anger.

Thus anger i self-confident, willing to fight for
itself even at the jeopardy of the status quo, capa-
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ble of taking a risk and, if necessary, of accepting
defeat without total demise. Above all, anger is
assertive. The traditional woman is the polar oppo-
site of this description. Lacking confidence in her-
self and in her own perceptions, she backs away
from a fight or, following the rules of chivalry,
lets someone else do battle for her. Strong emo-
tions disturb her for the disruption they bring to
things-as-they-are. So shaky is her seif-image that
every criticism is seen as an indictment of her per-
son. She is a living, walking apology for her own
existence—what could be more foreign to self-asser-
tion?

Although the reality has changed somewhat,
most women will recognize themselves somewhere
in this description. And society clings to this mod-
el as its ideal and calls an angry woman unfemi-
nine. Because anger takes the woman out of her
earth mother role as bastion of peace and calm,
out of her familial role as peacemaker, out of her
political role as preserver of the status quo, out of
her economic role as cheap labor, out of her so-
cial role as second-class citizen. It takes her out of
toles altogether and makes her a person,

It is no accident, then, that the emotion which
accompanies the first steps toward liberation is,
for most women, anger. Whatever sense of self-
worth you have been able to emerge with after
twenty or thirty years of having your mind
messed with gives you the vague feeling that your
situation is not what it should be and sends you
looking tentatively at the world around you for
explanations. Realizations are, at first, halting, and
then begin to hit you like a relentless sledge ham-
mer, driving the anger deeper and deeper into
your consciousness with every blow.

Your fury foeuses on the select group of indi-
viduals who have done you the most damage. You
are furious at your parents for having wanted a
boy instead; at your mother (and this fury is
mixed with compassion) for having let herself be
stiffed and having failed to show you another
model of female behavior; at your father for hav-
ing gotten a cheap bolster to his ego at your and
your mother’s expense.

You are furious at those who groom you tq
play your shabby role. At the teachers who de-
manded less of you because you were a girl. At
the doctors who told you birth cantrol was the
woman's responsibility, gave you a Hobson’s
choice of dangerous and ineffectual devices, then
refused you an abortion when these falled to

work, At the psychiatrist who called you frigid
because you didn't have vaginal orgasms and who
told you you were neurotic for wanting more than
the unpaid, unappreciated role of maid, wet nurse,
and occasional lay. At employers who paid you
less and kept you in lousy jobs. At the message
from the media which you never understood be-
fore: “You've come a long way, baby"~down the
dead-end, pre-fab street we designed for you.

Furious, above all, at men. For the grocer who
has always called you “honey” you now have a
stiff, curt “don’t call me honey.” For the men on
the street who visit their daily indignities on your
body, you have a “fuck off,” or, if you're brave,
a knee in the right place. For your male friends
(and these get fewer and fewer) who are “all for
women’s lib” you reserve a cynical eye and a
ready put-down. And for your man (if he's still
around), a lot of hostile, angry questions. Is he
different from other men? How? And when he
fails to prave himself, your rage explodes readily
from just beneath the surface.

This is an uncomfortable period to live through.
You are raw with an anger that seems to have a
mind and will of its own. Your friends, most of
whom disagree with you, find you strident and
difficult. And you become all the more so because
of your fear that they are right, that you're crazy
after all. You yourself get tired of this anger—it's
exhausting to be furious all the time—which won't
even let you watch @ movie or have a conversation
in peace.

But from your fury, you are gaining strength.
The exercise Of your anger gives you a sense of
self and of self-worth. And the more this sense
increases, the angrier you become. The two ele-
ments run in a dialectic Whirlwind, smashing idols
and myths all around them. You see, too, that
you can get angry and it doesn’t kill people, they
don’t kill you, the world doesn’t fall apart.

Then this anger, burning white hot against the
outside world, suddenly veers around and turns its
flume toward you. Sure, they fucked you up and
over, sure, they oppressed you, sure they continue
1o degrade and use yov. But-why did you let it
happen? Why do you continue to let it happen?
All of a sudden you are up against the part you
played in your own oppression. You were the in-
dispensable accomplice 10 the crime. You internal-
ized your own inferiority, the pressing necessity to
be beautiful and seductive, the belief that men are
more important than women, the couviction that



marriage is the ultimate goal. Seeing this, you are
violent against yourself for every time you were
affaid to try something for fear of failing, for all
the hours lost on make-up and shopping, for every
woman you missed because there was a man in
the room, for getting yourself stuck as a house-
wife or in a job you hate because “marriage is
your career.”

This phase of anger turned inward is terrifying.
You are alone with your own failed

more bullshit, to underscore your seriousness, to
dare to drive your point home.

Through the exercise of your anger, as you see
its efficacy and thus your own, you gain strength.
And the growing feeling that you control your an-
ger and not vice versa adds to this strength. As
you gain this control, become surer of yourself,
less afraid of being told you're crazy, your anger
is less enraged and, in 2 sense, calmer. So it be-
comes You reserve it for those indi-

toward yourself, however much you can still
blame others, It is this phase that some women
find unbearable and flee from, returning to the
first phase of anger or dropping out altogether.
Because this intumed anger demands action—
change—and won’t let go until its demands begin
to be satisfied. You can fall back on your inabili-
ty to control others and their behavior toward
you. But you can’t comfortably claim powerless-
ness over your own conduct. Nor can you, at least
for long, go on being furious at others (the forty-
five year old who still blames mommy founders) if
you don’t even try to get yourself together.

This inturned anger is a constructive or rather
reconstructive catalyst. For what you can do un-
der its impetus is to restructure yourself, putting
new images, patterns, and expectations in place of
the old, no longer visble ones. As you use your
anger, you also tame it. Anger becomes a tool
which you can control, not only to help you
make personal changes but to deal with the world
outside as well. You can mobilize your anger to
warn those around you that you're not having any

viduals and groups who are messing with your
mind—be they men or other women.

This progression of anger finds its ultimate
‘meaning as an experience shared with other wom-
en. All striving to understand their collective situa-
tion, women in a group can help each other
through the first, painful phase of outward-direct-
ed anger. Through consciousness-raising each wom-
an can (at least ideally) find sufficient confirma-
tion of her perceptions to be reassured of her own
sanity—and can find growing strength to do with-
out such confirmation when necessary.

In the second phase of inturned anger, women
can support one another in their attempts at self:
definition and change, change which others will
try to forestall. And, at the same time, they can
start to move together to create new social forms
and structures in which individual changes can
come to fruition, Controlled, directed, but none-
theless passionate, anger moves from the personal
to the political and becomes & force for shaping
our new destiny.

ON LOVE

“Shut up in the sphere of the relative, destined o the male from
childhood, habituated to seeing in him a superb being whom she
cannot possibly equal, the woman who has not repressed her claim to
humanity will dream of transcending her being toward one of these
superior beings, of amalgamating herself with the sovereign subject.
There is no other way out for her than to lose herself, body and
soul, in him who is represented to her as the absolute, as the
essential. Since she is anyway doomed to dependence, she will prefer
to serve a god rather than obey tyrants—parents, husband, or pro-
tectar. She chooses to desire her enslavement so ardently thet it will
spem to her the expression of her liberty; she will try to rise above
her situation as inessential object by fully accepting it; through her
flesh, her feelings, her behavior, she will enthrone him as supreme
value and reality; she will humble herself to nothingness before him.
Love becomes for her a religion,”

imone de Beauvoir, The Second Sex
(*The Woman in Love")




Woman in the Middle

y FLORENCE RUSH

Florance Rush came Into the women's movement last October 8 @ member of OWL (Older Women's Liberstion) and soon after

began to write on subjects pertaining to women.

The woman in the middle is between forty and
fifty-five years of age and at the point in her life
when her aging parents are becoming increasingly
dependent and her children, past eighteen, should
be increasingly independent, but are not. Her par-
ents may become helpless, ill, and although her
children may be in college or living away from
home, they come back for holidays, also become
ill, get into trouble and mother is needed. The
woman in the middle is caught between two gen-
erations. She has about ten or maybe fifteen good
years left and if she does not use them for her-
slf, she will never have another opportunity.

Contrary to popular opinion, many women look
forward to this period in life when, free at last,
they can be concemned with only themselves. Some
women plan to go back to school, take a job,
study music, travel, or just enjoy some well-earned
leisure, There may be those who break down from
lack of household chores, absence of children, or
the feeling of not being wanted, but that is only
because these women have had no alternative way
to live beyond child care and housework. If a
woman has skills, job opportunity, lives in a world
that does not discriminate against women, particu-
larly older women, and is not programmed to be-
lieve in her own uselessness, loss of dependent
children will never be a problem. The woman in
the middle is depressed not because she is going
through her menopause or her children have left
home, but because wherever she turns, she is pre-
vented from fulfilling herself as a human being.
She is not even allowed to control the few years
of her life between the end of child rearing and
old age.

For the woman who tries to salvage those
years, there may be a strange feeling after the last
child leaves home, but not for long. It is easy to
become accustomed to the lack of chores and ob-
ligations, but this happy state, if reached at all,
does not last. In this age of interminable child

ow belongs 0 an indspendent consciousness-
of the New York Radical Feminists and the Westchester Women's Libere
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dependency, children, long after maturity, continue
to look to their parents for help.

We live in a society that does not assume re-
sponsibility for the most elementary human needs
and provides inadequate public service for the
poor, sick, aged, and young. The old, sick, and
poor individual is at the mercy of a community
with so little concern for human life that it allows
old people to die alone every day from neglect
and starvation, Similarly, young people with few
legal rights are subject to abuse, exploitation, and
forced destructive relationships with parents and
guardians. Children and the aged have no protec-
tion beyond the family. Because society has failed
to make provision, it is, as always, the wife, moth-
er, or daughter who must cope with and find solu-
tions for the needs of the family members. She
may do a good job, a bad job, or overwhelmed,
may even walk away from the job, but no matter
which way it goes, the responsibility for the care
of the dependent person belongs to the woman,

My training as a female to fill this role started
at an ecarly age. | was the baby daughter, cute,
and, I'm told, always had a lot of feeling for oth-
er people. At age four, when I saw my mother
scrubbing the kitchen floor, I said, “Mommy, why
do you work so hard for everyone?” My mother
remembered the words well and told them to me
very often. She was grateful to have a daughter
who could really feel for her. She often comment-
ed that a boy is wonderful but a girl really cares.

At age eight [ was awakened in the middle of
the night by my father's angry shouts and my
mother slamming down the window so the neigh-
bors wouldn't hear. Soon I became aware that my
parents’ quarrels were part of our normal family
life. When | asked my mother why she and father
hated each other so much, she told me not to be
silly, they really loved each other, but, since I was
her only daughter and showed interest, and, since
she had to have someone to talk to, and since I
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was a big girl (age ten), she thought it was time 1
knew what kind of a man my father really was.

When my father learned that my mother con-
fided in me, he demanded equal time and they
both complained to me about each other. I was
later surprised to learn that my brother, ten years
my senior, was totally unaware and unaffected by
my parents’ actively hateful relationship. They
never involved him because he was, after all, a
man,

Later, after | married and my children were fi-
nally grown and in the process of leaving home,
my father had two massive heart attacks. | was
drawn into a nightmare of nurses, doctors, and
hospitals, while my mother, crying and helpless,
also needed attention. I asked my brother to help
and he gladly agreed but since he had no prepara-
tion for this kind of work, the instruction and
supervision required more effort than the job it
self, so I did everything. 1 was soberly informed
by family and friends that I had this neurotic at-
tachment to my father which would not allow me
to have anyone else care for him. My father got
better and enjoyed ome good year when we
leamed he had terminal cancer. Doctors agreed
that he had nine months to live but he survived
for two years, and 1 was needed more than ever. I
became very efficient at dealing with hospital per-
sonnel, became an expert at sick benefits and in-
surance, and even learned how to read X-rays.

Anyway, my father died and left all his money
to my brother. I didn't get a penny but fortunate-
ly my mother had enough money to manage. At
my father's funeral, my mother’s widowed state
was much discussed but was not of great concern
because she had a daughter to care for her. Later,
1 saw her regularly. I took her shopping, for doc-
tor's appointments, kept her finances in order and
responded, in addition, to frequent emergencies—
she fell, was cheated by Macy's, or a neighbor
insulted her. After a year, it struck me that half
my life was spent with my mother. 1 figured out
that my mother, now eighty, in good health and
with a family history of longevity, would probably
live till ninety and, if I owed her for the rest of
her life, I Would not finish paying my dues until |
was fifty-five.

During this period, [ noticed that my husband
was never plagued by similar problems. His mother
lived with and was supported by an unmarried sis-
ter. When, at my suggestion, my husband sent a
check to help with the burden of support, his

mother retumed the money. She would take help
from her daughter but not from her son. I once
asked 4 young woman who was active in the
women’s liberation movement and wise in the
ways of sexism, why men responded so differently
from women to human needs and suffering, and
she told me to examine how differently the sexes
are raised by their parents. I compared the atti-
tudes of my parents to myself and my brother,
and then my husband’s parents’ attitudes to him
and his sister. Males are trained to do different
jobs, have different responsibilities, and are pro-
grammed to feel different feelings than females.

At the other end of the spectrum, I had to
cope with my grown children and these problems
were no less disturbing or complicated. For eight-
een years | had raised my children practically
alone because this is regarded as woman’s work
and my husband had little to do with the job. I
nursed them when they were ill, ran to school
when called, helped with homework, made cos-
tumes for Halloween, prepared birthday parties, su-
pervised their sex education, worried about stam-
mering, thumbsucking and  other neurotic symp-
toms, in addition to doing the usual cooking and
cleaning.

Before | married, 1 had been trained and
worked s a social worker, so when Bob, my old-
est son, went off to college, and Anne, my daugh-
ter, was in high school, and Bill, my youngest son,
was in junior high, I decided to go back to work.
1 found an agency that would employ me after
my long years of absence. Although initially nerv-
ous, I soon found the change of scene, the chal-
lenge of the job, and the weekly pay check the
most rewarding experience in eighteen years. Even
though extremely busy, | managed children, hus-
band, home, and job. Six weeks after Bob left for
school, he returned in a succession of holidays,
usually with guests, that made my head spin and
kept me hopping. I never realized that Thanksgiv-
ing, Christmas, and intersession were so close. I
looked forward eagerly to the free time between
intersession and Easter when, soon after interses-
sion, Bob called from school to tell us that he
had seriously injured his knee. His father fetched
him home and this represented the total sum of
his parental obligation.

Bob had to be put in traction for about six
weeks. Hospitalization was impossible because of
the length of time involved, so there was no ques-
tion but that I would take care of him at home. I
carried trays, turned TV channels, entertained visi-




tors, got books from the library, and, because he
was a young, healthy man who became bored and
irritable from being confined, I also received a
large amount of abuse. My supervisor kept wanting
to know when I'd come back to work and finally
I suggested she find someone to take my place.
After seven weeks, Bob went back to school and I
was without a job.

It took me six months to find other employ-
ment. After a year and a half on my second job,
the agency offered to send me back to school, at
their expense, to get my master’s degree. It would
mean giving up income for a year but I would
receive, in return, after a year, a supervisory posi-
tion and a substantial increase in salary. While
completing my school application, Bill’s school
counselor informed me that my youngest child
was failing miserably in junior high. He had never
been a good student and since third grade I ran
regularly to school conferences, supervised his
studies and forced him to do hated homework.
Nothing helped. The counselor offered no solution
to the present problem, thought the difficulty
might stem from the home, put it to me to figure
something out, and of course I did.

I found a very expensive private school fully
staffed with hand-picked educators and psychiatric
experts dedicated to help the underachiever. I gave
up my school plans in order to earn the money
necessary to pay for Bill’s private school. Almost
every penny I earned went for tuition, psychiatric
treatment, carfare, lunches, etc. The school,
steeped in psychiatric principles, maintained that
students who could not function academically usu-
ally suffered from disturbed parental relationships.
Since Bill's father had little to do with raising his
son, it was naturally I who was the controlling
and domineering parent unable to let her son grow
up. With years of experience and authority in all
matters pertaining to education, and in order to ob-
tain each student’s confidence, the school estab-
lished the rule that parents were not permitted to
communicate with any staff member. Since the
mother was usually the greatest threat tothe child,
the school director emphasized for my benefit that
1 would not be given any information regarding
my son's progress. I was not permitted a phone
conversation with a teacher and I was warned
against trying to wheedle information from my
son. I was advised to trust the school and relax
control. No one seemed to notice that since I had
previously given so much time and energy to Bill
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and his school problems, what they suggested was
like a welcomed vacation. I gladly obeyed.

One year later, | received a phone call from the
school psychiatrist who did not bother to disguise
his annoyance and impatience with me. He ques-
tioned my lack of interest in my son, wondered
why I never contacted the school or asked for a
progress report. Before I could protest, I was in-
formed that my son was not only failing every-
thing, but was also using hard drugs. When I
broke down in tears and confusion, 1 was told 1
had good reason to cry because my son was seri-
ously emotionally ill and needed to be hospital-
ized. \

Later, when [ confronted Bill, he swore he did
not use drugs, was having the same problems in
private school as in public school, and never spoke
of this before because he was advised to consult
only with staff and never to discuss anything with
his parents. T didn’t believe him. I dragged him to
doctors, put him through physical and psychologi-
cal tests until one kind psychologist held me down
long enough to convince me that Bill was not on
drugs, was not sick, and there was no reason to
have him hospitalized. When the panic passed, 1
gined my senses and took Bill out of school.
Very soon after, he got himself a job in a hospital
working on a brain research program, ran a com-
puter, experimented with cats, loved his work, and
is now getting along just fine.

When my daughter Anne graduated from col-
lege, she embarked on a career to conquer the
world, and I was her assistant. She went on a
diet, lost fifteen pounds, went shopping, got great
clothes, got her hair done at Sassoon, got an ex-
citing job, and, thus armed, moved out of my
home to the world, life, and adventure.

To her horror and mine, she discovered that
there were millions out there like herself. Her
work, which consisted of an enormous amount of
detailed and boring writing, was credited to her
boss, and with all her clothes and fantastic figure,
no one cared if she lived or died. Married women
would not associate with a single girl and a single
woman would not be seen with another single
woman who was looking for friends. Men, general-
ly in great demand, did not find it necessary to
be even passingly polite, and their style was one
of utter contempt, particularly toward a woman
eager for a relationship, Anne, far away from the
security and community of friends at college, had
o one but me and this forced dependency result-
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ed in hostility and fear. Unable to cope with the
outside rejection and isolation, Anne moved back
home, let her frustration out on me, and we
fought constantly.

Finally she left her job and experimented with
different life styles. She moved to a farm and
came home; she went to the coast and came
home; she found a commune and came home and
nearly exhausted me with her activity and anxiety.
Anne’s father never got too involved because he
did not wish to interfere in problems between
mother and daughter. Finally, Anne became aware
of her desperate behavior, stopped, found a better
and more independent way to live, and we were
again good friends.

It is hard, if not impossible, to estimate the
cost to a human being in terms of time, energy,
pain, and guilt as a result of the above relation-
ships. The woman in the middle is the target of
all negative emotions stemming from each family
member's failure and frustration, and the damage
can never be measured. When things go wrong,
and they always do, she bears the burden, the
responsibility, and the blame.

If she is to save herself, the woman in the mid-
dle must learn to reject the myths regarding her
family ties and responsibilities, She must no longer
accept as natural her designated role as servant to

all. She must question and challenge the privilege
that excludes men from responsibilities and in-
volyement with other human beings. She must re-
ject the passivity of husbands, fathers, and broth-
ers who sit by while wives, daughters, and sisters
struggle alone with the devastating hardships in-
volved in caring for the dependent. She must re-
ject' the lies and advices of the patronizing profes-
sionals and experts who, because of their own in-
competence and inadequacy, have mystified reality
and have shifted the blame for their failure to
find social, economic, psychological, and educa-
tional remedies onto the mother, wife, and wom-
an.

I am told that the women’s liberation move-
ment is for young women, but older women are
looking to be liberated from their particular op-
pression, as well as the oppression common to all
women. The only reason I am writing this paper
instead of sitting with my poor old mother or
sweating over a large family dinner for children
and relatives is because my right to my own life
has been supported by my sisters in the move-
ment. Being fifty is not so bad if you are not
torn by guilt, brutal obligation, and socially in-
duced feelings of low self-esteem. Sooner or later,
the woman in the middle is you and me, and
together we must find a way not to be crushed.

Black Feminism
by CELLESTINE WARE

The following srticle (s o revision of a chapter from Callestine W
Feminism (Tower Publications, 1970). $he was o founder of New Yori

and is currently at work on her second book.

The rejsction of black women by black men is a
pheriomenon best explained by the black man’s
hatred of blackness and by the need to dominate
that underlies male-female relationships. As such,
this rejection is an excellent study for feminists.
The strength of the resistance to women’s inde-
pendence is shown by the strong epithets directed
against black women. The black male’s reaction is

first book, Woman Power: Transitions in American
Radical Feminists, is active in the New York movement,

the forerunnier of what all feminists will face as
they grow in strength. As women begin to assume
positions of equality with men, they will meet vir-
ulent abuse, much like that endured by black
women now. They will also discover that men will
reject them for more “feminine” women:

Black sociologist Calvin Hernton's Sex and Rac-
ism in America is filled with examples of the defa-
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mation and rejection, now subtle, now blatant,
that are the lot of black women. For example:

It is no mystery why white society is now tending to ac-
cept the black woman more readily than the black male.
First of all, the Negro woman, like the white woman, does
not represent o the white world as much of an ageressor
against the present power structure as does the Negro man.

It wasn't true any time in the Sixties that black
women were hired before black men. On the con-
trary, black women got little benefit from the
drive to find black talent.

The rare black woman who had achieved a po-
sition of prominence was bitterly resented by
black males. Black personnel men have been
Kknown to lose the resumés of promising black
women. One such administrator at a famous radio
and television station told a black woman appli-
cant: “We already have enough sisters in the com-
munications industry. s time the brothers got
ahead.”

In the executive talent shortage of the 1960s,
some organizations encouraged women in the pa-
tronizing way they had encouraged promotable Ne-
groes when the Negro rights movement was popu-
lar; but the efforts to see that qualified women
were promoted were much more half-hearted than
those promoting Negroes. In 1967, for instance,
15 percent of a group of companies queried by
the Bureau of National Affairs said they had un-
dertaken aggressive recruiting of promotable Ne-
groes in response to Title VII, but only one com-
pany reported an aggressive policy of recruiting
women. In the business world sex is more of a
barrier than race.

Yet history has made black women more inde-
pendent than most American women. Unable to
depend on the black man for the economic neces:
sities or for protection, they did not acquire the
habit of subordination to masculine authority. Be-
cause of this failure to develop subserviency to the
male, black women are belittled by both middle-
and lower-class black men. The middle-class black
man, such as Mr. Hernton, sees the black woman
as domineering and castrating. To wit:

Repeatediy | have witnessed Negio women virtually domi-
nating their white husbands. There may be fights, but she
capitalizes on her Negroness and on her sex imige by wield-
ing a sort of Amazon mastery {my italics] over the white
male, In all but & few black woman - white man relation-
ships, it is the man who must do the adjusting—and what
he must adjust £0 is nothing less than what is eferred to as
th o's mode of existence or the Negro's conceptuali-
zation of life in the United State:
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Mr. Hernton is displaying common anxieties and
fears in his emotionally charged statement about

¢ “Amazon mastery” that he says black women
develop over their white husbands. His translation
of circumstantial necessity into a deliberate at-
tempt at oppression ignores social realities: Dis-
crimination and intolerance invariably force inter-
racial couples to Jive in black communities, or at
least in well-integrated ones.

The lower-class black male sees black women as
bitches. The welfare check has made the poor
black woman economically independent of the
men who come and go in her life, and on whom
she cannot rely. Poor black males complain of be-
ing told to “Get out! And don't bring your ass
back here until you've got @ job!™ There is antag-
onism between black males and females, especially
in the poorest segments of the community. The
women are contemptuous of the men for not be-
ing able to find work and provide for their fami-
lies, or for throwing their money away on gam-
bling, other women, and drinking. The men curse
the women for not being feminine and comforting.

The mistake that sociologists are making and
that black men seem to be making is the assump-
tion that these women have chosen to be heads of
their families. They have become heads of house-
holds by default—as the only responsible adults in
their families, It is interesting to note that the
state menaces and subordinates these women in
much the same way that the salary-earning male
head of the house does his wife. Protection has its
price.

It is the pressures of poverty and slum life that
grind down the black family and destroy the role
of the male as father-protector. It is these pres-
sures, not black women, that make the confidence
man the ghetto hero. In Harlem, in Watts, in
Hough, the admired man beats the game: dresses
sharp, has a string of girl friends, and doesn’t have
& steady job. He gets by doing 2 little of this and
a little of that. For the poor black man, there is
no ego aggrandizement in the traditional role of
the head of the house. Economic and social racism
force him to be inadequate in such a role. And so
the black bitch was created to justify the confi-
dence man.

According to Fletcher Knebel, Abbey. Lincoln
first verbalized the current black female unrest (it
is as yet unorganized) in the face of this projec-
n of the mythical black bitch. “We are the
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women,” she declared, “whose nose is ‘too big,"
whose mouth is ‘too big and loud,’ whose behind
is ‘too big and broad,’ whose feet are ‘too big and
flat,” whose face is ‘too black and shiny,” who's
just too damned much for everybody.” She was
referring to Sapphire, the Amazon of the black
male imagination.

The distortions that underlie the transformation
of the black mother into a witch-like figure with
magical powers to destroy are obviously found in
the educated as well as the ignorant. Recently a
black educator said: “For the black man, the
black woman is too much like his mother. He sees
her as domineering, bossy, a woman who runs
things. He wants a desirable, easy sex companion,
and he finds her in the white woman,” What will
happen when this desirable white doll becomes
real? Perhaps she will be rejected for an easygoing
Oriental?

A black college student asserts: “We kind of
fear [my italics] the middleclass black girl we
meet around school. She’s snobbish, uppity, and
inclined to sneer at 4 black man usless he excels
at something. White girls, for a lot of reasons, are
easier, less Victorian, and let’s face it, they have

their own money.”

It is the fear and anxiety of the black male
that lead to the construction of the “evil” black
female. By now, the superstructure of the “black
bitch” bears as little relation to the real black
woman as any myth to the reality. The preceding
quotes suggest that the men speaking have no hon-
est contact with women of either race. The magi-
cal approach of the male to the female is an an-
cient orientation toward women as the aliens of
the human world.

The complaint that black women challenge
black men is further proof of the threatening na-
ture of female independence to most men. Philip
Roth’s indictment of the omnipotent Jewish moth-
er with her all-devouring love has become a famil-
iar theme of our literature just as Jews have been
assimilated into the power centers of American
life. Although the parallels in the black and Jewish
traditions are slight, both cultures are now remark-
able for the vehemence of the attacks on their
women. | suggest that black literature will increas-
ingly consist of virulent attacks on the evil black
mother as black men move into positions of pow-
er.

Loving Another Woman
interview by ANNE KOEDT

Anne Koedt, a founder of the radical feminist movement in New York (New York Radical Women, The Feminists, and New.
York Radical Feminists), is the editor of Notes From the Third Yesr and is at work on a book about feminism and sexuality, to

be published by Random House.

The following is from a taped interview with a
woman who talked about her love relationship
with another woman. Both these women had pre-
viously had only heterosexual relationships; both
are feminists.

. Question. You said you had been friends for a

while before you realized you were attracted to
each other. How did you become aware of it?
Answer. 1 wasn't conscious of it until one evening
when we were together and it all just sort of ex-
ploded. But, looking back, there are always signs,
only one represses seeing them.

For example, | remember one cvening—we are

in the same feminist group together—and we were
all talking very abstractly about love. All of a sud-
den, even though the group was carrying on the
conversation in a theoretical way, we were having
a personal conversation. We were starting to tell
each other that we liked each other. Of course
one of the things we discussed was: What is the
thin line between friendship and love?

Or, there were times when We were very aware
of having “accidentally” touched each other. And
Jennie told me later that when we first met she
remembered thinking, “abstractly” again, that if
she were ever to get involved with a woman, she'd
like to get involved with someone like me.

The mind-blowing thing is that you aren’t at gll
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conscious of what you are feeling; rather, you sub-
consciously, and systematically, refuse to deal with
the implications of what’s coming out. You just
let it hang there because you're too scared to let
it continue and see what it means.

Q. What did you do when you became aware of
Your mutual attraction?

A. We'd been seeing a lot of each other, and I
was at her house for dinner. During the evening—
we were having a nice time, but I remember also
feeling uncomfortable—1 became very aware of her
as we were sitting together looking at something.
There was an unusual kind of tension throughout
the whole evening.

It was quite late by the time we broke up, so
she asked me whether I wanted to stay over and
sleep on her couch. And I remember really being
very uptight—something 1 certainly wouldn't haye
felt in any other situation with a friend. Yet, even
when I was uptight and felt that in some way by
staying I would get myself into something, 1
wasn't quite sure what—something new and danger-
ous—I decided to stay anyway.

It wasn’t really until I tried to fall asleep, and
couldn’t, that all of a sudden I became very, very
aware. I was flooded with a tremendous attraction
for her. And I wanted to tell her, I wanted to
sleep with her, I wanted to let her know what I
was feeling. At the same time T was totally bewil-
dered, because here I was—not only did I want to
tell her, but I was having a hard time just facing
up to what was coming out in myself. My mind
was working overtime trying to deal with this new
thing.

She was awake too, and so we sat and talked.
It took me about two hours to build up the cour-
age to even bring up the subject. I think it is
probably one of the most difficult things 1 ever
had to do. To say—to in any way whatsoever
open up the subject—to say anything was just so
hard.

When I did bring it up in an oblique way and
told her that I was attracted to her, she replied
somewhat generally that she felt the same way.
You see, she was as scared as I was, but I didn't
know it. 1 thought she seemed very cool, so [
wasn’t even sure if she was interested. Although T
think subconsciously I knew, because otherwise I
wouldn't have asked her—I think I would have
been too scared of rejection.

But when I finally did bring it up, and she said
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she felt the same way, well, at that point there
was really no space left for anything in your
mind. So we agreed to just drop it and let things
happen as they would at a later time. My main,
immediate worry was that maybe I had blown a
good friendship which I really valued. Also, even
if she did feel the same way, would we know
what to do with it?

Q. When you first realized that you were possibly
getting involved with a woman, were you afraid or
upset?
A. No, The strange thing is that the next morning,
after T left, I felt a fantastic high. I was bouncing
down the street and the sun was shining and I felt
tremendously good. My mind was on a super high
When 1 got home I couldn't do any kind of
work. My mind kept operating on this emergency
speed, trying to deal with my new feelings for
her. So I sat down and wrote a letter to myself.
Just wrote it free assocation—didn’t try to work it
out in any kind of theory—and as I was writing 1
was learning from myself what I was feeling. Un-
expectedly I wasn't feeling guilty or worried. 1 felt
great. .

Q. When did you start sleeping with each other?
A. The next time we were together. Again, we
really wanted each other, but to finally make the
move, the same move that with a man would have
been automatic, was tremendously difficult . . . and
exhilarating. Although we did sleep together, it
wasn’t sexual; just affectionate and very sensual.
After that evening we started sleeping together
sexually as well.

I guess it was also a surprise to find that you
weren't struck down by God in a final shaft of
lightning. That once you fight through that initial
wall of undefined fears built to protect those ta-
boos, they wither rapidly, and leave you to oper-
ate freely in a new self-defined circle of what's
natural. You have a new sense of boldness, of dar-
ing, about yourself.

Q. Was it different from what you had thought o
relationship with a woman would be like?

A. Generally, no. Most of the things that I had
thought intellectually in fact turned out to be true
in my experience. One thing, however, was differ-
ent. Like, I'd really felt that very possibly a rela-
tionship with a woman might not be terribly
physical. That it would be for the most part warm




and affectionate, 1 think 1 probably thought this
because with men sex is so frequently confused
with conquest. Men have applied a symbolic value
to sex, where the penis equals dominance and the
vagina equals submission, Since sensuality has no
specific sex and is rather a general expression of
mutual affection, its symbolic value, power-wise, is
nil. So sex with a man is usually genitally orient-
ed.

Perhaps I wasn’t quite sure what would happen
to sexuality once it was removed from its conven-
tional context. But one of the things I discovered
was that when you really like somebody, there’s a
perfectly natural connection between affection and
love and sensuality and sexuality. That sexuality is
a natural part of sensuality.

Q. How is sex different with a woman?
A. One of the really mind-blowing things about all
this has been that it added a whole new dimen-
sion t0 my own sexuality. You can have good sex,
technically, with a woman or a man. But at this
point in time I think women have a much broader
sense of sensuality. Since she and I both brought
our experiences as women to sexuality, it was
quite something.

Another aspect ‘of sexuality is your feelings.
Again, this is of course an area that has been dele-
gated to women; we are supposed to provide the
love and affection. It is one of our duties in a
male-female relationship. Though it has been very
oppressive in the context that we've been allowed
it, the ability to show affection and love for
someone else is, I think, a fine thing—which men
should develop more in themselves, as a matter of
fact. Love and affection are a necessary aspect of
full sexuality. And one of the things I really enjoy
with Jennie is this uninhibited ability to show our
feelings.

Q. Is the physical aspect of loving women really
as satisfying as sex with ¢ man?
A. Yes.

Q. You've been together a while now. What's your
relationship like?

A. Once we got over the initial week or so of just
getting used to this entirely new thing, it very
qQuickly became natural—natural is really the word
Id use for it. It was like adding another dimen-
sion to what we'd already been feeling for each
other, 1t i quite a combination to fall in love
with your friend.

We dom’t have any plans, any desire, to live
together, although we do see a great deal of each
other. We both like our own apartments, our own
space.

1 think one of the good things we did in the
beginning was to say: Let's just see where it will
0. We didn’t say that we loved each other, just
that we liked each other. We didn't immediately
proclaim it a “relationship,” as one is accustomed
to do with a man—you know, making mental
plans for the next ten years. So each new feeling
was often surprising, and very intensely experi-
enced.

Q. What would you say is the difference between
this relationship and those you have had with
men?

A. Well, one of the biggest differences is that for
the first time I haven’t felt those knots-in-the-
stomach undercurrents of trying to figure out
what's really happening under what you think is
happening.

I think it all boils down to an absence of role-
playing; I haven't felt with Jen that we've fallen
into that, Both of us are equally strong persons. I
mean, you can ask yourself the question, if there
were going to be roles, who'd play what? Well, T
certainly won’t play “the female,” and T won’t
play “the male,” and it's just as absurd to imagine
her in ecither one of them. So in fact what we
have is much more like what one gets in a friend-
ship, which is more equalized. It's a more above-
board feeling.

I don’t find the traditional contradictions. If I
do something strong and self-assertive, she doesn’t
find that a conflict with her having a relationship
with me. I don’t get reminded that I might be
making myself “less womanly,” And along with
that there’s less self-censorship, t00. There’s & mu-
tual, unqualified, support for daring to try new
things that I have never quite known before.

As a result, my old sense of limits is changing.
For example, for the first time in my life I'm
beginning to feel that I don’t have a weak body,
that my body isn’t some kind of passive baggage.
The other day I gritted my teeth and slid down a
fireman’s pole at a park playground. It may sound
ordinary, but it was something I had never dared
before, and I felt a very private victory.

Q. Given the social disapproval and legal restric-
tions against lesbianism, what are some of the ex-

ternal problems you have faced?
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A. One thing is that I hesitate to show my affec-
tion for her in public. If you're walking down the
street and you want to put your arm around
someone or give them a kiss~the kind of thing
you do without thinking if it is a man-well,
that's hardly considered romantic by most people
if it’s done with someone of your own sex. I
know that if I were to express my feelings in
public with Jennie, there would be a lot of social
intrusion that 1 would have to deal with. Some-
how, people would assume  license to intrude up-
on your privacy in public; their hostile comments,
hostile attitudes, would ruin the whole experience.
So yow're sort of caught in a bind. But we have
in fact begun to do it more and more, because it
bothers me that 1 can’t express my fecling as 1 see
fit, without hostile interference.

Q. What made you fall in love with @ woman?

A. Well, that's a hard question. I think maybe it's
even a bit misleading the way you phrased it. Be-
cause I didn’t fall in love with “a woman,” I fell
in love with Jen—which is not exactly the same
thing. A better way to ask the question is: How
were you able to overcome the fact that it was a
woman? In other words, how was [ able to over-
come my heterosexual training and allow my feel-
ings for her to come out?

Certainly in my case it would never have hap-
pened without the existence of the women’s move-
ment. My own awareness of “maleness” and “fe-
maleness” had become acute, and I was really
probing what it meant. You see, I think in a sense
1 never wanted to be either male or female. Even
when 1 was quite little and in many ways seemed
feminine and “passive”—deep down, I never felt at
home with the kinds of things women were sup-
posed to be. On the other hand, T didn't particu-
larly want to be a man either, so I didn't develop
2 male identity. Before I even got involved with
the women's movement, I was already wanting
something new. But the movement brought it out
into the open for me.

Another thing the movement helped me with
was shedding the notion that, however independ-
ent my life was, I must have a man; that some-
how, no matter what I did myself, there was
something that needed that magical element of
male approval. Without confronting this | could
never have allowed myself to fall in love with Jen-
nie. In a way, | am like an addict who has kicked
the habit.

But most important of all, I like her. In fact I
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think shes the healthiest person 1 have ever been
involved with. See, I think we were lucky, because
it happened spontancously and unexpectedly from
both sides. We didn’t do it because we felt com-
pelled to put our ideological beliefs into reality.

Many feminists are now beginning to at least
theoretically consider the fact that there's no rea-
son why one shouldn’t love a woman. But I think
that a certain kind of experimentation going on
now with lesbianism can be really bad. Because
even if you do ideologically think that it is per-
feetly fine—well, that's a political position; but be-
ing able to love somebody is a very personal and
private thing as well, and even if you remove po-
litical barriers, well, then you are left with finding
an individual who particularly fits you.

So [ guess I'm saying that [ don’t think women
who are beginning to think about lesbianism
should get involved with anyone until they are
really attracted to somebody. And that includes
refusing o be seduced by lesbians who play the
male seduction game and tell you, “you don’t love
women,” and “you are oppressing us” if you
don't jump into bed with them. It's temible to try
o seduce someone on ideological grounds.

Q. Do you now look at women in a more sexual
way?

A. You mean, do I now eye all women as poten-
tial bed partners? No. Nor did | ever see men that
way. As a matter of fact, I've never found myself
being attracted to a man just because, for exam-
ple, he had a good physique. 1 had a sexual rela-
tionship with whatever boy friend I had, but I
related to most other men pretty asexually. It's no
different with women. My female friends—well, I
still see them as friends, because that's what they
are. I don’t sit around and have secret fantasies of
being in bed with them.

But there’s a real question here: What is the
source, the impetus, for one's sexuality? Is it af-
fection and love, or is it essentially conquest in
bed? If it's sex as conquest in bed, then the ques-
tion you just asked is relevant, for adding the cat-
egory of women to those you sleep with would
mean that every woman-who's attractive enough
to be a prize worth conquering, of course—could
arouse your sexuality. But if the sexual source lies
in affection and love, then the question becomes
absurd. For one obviously does not immediately
fall in love with every woman one meets simply
because one is able to sleep with women.

Also, one thing that really fums me off sbout




this whole business of viewing women as potenti
bed mates is the implied possessiveness of it. It
just to figure out how men

has taken me this 1o
are treating women sexually; now when I see some
lesbians doing precisely the same kinds of things,
I'm supposed fo have instant amnesia in the name
of sisterhood. 1 have heard some lesbians say
things like, “I see all men as my rivals.” or have
heard them proudly discuss how they intimidated
a heterosexual couple publicly to “teach the wom-
s out in me the
get when, for

an a political lesson.” This bri
same kind of intense rage that
example, | hear white men discussing how black

men are “taking their women” (or vice versa).

Who the hell sy

s we belong to anyone?

Q. Do you think that you would have difficulty
relating to @ man again if this relationship broke
up? That is, can you “go back” to men after har-
ing had a relationship with a woman?

A. It's an interesting thing that when people ask
that question, most often what they're really ask-
ing is, are you “lost” 1o the world of what's “nat-
ural™ Sometimes [ find myself not wanting to
answer the question at all just because they're
starting out by assuming that something’s wrong
with having @ relationship with & woman. That’s
usually what's meant by “go back to men”like
you've been off someplace wild and crazy and,
most of all, unsafe, and can you find your way
home 1o papa, or something. So first of all it
wouldn't be “g

And since [ didn't become involved with a
woman in order to make a political statement, by
the
statement. So, sure 1 could have a relationship
with a man if he were the right kind of person
and if he had rejected playing “the man” with
me~that I out a lot of men here, I must add
But if a man had the right combination of quali-
ties, 1 see no reason why I shouldn't be able to
love him as much as I now love her.

At a certain point, | think, you realize that the
final qualification is not being male or female, but
whether they've joined the middle. That is—wheth-
er they have started from the male or the female
side—they've gone toward the center where they
are working toward combining the healthy aspects
of so-called male and female characteristics. That's
where 1 want to go and that’s what I'm beginning
to realize 1 respond to in other people.

oing back.”

token 1 wouldn't make the converse

Q. Now that you've gotten involved with a wom-
an, what Yyour attitude toward gay and lesbian
groups
A. 1 have really mixed feelings about them. To
some extent, for example, there has been a
healthy interplay between the gay movement and
the feminist movement. Feminists have had a very
good influence on the gay movement because
women's liberation challenges the very nature  of
the sex role system, not just whether one may be
allowed to make transfers within it. On the other
hand, the gay movement has helped open up the
question of women loving other women. Though
some of this was beginning to happen by itself,
lesbians made a point of pressing the issue and
therefore speeded up the process.

But there is a problem to me with focusing on
sexual choice, as the gay movement docs. Slceping
with another woman is not necessarily a healthy
thing by itself. It does not mean—or prove, for
that matter—that you therefore love women. It
doesn’t mean that you have avoided bad “male”
or “female” behavior. It doest guarantee you
anything, If you think about it, it can be the
same game with new partners: On the one hand,
male roles are learned, not genetic; women can
ape them too. On the other, the feminine role can
comfortably be carried into lesbianism, except now
instead of a woman being passive with @ man,
she’s passive with another woman. Which is all
very familiar and is all going nowhere.

I guess to me, at this point in my life, femi-
nism naturally incorporates the possibility of sleep-
ing with and loving women; but it is only one of
many elements of what I define as radical femi-
nism—that is, the elimination of sex roles. The
main point of feminism is still to understand that
we as women are @ political group living on the
margin of a male society, that sex roles define our
inferior “place” for us, and that radical feminism
means the ultimate destruction of that role sys-
tem. Within that perspective, sleeping with and
loving women is only one possibility, and becomes
a purely personal solution to living within a sexist
society unless it is seen in the larger light of de-
stroying sex roles altogether.

The confusing of sexual partners with sexual
roles has also led to a really bizarre situation
where some lesbians insist that you aren't really a
radical feminist if you are not in bed with a wom-
an. Which is wrong politically and outrageous per-
sonally.
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Q. Did the fact that lesbians pushed the issue in
the women's movement have a major effect upon
your own decision to have a relationship with a
woman?
A. It's hard to know. I think that the lesbian
movement has escalated the thinking in the wom-
en’s movement, and to that extent it probably es-
calated mine.

But at the same time I know I was slowly get-

ting there myself anyway. I'd been thinking about

if you want to remove sexual roles, and if you
say that men and women are equal human beings,
well, the next question is: Why should you only
love men? I remember asking myself that question,
and I remember it being discussed in many work-
shops I was in—what is it that makes us assume
that you can only receive and give love to a man?

A Feminist Look
at Children’s Books

by the FEMINISTS ON CHILDREN’S LITERATURE

Feminists on Children’s Media is & collective of women who have prepared an annotated bibliography of non-sexist children’s
Back,

books called Little Miss Mutfet Fights
professionals in writing, publishing, and educa
given in cooper

Is the portrayal of females in children’s books sex-
ist? That is, are girls and women assigned only
traditional female roles and personalities? And
when the female foot fails to fit that often too-
tight shoe, is the girl or woman then seen as an
unfortunate, troubled human being?

These questions were the basis of a group ef-
fort to scrutinze some of the more highly praised
children’s books. In our view, a non-sexist portray-
al would offer the girl reader a positive image of
woman’s physical, emotional, and intellectual po-
tential; it would encourage her to reach her own
full personhood, free of traditionally imposed limi-
tations.

In selecting books to examine, we consulted a

*For 2 copy of this bibliography send 50 cents in coin plus
a stamped (16 cents) self-addressed 4 x 9% envelope to
Feminists on Children’s Media, pu Box 4315, Grand Cen-
tral Station, New York, N.Y. 1

The collective includes mothers, high school students, librarians, and other
This article was part of 8 media presentation on Sexism in Children’s Books
n with the Authors Guild on October 15, 1970.

number of influential lists. These were the Notable
Books of 1969 (American Library Association),
the Child Study Association’s annual recommenda-
tions for that ssme year, and the Newbery Award
‘winners.

1t was a shock to discover almost immediately
that relatively few of the books on these lsts even
feature female charactess, let alone what we would
consider positive female characters. Of all forty-
nine Newbery Award winners, books about boys
outnumbered books about girls by about three to
one. On that score, the years have brought little
improvement. The ALA list for 1969 gave us a
ratio of over two to one.

The Child Study Association list for the same
year proved more difficult to analyze. It is very
long, divided into innumerable categories, and
many of the books can't yet be found in the li-
braries. However, we made a separate check of

Repiintes from Senool Library sournal, danuary. 1973,

30 publisned by R. R. Bow

Copyright

Company (A X;
1571, Xeron Cormoration.

erox Company).:




several categories. Under the heading of “Boys and
Girls” we found a male to female ratio of two to
one. Under “Growing Up” the ratio was over
three to one. And “Sports,” of course, like certain
bars we could formerly name, was 100 percent
male. The rest of the book list may not follow
the pattern of this sampling, but suspicion runs
high!

The thoughtful introduction to the Child Study
Association list makes the following statement
The books a child reads “should not shield him
from knowledge of destructive forces in the world,
but rather help him to cope with them.” We
agree, for the most part. But why does the sen-
tence read “shield him” and “help him™? Sexism
is such a destructive force in the world that we
feel the implicit sexism in this sentence should not
be overlooked.

The introduction states also that a book’s “pos-
sible emotional and intellectual impact on a young
reader” must be considered. Right on! Not even a
problem of gender there. The CSA continues:
*...From its inception, it has been aware of the
mental health aspects of reading and asks that
books for children present basically honest con-
cepts of life, positive ethical values, and honest
interpersonal relationships.” We ask no more than
that. The CSA has clearly been struggling to en-
courage greater sensitivity to racism in books for
children. If only their future book selections could
be made with an equally growing sensitivity to the
impact of sexism! Many of the present selections
fail to realize the promise of their own introduc-
tion. The list is guilty of sexism~if only through
indifference.

Of course, o greater sensitivity to sexism would
greatly curtail the current lists of recommended
children’s books, at least for the next few years
Yet a scrupulous attitude on the part of prestig-
fous organizations would surely serve powerfully in
raising the general feminist consciousness of the
children’s book world, making forever obsolete Eve
Merriam’s recent and accurate comment that “sex
prejudice is the only prejudice now considered so-
cially acceptable.” Habit dies hard

We'd like to apologize for seeming to pick on
CSA. It is just that such a praiseworthy introduc-
tion deserved attention in terms of its implications
for the female image. Nor were we being picky in
our examination of specific books: Checking the
prevalence of so virulent a disease as sexism re-
quires the isolation of even potential cariers.

What would we like to see in children’s books?
What were our criteria? We wanted to see girl
readers encouraged to develop physical confidence
and strength without the need to fear any corres-
ponding loss of “femininity.” We would have liked
to see the elimination of all those tiresome refer-
Why can’t a girl who prefers
baseball to ballet simply be a girl who prefers
baseball to ballet?

Many women have to-or simply prefer to—eam
a living. Can’t we encourage girls to find satisfac-
tion and fulfillment in work, and lay aside forever
the suspicion that for a woman, work outside the

ences to ““tomboys.

home is primarily proof of her inability to love a
man, or to land a sufficiently lucrative one? Wom-
en do study seriously, work with enjoyment—or at
least pride in their competence—get promoted, and
(of course) fight sexism at work and in their fami-
lies in order to progess. Let’s show them as no
less “feminine,” despite the assertiveness and firm
sense of self required in this untraditional role.

Margaret Mead has written that “man is un-
sexed by failure, woman by success.” That is an-
other brutal truth we would like to see changed.
And while we're about it, let’s not overlook the
fact that boys. too, are denigrated and cramped
by sexism. Our current rigid role definitions re-
quire that a boy be all that a girl should not be:
unafraid, competent at “male” jobs, strong. A
weeping boy is a “sissy.” Words like “sissy”—and
“hero.” tao—should be dissected and exposed for
the inhuman demands they make on growing boys.
Children’s books could help

We object to a woman’s being defined by the
man she marries, or the children she bears, or the
father she once obeyed. Let’s see women who are
people in their own right—independent of such
compensatory  aff And if a woman doesn’t
want children, or even a husband, must this be
seen as peculiar? Why not encourage girls in a
search for alternate life styles? Give a gil all the
possible options for her future life choices that
you give a boy, all his freedom to inquire and
explore and achieve. Her options don’t have to be
slanted toward certain currently socially imposed
preferences.

tion

There are books on superwomen. OKay. Super-
women do exist. But many more books are need-
ed on women who simply function very well and
freely wherever they choose—or are forced—to ap-
ply their abilities.

We are bitterly tired of seeing depictions of the
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whose portrayal of girls we frequently admire,
lipped badly in some recent picture books. In one
of these, the mother reproves her son for spilling
the mud he is playing with-even though the scene
is outdoors! In another, little sister (and we know
where she learned fer lesson) reproves brother for
accidentally spilling paint off his easel. Litde girls

are as capable of making a casual mess and as
freely lost in creative play as little boys. A picture
book that shows this beautifully is Rain Rain Riv-
ers by Uri Shulevitz (Farrar, 1969) which we were
delighted to find on both the ALA and CSA lists.
(We were as pleased to find the two previously
mentioned books ignored by both lists.)

And when, as must sometimes happen if books
portray real life, there is an overcontrolling or
too-bossy woman, she should not be made a fool
or villain. A little understanding—of her problem,

her frustration at not being allowed to play an

equal role in her family or her world, and her
consequent misuse of energy to project her ideas
and ego through the lives of others—is long over-
due.

How about books showing more divorced and
single-parent families? And, for heaven’s sak
ery divorced or widowed mother does not solve
her problems through remarriage—or even wish to
do so. (Few do, you know!) Maybe she can start
on the career she never had, and discover a new

L ev-

concept of herself. The difficulties and the loneli-
ness are real, as are the child care problems. But
let the woman find a new self-reliance in fighting
her own battles, and joy in winning at least some
of them.

There is also the question of language. No more
automatic use of “he” to mean “child,” or “man-
kind” to mean “humankind.” If at first the alter-
natives seem forced, and they will, they won't
sound that way for long

Despite our criticism of socially assigned roles,
we don’t mean to diminish or ignore the mother
or housewife. She is often a strong, wonderfully
rich human being. Her role can be vital, and some-

times she finds satisfaction in it. But let's not in-

sist on that as her role. Men can also cope skill-
fully with household tasks, and not necessarily
look for a woman or daughter to take them off
the hook.

Sexist Books

The books we read~most from the lists men-
tioned earlier—fell, or were pushed by our merci-
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less analysis, into several categories. One, plain and
simple, was the Sexist Book, in which girls and
traditional female

women are exclusively assig
roles, although the material may, unhappily, be
fairly true to life

We were forcibly struck by the purposeful sex-
ist propaganda between the covers of some of the
recommended children’s books. Young women who
have found it an uphill struggle to identify with
the popular female image will recognize it as prop-
aganda and not simply as a natural reflection of
life. Unfortunately the girl reader is not yet so
experienced. Books that outline a traditional back-
ground role for women, praising their domestic ac-
complishments, their timidity of soul, their gentle
appearance and manners, and at the same time fail
to portray initiative, enterprise, physical prowess,
and genuine intellect, deliver a powerful message
to children of both sexes. Such books are a social
poison.

Take, for a horrible example, the attitude ex-
emplified in the following line: “Accept the fact
that this is a man’s world and learn how to play
the game gracefully.” Those words fell from the
lips of a sympathetic male character in Irene
Hunt's 1967 Newbery winner Up the Road Slowly
(Follett, 1966). Or take this juicy bit from the
1957 winner Miracles on Maple Hill by Virginia
Sorenson (Harcourt, 1956)

For the millionth time she was glad she wasn't a boy. It
was all right for girls to be scared or silly or even ask dumb
questions. Everybody just laughed and thought it was fun-
ny. But if anybody caught Joe asking a dumb question or
even thought he was the littlest bit scared, he went red and
purple and white. Daddy was even something like that, old
as he was.

Does that passage describe real life? Indeed it
does! But a good book for children should com-
ment and leave the child feeling something is
wrong here. This one does not. In fact, we voted
it our supreme example of the most thoroughly
relentless type of sexism found in children’s litera-
ture. The girl, Marly, never overcomes her hero
worship of brother Joe or her comparative inferi-
ority. And it certainly would have been relevant
to explore the toll that maintaining hero status
takes on Joe's character.

Such perfect examples, of course, are not the
rule, But there was a surplus of books whose the-
sis might seem less obvious, but whose refrain was
predictably the same. A little girl in the 1955
Newbery winner The Wheel on the School (Har-
per, 1954) asks her boy playmate: “Can I go,



t00?” And the response is “No! Girls are no good
at jumping. It’s a boy’s game.” Meindert DeJong
Jeaves it at that—and another eager little girl read-
er is squelched.

Those fictional girls who join the prestigious
ranks of male adventurers often do so at the ex-
pense of other members of their sex. And small
wonder, the tomboy-turned-token-female is simply
the other side of the coin. The message is clear: If
a girl wishes to join the boys in their pranks and
hell.caising, of to use her imagination and personal-
ity in leading them, she renounces all claim to
supposedly feminine characteristics—tears and fears
and pink hair ribbons. The fine between tradition-
ally assigned sex roles is drawn sharp and clear.
The girl who crosses that line is forced to desert
her sex rather than allowed to act 4s a spokes-
woman for a broader definition.

Take Lulu’s Back in Town (Funk & Wagnall,
1968). The proof provided by author Laura Dean
to show Lulu’s final acceptance by the boys is the
clubhouse sign: “FOR BOYS ONLY. No Girls Al-
lowed. (Except Lulu,)” This is seen by the author,
who unfortunately happens to be a woman, s a
satisfactory ending. But our committee Was not so
pleased. (Except to find that neither ALA nor
CSA had listed it.)

Cop-Outs

The Cop-Out Baok is often the most insidious.
At its worst, it promises much and delivers noth-
ing. But the better ones are the most infuriating,
for often they are only a step away from being
the exact kind of literature we'd like to see for
girls and boys abour girls. The actual cop-out may
e only a crucial line, a paragraph, the last chap-
ter. But somewhere a sexist compromise is made,
somewhere the book adjusts to the stereotyped
tole of woman, often for the sake of social pres-
sure and conformity. The compromise brings with
it a change, and this change is not only disturbing,
but often distorts the logical development of the
character herself. Suddenly her development is re-
directed, or, rather, stunted.

The many Cop-Out Books we found are prob-
ably a fair reflection of the social uncertainties
and inner conflicts of writers, publishers, and re-
Viewers in our sexist society.

Caddie Woodlawn by Carol R. Brink (Macmil-
lan, 1935) is a Newbery winner. Not a recent one,
but still extremely popular. Caddie is a young pio-
neer girl, allowed to run free with her brothers.

She is happy and strong in her so-called tomboy
role. Though her mother pressures her to become
more of a “lady,” 4he reader feels serenely certain
that Caddie will remain her own person. Alas, as
the book draws to a close, Caddie’s father pleads:
“IUs 4 strange thing, but somehow we expect
more of girls than of boys. It is the sisters and
wives and mothers, you know, Caddie, who keep
the world sweet and beautiful . .. .” Thus subdued,
she joins the insipidly depicted girls at the weaving
loom. True, the boys do ask her to teach them
how to weave. Apparently they may choose to
join women at their work, but no longer may
Caddie choose to run free in the woods. And we
are left feeling cheated. Why should it be the right
choice for her obediently to join the “sweet and
beautiful” women of the world on their pedestals?
Why shouldn’t she continue to struggle for a life
in which she might fulfill some inner potential?

The linking of a girl's growing up to the aban-
doning of her “tomboy” ways is a depressingly
frequent theme in these books. As a stage in
growing up, tomboy behavior appears to be ac-
ceptable. But the girl must in the end conform to
more socially approved behavior. In a widely used
bibliography compiled by Clara Kirchner in 1966
entitled Behavior Patterns in Children’s Books,
there is an entire section called “From Tomboy to
Young Woman.” Here are two random descrip-
tions:

A Girl Can Dream by Betty Cavanna (Westminster, 1948):
Loretta Larkin, tops in athletic but poor in social graces
and jealous of @ classmate who shines socially, finds out
that being “just a girl” can be fun.

Billie by Esphyr Slobodkina (Lothrop, 1959): Billie, who
wore faded jeans and played boys' games because she didn't
like being 4 girl, came (o think differently after she took
‘ballet lessons to imber up a sprained ankle.

These books fit into the following categories:
Womanliness, Growing Up, and Popularity.

Young readers of such grievous cop-outs are
forced to believe that the spunk, individuality, and
physicel capability so refreshingly portrayed in
tomboy heroines must be surrendered when girls
grow up, in order to fit the passive, supposedly
more mature image of a young woman. But where
is that earlier energy to be spent? Is depression in
the adult woman perhaps linked to the painful
suppression of so many sparks of life? In a way
we could call the Cop-Out Book the “co-op”
book, for it permits the tomboy reader to believe
she can pass comfortably over into that other
world at a safely future date. Real life is rarely
like that.



A new book recommended on both the ALA
and the CSA lists is Constance Green’s A Girl
Called Al (Viking, 1969). The main character
comes across as a nonconformist who truly enjoys
her individuality, and throughout most of the
book she eschews traditional female worries—how
she looks, hooking boy friends, etc. Wonderful.

who picked a little sack of soil would be “a farm-
er’s wife.” One pulled a penny: she would be very
rich. One picked a little plastic boy doll and she
would meet a “fine young man.” “Great happi-
ness” was in store for the one who got a blue-
bird's feather. When one of the girls pulled out a
jack, the fortuneteller chanted: “Butcher, baker,

But the ending is a neat little all-A pack-
age. Al gets thin, gets pretty, and now she will be
popular. All these sudden switches hit the reader
in the last few pages. Her pigtails make room for
a feminine hairdo. Her closest friend explains:

Her mother took her to the place she gets her hair done
and had the man wash and set Al's hair, and now she wears
it long with a ribbon around it. It is very becoming, my
mother says, She is right. But T miss Al's pigtails. | wanted
her to wear it this way but now that she does I'm kind of
sorry. She looks older and different, is all I know.

Again, we are led to believe that another character
in our long line of individual heroines will con-
form to the role society has rigidly defined for
her. We find it hard to buy the sudden change in
AL And we also miss the pigtails.

Sometimes it is the focus of a book that makes
it a copout. When we read the 1959 Newbery
winner, Elizabeth Speare’s The Witch of Blackbird
Pond (Houghton Mifflin, 1958), we praised Kit's
independent spirit, her rejection of bigoted values,
and her truly striking courage at a time when
women were burned for witchcraft. From a femi-
nist standpoint, the book is marred only by the
.plot’s revolving around the standard question:
“Whom shall Kit marry?” In too many books we
find the male character worrying about what shall
he be while the female character worries about
who shall he be.

Only a few hairs are out of place in Next Door
to Xanadu by Doris Orgel (Harper, 1969), also
listed by ALA and CSA. The main character faces
the too-often very real hatred of pre-teen boys to-
ward girls. She meets it with strength, earning re-
spect. The only boy-<crazy girl in the book is de-
emphasized. But one scene allows our society’s
pervasive sexism to come shining through.

At a goingaway party for one of the girls, a
woman parades as a fortuneteller. “She took out a
bowl, put it on the table, filled it with all sorts of
strange little things. Then she said ‘Who among
you dares to delve into the secrete the future
holds in store?”  Here were the fortunes of the
girls: The girl who pulled out two safety pins
would be “the mother of a fine pair of twins.”
Chalk meant another would be a teacher. The one
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ker; tailor, sailor, teacher, preacher;
doctor, lawyer, carpenter, smith—she would have
kept it up, but Helen guessed it. Betsy would mar-
1y a jack-of-all-trades.”

Not be a jack-of-all-trades, but marry one. Not
be a farmer, but be a farmer’s wife. The only
vocation predicted was that of teacher. Unfortu-
nately, fortunetellers will be like that, until we
have feminist fortunetellers. That would certainly
bring brighter futures.

At the risk of carping, we felt that such a fine
book as A Wrinkle in Time by Madeline L'Engle
(Farrar, 1962), the 1963 Newbery winner, had a
hint of acceptance of woman’s second-class status,
This is almost the only science fiction book in
which a girl is the main character. We even find a
mother who is a scientist, perhaps one of the only
scientist moms in juvenile fiction. But why did
father have to be a super scientist, topping mom
by a degree or two?

Positive Images

Happily, if not of course, there are some books
for children which show female characters in flexi-
ble, diverse roles. They allow for character devel-
opment beyond the stereotype, and do not disap-
point us in the end. At first we tried calling these
“Non-Sexist.” But we found many books were not
precisely either Sexist or Cop-Out, though some-
how they did not quite fit our exacting feminist
standards, usually because they did not deal with
the questions they posed in a sufficiently clear,
real, and affirmative way. The rare book that did
succeed, even in this, is our Positive-Image Book.

Certainly, these categories overlap a bit, 4
Wrinkle in Time really belongs among the Posi-
tivelmage Books. We just couldn’t resist putting
down papa’s degrees. Unfair, we admit, because of
the especially fine, honest relationship between
Calvin' (the boy who is a friend, as opposed to
Boy Friend) and the girl protagonist. They respect
each other’s heads, and his ego does not stand in
the way of her saving the day with an act of
courage that rescues her little brother from it. We
also applauded the image of the mother as a bril-
liant scientist who instills pride in her children.



Another Newbery we salute is the 1961 winner,
Island of the Blue Dolphins by Scott O'Dell
(Houghton Mifflin, 1960), one of the rare books
showing a girl with strong physical skills. She kills
wild dogs, constructs weapons, kills a giant tenta-
cled sea fish, and hauls a six-man canoe by her-
self. The Indian girl protagonist, Karana, spends
cighteen years alone on a bleak and lonely island.
And there we are indeed tempted to ask why such
a marvelous heroine can only be encountered
alone on an island—and never in the midst of so-
ciety?

While on the subject of positive images, there is
a new book we hope will appear on the 1970
recommended lists. Rufus Gideon Grant by Leigh
Dean (Scribners, 1970) is about a boy, but we
were taken by the following reference to a wom-
an: “There inside this magazine was this lady,
dlimbing giant trees and playing with wild chim-
panzees....” And Rufus asks: “Can a boy be a
zo0logist?”

If we had time we would also like to discuss
such essentially positive-image books as Strawberry
Girl by Lois Lenski (Lippincott, 1945), From the
Mixed-Up Files of Mrs. Basil E. Frankweiler by E.
L. Konigsburg (Atheneum, 1967), Vera and Bill
Cleaver's Where the Lilies Bloom (Lippincott,
1969), and Pippi Longstocking by Astrid Lindgren
(reissued in paper by Viking, 1969). Padding our
Positive-Image list a bit we might add commenda-
ble classics like Lewis Carroll’'s Alice in Wonder-
land (first published in 1865), Anne of Green Ga-
bles by Lucy M. Montgomery (Grosset & Dunlap,
1908), and Rebecca of Sunnybrook Farm by Kate
Douglas Wiggin (Macmillan, 1903). Of course there
are some positive books that escaped our notice,
just as some of the negative ones may have
slipped by, but we wanted 1o cover a fourth and
extra category that seems to overlap all the others.

Especially for Girls

This category appears on a number of publish-
ers’ lists and on lists of recommended books. It is
called “especially for girls.” The reason advanced
by librarians and publishers for having such a cate-
gory at all is that while girls are perfectly happy
1o read “boys™™ books, o self-respecting boy will

read books about girls. In our male-dominated so-
ciety, unfortunately, this is probably true. But list-
ing a separate group of books for girls provides
boys with a list of books not to read, further
Polarizing the sexes.

There seems only one possible justification for
a separate category of books for girls: to spot and
recommend those books which, according to our
highest, most stringent feminist standards are not
sexist. Pursuing this logic, when children’s litera-
ture no longer supports sexism, there will no long-
er be any reason to list books “especially for
girls.”

The current lists of girls' books promoted by
publishers show @ preponderance of stories about
love, dating, and romance. And there are the com-
panion books about young girlé with problems like
shyness, overweight, glasses, acne, and so on, that
are supposed to interfere with romance. Certainly,
problems facing young girls should be dealt with
in the books they read, but we resent the implica-
tion forced on young girls that romance is the
only fulfilling future for them. Boys, too, are in-
volved in romance, but their books are about oth-
er things.

The lists for girls also include career books
about nurses, secretaries, ballet dancers, stewardess-
es. Why not more female doctors? Bosses? Pilots?
Aquanauts? Present books simply reinforce the sex
roles imposed by society, and even then virtually
all the carcers end in a cop-out. When the girl
marries she gives up the carcer. But must marriage
and carcer be mutually exclusive? For their pub-
lishers, these books are justified by the market—
they are meant to sell rather than edify. We hap-
pen to believe that career books that edify will
also sell, and far more lastingly, as women gain in
the struggle for their freedom.

But what about those lists of currently recom-
mended books that are intended to edify? In
1969, for example, the Child Study Association
listed eight books “Especially for Girls.” Of these,
we were disheartened to find that only one was
free—or almost free—of sexism. Two more were
Cop-Out Books. The rest were middling to very
bad,

Let's start with the best. The Motoring Millers
by Alberta Wilson Constant (Crowell, 1969) not
only shows delightful girls and women behaving
responsibly and delightfully and doing many
things that men do, but the question of sex roles
is specifically aired. In the story, the winner of an
auto race tumns out to be a young girl. When the
wife of a college president says to her, “I want
you to know that I am highly in favor of your
driving in this race. Women should advance their
cause in every field.” the winner replies, “I didn’t
think about that. I just love to drive. Taught
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myself on our one<cylinder Trumbull when I was
ten.” We welcome both reactions.

Two more books on this list, 4 Girl Called Al
and Next Door to Xanadu, have already been de-
scribed above as Cop-Outs, though we did consider
them both almost commendable. To those three
acceptable books, we would also add Julie's Deci-
sion by Rose A. Levant (Washburn, 1969) except
that we were disturbed by what scemed a pater-
nalistic white attitude especially inappropriate in a
book about a black girl.

But, after these titles, the CSA girls’ list deteri-
orates into sexism. It is shocking to find “recom-
mended for girls” a book like The Two Sisters by
Honor Arundel (Meredith, 1969), which not only
reinforces the stereotype of girls as romantic,
clothes<crazy, and spendthrift, but whose moral
says that, when all is said and done, love is a
woman’s proper vocation and her future ought o
be subordinated to her husband’s. The young hero-
ine in The Two Sisters has just told her father
that she may abandon her university scholarship to
follow her husband who has gone off to find a
better job in another city. Her father says gently:
“GeofT's quite right to be ambitious and you're
right not to stand in his way. A man who doesn't
get a chance to fulfill his ambition makes a terri-
ble husband.” It doesn't oceur to either that a
woman who sacrifices her potential can also end
up making a terrible wife.

John Rowe Townsend’s Hell’s Edge (Lothrop,

Dear Mrs, Roth:

Tonka Pick-up.

play with.

girls aren’t so fussy!

Reprinted from Rebirth of Feminism by
Ellen Levine. Copyright © 1971 Quadrangle Books,

1969) is just as bad. The motherless teenage hero-
ine cooks all_the meals and does the housework
for her teacher-father, whose domestic ineptitude
is paraded as one of his endearing qualities. A pair
of sisters in the book are set up with mutually
exclusive stercotyped female traits—and then shot
down for them. One is described as a “half-wit”
for being concerned with looks and clothes; the
other sister, a bookworm, is denigrated for not
caring about her looks or clothes. Damned if you
do and damned if you don't.

In another CSA recommendation, the boys in
the family are considered more important than the
girls, even though the book is supposedly for girls.
(Well, it happens in real life too!) The name of
that prize is One to Grow On by Jean Little (Lit-
tle, Brown, 1969).

In A Crown for a Queen by Ursula Moray Wil-
Yiams (Meredith, 1969), the plot revolves around—
get ready—-a beauty the boys as
judges! The most memorable (and most offensive)
finally gets

she “nev-

contest with

line occurs when the heroine, Jenny
the beauty crown. As we might predic
er felt happier in her life.” This is scarcely the

positive female image we'd been looking for, even
if we could all be beauty queens.

As consciousness of place”
changes, our recommendations of books for girls
must change. As must books themselves, Eventual-
ly, we will have no more need for any list recom-
mended “Especially for Girls.”

our “woman's

Thank you for your thoughtful note concerning Tonka Toys.
We are pleased to learn that your daughter loves her

Regarding our slogan, “You can't raise boys without
Tonka Toys,” there is a psychological factor involved
in that little boys don’t want toys that girls can also

We and our advertising people decided we had to “give in’"
1o the boys, as they were the major
girls actually ask for and receive Tonka Toys. Thankfully

y — more boys than

Thank you for taking the time to write, and thank you
for being a Tonka customer.

Sincerely yours,
(signed by a representative

of Tonka Toys Sales Department,
Division of Tonka Corporation)

Judith Hole and
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Speaking Out on Prostitution
by SUSAN BROWNMILLER

Susan Brownmiller is 3 writer and critic and an active member of New York Radical Feminists. The n:nwmg paper was
Presented at an all-day filiibuster of a New York State Legislature hearing on “Prostitution as a Victimiess Crime,

SUSAN BROWNMILLER: Gentlemen, you state
that the purpose of your hearing today is to listen
to testimony on the subject of prostitution, what
you refer to as “a victimless crime.” Prostitution
is a crime, gentlemen, but it is not victimless.
There is a victim, and that is the woman.

1 understand in the last week you received
some urgent phone calls from several women who
consider themselves your peers-women from the
New Democratic Coalition, a district leader or
two—and they asked you to suspend the hearing.
They told you that the women’s liberation move-
ment considers prostitution to be a women's issue,
along with child care, along with equal pay for
equal work, along with marriage, abortion, contra-
ception, and rape. These women told you that
they were planning 4 joint conference on prostitu-
tion with the Radical Feminists, and that this con-
ference, to be held before the start of the legisla-
tive session, would evolve a new approach, a wom-
an’s approach, to the issue of prostitution. But
You refused to cancel this hearing. giving ample
evidence, I think. 1o the weight you give to the
Political power of women. And so, against our

will, we are forced to use your hearing s our
forum, We do this with regret, in heat and haste,
without the proper thought, consideration, and
democratic spirit of inquiry that our women’s con-
ference will have

As with most other issues of women's libera-
tion, the problem of prostitution is unbelievably
complex, resting as it does on economics, psychol-
ogy, sexuslity, and the male power principle
There are some who'd say that the male power
Principle embodies the first three points Pve men-
tioned: economics, psychology, and sexuality. To
be perfectly honest, that’
Plause)

One fact about prostitution I'm sure has not
escaped your notice: the buyers, the ones who
hold the cash in their hand, the ones who create
the market by their demand, they are all mel
gentlemen, the same sex

what I'd say. (dp

yourselves.
In the 1940s, the Kinsey Report—which was
probably the last really documented report on sex-

uality—the Kinsey Report stated that two-thirds of
all American men have some experience with a
prostitute. In 1964, REL. Masters estimated that
the figure was closer to 80 percent. Now, having
counted the men in this room, I don’t think we
need to play a shell game to figure out which one
of you might have a clean slate.

Now the stock your sex is buying with their
dollar bills is human flesh, for the most part, but
not always, the same sex as myself. And I say
parenthetically “not always,” because in this city
at the present time, you can go any evening to
the corner of 53rd Street and Third Avenue, and
see men buying other men for sex. This is seldom
talked about, but it is relevant, Again the buyers
are always men.

Now the myth has it that the female prostitute
is the seller of her own flesh, that she is a free
participant in her act, that she has made a con-
scious choice to sell her body. That is a male
myth, gcm!cmcn_ one that your sex has rather

for your own selfi
It has not only absolved you of your responsibil
ity in this terrible crime of buying another human
being’s body, it has conveniently shifted your guilt
onto our shoulders. The law in this city is applied
to punish the woman and let the man go scot-
free.

Now there is something else that the male sex
has always tried to do to cover up its crime: it
has tried to separate the Woman engaged in prosti-
tution from the rest of the women in the culture.
It calls her “the other,” it marks her the bad
woman, it sends her to jail, and it tells the rest of
us that we are very good and vistuous and we
have nothing in common with her.

Well, gentlemen, I have good news for you. We
have seen through fhar little myth: the feminist
movement identifies itself with the female victim
of the malecreated institution known as prostitu-
tion. (Applause)

MAN: I take it you don’t object to being inter-
rupted.

BROWNMILLER: Now, I am white, and middle-
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class and ambitious, and I have no trouble identi-
fying with either the call girl or the street hustler,
and I can explain why in one sentence: I've been
working to support myself in the city for fifteen
years, and I've had more offers to sell my body
for money than I have had to be an executive.
According fo John Kenneth Galbraith, in a recent
issue of The New York Times Magazine, 96 per-
cent of all jobs over $15,000 in this country are
held by white men. The remaining 4 percent are
divided among blacks, browns, and women. Now
when I see a young girl hustling on the street, I
see a young girl like myself who has ambition.
But she has no options. I mean, what else could
she be? She could be a waitress, she could be a
comptometer operator, she could be a welfare
mother, she could be somebody’s wife.

There was a time when 1 was an unemployed
actress, and Working to support myself as a wait-
ress and a file clerk. The disparity between my
reality situation and my ambition for a better life
was so great that 1 gave serious consideration to
the social pressure to do a little hustling. And that
is something, gentlemen, I really don’t think that
you comprehend. [ don’t think that anyone has
ever asked you to sell your body, or presumed
that your body was for sale. 1 wonder if a cab
driver has ever tumned around to you and re-
marked, “I see you're a little short of change. Per-
haps we could work together. I could steer some
customers your way.” I wonder if a man has ever
walked up to you in a hotel lobby, and muttered,
“What's your price? Ten? Twenty? I'll pay it. Il
pay it.” That happened to me in the Hotel Astor.
1 wonder if you've ever applied for work in a
bar-restaurant, and the owner, or perhaps he was
only the manager, looked you up and down and
said, “Are you sure you're over twenty-one? Why
don't you come downstairs with me and prove
it

Now these were all experiences that happened
to me at a time of my life when perhaps I looked
more vulnerable than 1 am today, and when I was
certainly more desperate. And I want to say with-
out theatricality that I was lucky. I had options
that most other women don’t have. I managed to
use my ambition in a positive manner. I managed
to become a writer, what Caroline Bird called “a
loophole woman.” There was, of course, one other
option 1 could have exercised. I could've gotten
married.

So now, perhaps you can understand why I
identify with the prostitute, and why, when I see
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a front page headline in the New York Times,
“Mayor Stepping Up Drive on Prostitutes and
Smut,” 1 know that in a very real sense it is me
and my entire sex that the mayor and the New
York Times are talking about. And when this
mayor appoints a task force of six men and no
women to study the problems of pimps, pornogra-
phy, and prostitution, giving equal moral weight to
each category, I know that his failure to appoint
even one woman to this task force is not an over-
sight, it’s just that the boys decided they've got to
get together and do a little superficial something
to preserve their fun,

Now I am worried that your purpose in holding
this hearing today is to open the doors to the
legalization of prostitution. Mr. Pete Hamill, for
one, has waxed cloquent on the subject in New
York magazine and in the Village Voice, extolling
the virtues of a legal brothel he had visited in
Curacao, where he got 4 clean lay at a fair price
with a medical guarantee of no venereal disease. A
recent article in Look magazine reports on the
first legal American brothel outside of Reno, Ne-
vada. Perhaps you saw the story. In an interview
with the pimp in charge, a white man described as
sporting two diamond rings on his fingers, this pig
said, “First of all, the customer doesn't have to
worry about getting VD. The girls are checked
every week by a doctor, and once a month they
get a blood test.”

Gentlemen, if you intend to extend the defini-
tion of governmentinspected meat to the sale of
human flesh, you will do it over our dead bodies.
The women’s movement will not tolerate the legal-
ization of sexual slavery in this state. Yes, there is
a prostitution problem. It is expressed by Judge
John A. Murtagh, who has written: “Most of the
men who visit prostitutes would be considered
normal.” It is expressed by Judge Morris Schwalb,
who began to hold prostitutes in his court without
bail after he got some complaints from friends of
his who were in town for a Bar Association hear-
ing. They claimed that they were actually being
harassed by women on the street. Well, if Judge
Schwalb were to put on a skirt and walk down
42nd Street, or even Fifth Avenue, any afternoon,
despite his hairy legs, I think he would begin to
understand for the first time in his life what street
harassment is all about. It is women who are be-
ing harassed on these streets in New York City,
day and night, and they are being harassed by
men and not the reverse. Yes, there is a prostitu-
tion problem, and it is expressed by Mr. Pete




Hamill who daydreams about women in clean little
stalls, medically approved and at a price a work-
ingman can afford

There is a serious problem in our society, when
women with ambition must sell their bodies be-
cause there is no other way that they can eam
fifteen thousand a year. There is & serious problem
in our society when men think that access to the
female body is, if not a divine right, at least a
monetary right.

There has been but ane in-depth study on the
gratification men get from paying for sex, and
that study was conducted in the 1920s. And per-
haps that is the area in which you gentlemen
could begin your research. Perhaps it is the only
valid study a man could make in this day and age
on the subject of prostitution. You might begin
with Marshall Helfand, who, according to the New.
York Times of July 24th, was arrested and
charged with promoting -prostitution. Mr. Helfand
is the owner of Tune Time Fashions at 520 Eight
Avenue, if you want to know how to reach him.
Or perhaps you might want to fly in Mr. Weldon
Case of Elyria, Ohio. Mr. Case was arrested along

ith Mr. Helfand and charged with patronizing a
prostitute. He said in court that he was the pres
dent of the Midwest Intercontinental Telephone
Company, which operates i twelve states. | think
a garment center boss and & major corporation
president might have some very interesting insights
on their concept of manhood and their psycholog:

jcal need 10 pay a woman for the use of her
body.

Prostitution will not end in this country until
men see women as equals. And men will never see
women as equals until there’s an end to prostitu-
tion. So it seems that we will have to work for
the full equality of women and the end to prosti-
tution side by side. One cannot occur without the
other. In the meantime, it seems ta me, it’s fool-
ish to prosecute a woman for a crime in which
she is the victim. But it is equally reprehensible to
let a man go free for the criminal act of purchas-
ing another’s body.

Now that concludes the formal part of my fes-
timony. 1 had a great deal of difficulty writing
these words down because, as the poet Adrienne
Rich once said in another context, “this is the
oppressor’s language.” And it’s very clear when
you start to write about prostitution that you're
using the oppressor's language, which is the male
language. The institution is defined by the woman:
prostitution; but it is the man who does the buy-
ing. There is no formal word to describe that
man; we just have a couple of slang words like
“john.” “trick.” that the prostitute uses. There is
no formal word. Perhaps that's because it's all
men, and men have never felt the need to use the
specific word in the language that defines some-
thing that is their province. Anyway, I've had
trouble, and because of that I feel that other
women from the movement must speak now

Men and Violence

The following is a transcript of a taped conscious-
ness-raising session. It is one of twenty such tapes
produced for WBAI-FM Radio in New York City

The WBAI consciousness-raising group, consist-
ing of seven women, was formed in the fall of
1970. The women met every week-somerimes
twice a week and on Sundays—in the WBAI stu-
dios to produce a CR fape on a specific topic.
The topics included Adolescent Puberty Rituals
(How [ First Learned About Menstruation), House-
work, Masturbation, and Monogamy.

The program was broadeast in two parts on Fri-
days at noon. The daytime hour was chosen so
that we would reach women who, because they

have small children and other female responsibili-
ties, are often unable 1o join a CR group. During
Part. [ of the progam a forty-five minute edited
version of @ tape was played. During Part II wom-
en in the audience phoned in and did their own
consciousness-raising on the air. The first broadcast
of the CR program received more mail than any
otlier first broadeast in WBAI history.

Members of the group are Kate Ellis, Sebern
Fisher, Marian Meade, Vivian Neimann, Gloria
Schult, Mary Winslow, and Rosemary Gaffney
(who. unfortunately was absent the night “Men
and Violence” was taped). The program was pro-
duced and edited by Nanetre Rainone.
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SEBERN: | just started a new job with a messen-
ger service, and in the last two days when my son
has been on vacation from school. he's been riding
in the car with me mainly to save me from tow
away zones. He's nine yeurs old. And, as we go
around the streets of New York. he points out to
me every time & man is looking in my direction,
or, which is more obvious to me. when a man is
whistling at me. And he has this Kind of grin on
his face whenever he does it

Finally today | asked him why he felt so com-
pelled to point it out, and he said that he really
didn't know. But it scemed that he was getting a
grandstand view of male chauvinism and enjoying
it, just as he was enjoying the sights of the World
Trade Center or the heliport, you know? I came
in on that level.

And it became difficult because | was dealing
with that issue of the whistling which was out
there, and here was my kid who was reflecting it
all in my car. So I turned on the radio, which
was the only thing to keep them...to keep all
the sounds out.

GLORIA: What 1 feel is rage. | mean /I feel
outraged in terms of the street and in terms of
my position on the street, in terms of the fact
that the streets are owned by men. I just feel that
the men stake out the street and each block is
owned by different men, and that men travel
those blocks with the consent and permission of
other men. Women travel those blocks also with
the consent and permission of men, but on a dif-
ferent level, in that you are at any time suscepti-
ble to those whims in far more of a real way than
those men are.

You know, it's becoming a wellknown thing
that women in the movement hate to be whistled
at. They hate to be stopped in the street, I mean,
men laugh at it—other women laugh at it. They
say that we're too sensitive, that we're too upset,
that we get too outraged and that it's really a
compliment to be stopped and to be whistled at
and to be thought pretty and that we should start
worrying when it stops.

But what I find outrageous is the fact that
their fantasy can be activated into a reality at any
time. And you're the object of it, so that you
cannot escape. That’s what happened tonight. I
mean, we were coming to the studio and Vivian
and I had stopped in front of a store, and a man
came up to her and asked her for twenty cents.
She said “No,” and she proceeded to walk into the
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store. He blocked her way and he shoved her
against a plate glass window. And he called her a
strange name. And all I could feel was contained
rage, because if 1 hit him, he would've killed me.
He was really a violent man. Much larger, much
stronger. And I had no effective way of dealing
with it.

If it happened again when we walked out of
the studio, there would be no way of dealing with
it. If you walk up to the police, as I wanted to
do, the reality is that zhey probably wouldn’t deal
with it, because it’s much too frequent. So you
have (o begin to choose your neighborhoods and
choose the hours, and choose the circumstances
that you can be out.

And that's the rage I feel as a woman. That
complete physical powerlessness in a situation.
And the only way of dealing with it is to react
with some sort of violence, which women don’t
want to do. I don’t want to become a man, in
the sense of becoming someone that can beat the
crap out of another person. Yet, the only alterna-
tive women have on the street is to become a part
of the street. To react in the same way men do,
which makes them immune in the sense that no-
body walks up to a huge man in the street and
beats him up, or presumes upon him.

KATE: Or a :s him for twenty cents, even.
GLORIA: Well, they might ask, but they'll ask
politely. And certainly they're not going to beat
someone Up Over twenty cents. It really so
heavy.

SEBERN: So what are you going to do?

GLORIA: I'm going to start learning to be vio-
lent, I guess. 1 mean I can only contain for so
long my pure thoughts about how one power
structure shouldn’t presume upon another, and
how you don't remove violence by being violent.
That theory works only until you're ripped off
against a wall or raped, or someone you know is
killed. And then' you begin to see that powerless-
ness is not the answer to that kind of street situa-
tion.

KATE: Because, in fact, it's not simply nonvio-
lence, it's nonviolence combined with powerless-
ness, which doesn’t make any sense at all.

GLORIA: 1 just remember an incident when I
was visiting one night, and a man who was a
friend of this family started to talk to me. I was
talking about the movement, and I was telling him
about myself and who I was and what I was do-
ing. He tried the usual thing about, well, you




should wear lighter colors and you'll look better.
And 1 just ignored him. I didn’t pick up on any
of that.

Toward the end of the evening we were talking
sbout women and men’s natural superiority over
women, and he kind of looked in my direction.
All of a sudden he became very agitated and said,
“Well, if I really wanted to right now, I could kill
you. I could beat the shit out of you” And I
looked at him and [ said, “Probably, but that
doesn’t make you a superior pesson.” And he said,
“But 1 really could. You know, I really could beat
you up.”

P've noticed a degree of violence that men have
in relationship to me. I think maybe that’s their
second line of action when the first line doesn’t
really work. You know ... like when they walk up
5 you.

KATE: A male chauvinist would say that you
provoke that,

MARY: You only provoke it by assuming any
kind of equality, The moment you begin to as-
sume equality is that moment that it’s provoked—
if you want to use that word.

GLORIA: That's why the man stopped Vivian.
And called her what he did. Like, which was a
cold bitch. But the thing is that it was because
she was walking down the strect as though she
had a right to be there. And as though she, you
know, she was walking into # store, she wasm't
aware of anybody, she wasn't Jooking at anybody

..we were just talking. But I've noticed more

and more that whenever we're fogether there’s less
of an attempt to pick us up than an attempt to
be violent, because it's happened a couple of
times.
SEBERN: Then there’s the story of a friend of
mine who went into a coffee shop-bar setup with
ber child in Pennsylvania, And the proprietor of
the place came over and said that “You'll have to
get that out of here” And she thought he was
speaking of the chicken leg which the little boy
was eating, and she went to great lengths to assure
him that she was going to buy some food for
herself. And he said, “No, 1 don’t mean that, I
mean your child. He is too young to be up so
late.” It was nine o'clock.

She became incensed, enraged. He was not only
telling her that—that she couldn't partake of the
services everybody else had, but he was also put-
ting it in the context of her being a bad mother.
she'd no other way than, you know, giving him a
very hard time, trying to rouse up the other cus-

tomers who were bored with the whole scene, to
get any kind of action going, and the feeling was
overwhelming.

Her husband picked the child up and left be-
cause he didn’t want a fight, which not only had
undercut her argument, but really fulfilled a fear
that, sure, that guy could and would beat some-
body up over the issue of a child being up too
late for his ethical standard. And, as he pushed
her out the door, he sid, “You know, you're a
woman, and I could really beat you up.”

GLORIA: 1t's 5o depressing.

SEBERN: But the level at which we take that
in. You know, it’s not only the circumstances that
come from ou It's the level to which you
accept that in day-to-day situations which doesn’t
allow you to have an instantaneous reaction, and
know. that you're taking somebody off guard and
chopping them or kicking them, but tells you
rather that you have to submit to constant punish-
ment of this kind,

KATE: Has anybody here . .. has anybody here
ever been...1 mean my husband really beat me
up once. I mean really just absolutely tore me
apart

The way this arose, really, had a great deal to
do with my own inability to express anger at him.
And what I would do instead was burst into tears.
1 mean, there’s some kind of relationship between
bussting into tears and being beaten up.

And whenever | would do that with him, he
would say, “I can’t deal with you When you're so
upset. Come back and talk to me when you're in
a rational frame of mind.” 1 would've liked to do
anything to him. I just don't know quite what. To
me this was just the most totally frustrating thing
that he ever said: “Go away while you're so upset
and then come back.”

Now of course he couldn't deal with anger at
all-we kind of complimented each other on that.
§ cried and he withdrew. The thing is, though,
that finally the dam just broke and he lost control
of himself completely. This was a thing where I
was—I was just hysterical and upset with him, and
1 just wouldn't go away and control myself. I just
kept coming back at him and coming back at him
and finally he had just had as much as he could
take and, though he was a very, very controlled
person and found my anger hard to deal with and
found his own anger hard to deal with, right in
front of our son, who was two &t the time, and
who came over to me after, when 1 was lying on
the ground and really just—just—1 mean for about
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ten minutes my husband just absolutely pummeled
me like he was crazy.

But when I look back on that now, I think,
you see, it was a time when I was asking him to
move out and nothing was happening. The very
next day he went out and got himself an apart-
ment and moved out right like that. And so in a
certain kind of way, it seemed to me at that time
that at least Wayne finally did something. I mean,
he saw only two alternatives: total withdrawal or
the total opposite.

SEBERN: Because of the anger that has been
repressed in us, the six of us in the room could
eventually, you know, send this city like they had
never seen King Kong.

GLORIA: But you see men allow themselves
that option of becoming violent. Women don’t.
Not even with other women who they can beat
up! Or even particularly maybe with their chil-
dren, But that’s the only visible way we allow
ourselves an outlet: toward something totally pow-
erless like a child or an animal.

SEBERN: Or yourself.

GLORIA: Or even yourself. But anything that
has a modicum of consciousness, | mean, you just
can’t do it.

MARY: 1 was thinking just in relation to what
you were saying, Kathy, about how we cry and
they hit. Even when it doesn’t come to that. Even
when it's just a simple argument, there’s always
the potential for that kind of violence, even if
you're in a situation where you're not getting hit
or never have been.

still, sometimes just the anger of my husband
has made me realize, you know, why any anger is
so intimidating, because ultimately for it to be-
come physical is the only place it can go unless
you begin to defuse that anger by doing some-
thing else or stopping the conversation or redirect-
ing things, or becoming passive, or dropping the
whole thing. It's always there with men.

KATE: 1 married my husband, who was 6'4",
and | married him because he was tall and because
I'm 5’8" and I somehow had a thing that finally |
was accepting my role because he was big and
strong.

And so, 1 mean | didnt ask to be beaten up,
although in looking at it afterwards it seemed like
a very masculine thing for him to do somehow
since 1 had been nagging him because he never
really asserted himself.

GLORIA: The thing that concerns me about
the whole incident on Eighth Street tonight was
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the fact that if I had thought about it, and I
guess 1 did think about it, in the split second of
Vivian walking through the door and him standing
there just totally smug, you know, smiling—1 could
have, you know, kicked him or hit him. I could
have hit him back and I didn’t. I could- have
taken him totally by surprise and really hurt him,
and I didn’t, I was within three inches of him and
he was totally secure about the fact that no one
was going to retaliate. And I didn’t do anything.

And I can kind of back that up even further
because when I was young I played with boys all
the time. I was a tomboy. And we used to rough-
house and kid around and wrestle, and | was
equally as strong as them. I never felt weaker than
them because they were all about my age and I
didn’t really think in terms of strength . .. that
these people were more powerful‘than me.

At ten | was having this puppy love kind of
thing with this little boy on the block. And some-
thing I had done—I think I beat him in baseball
or something like that—something ridiculous—and
he turned around and he punched me in the arm.
And my first reaction was to hit him back. And I
had my hand up to hit him and I just stopped
There was no fear that he was going to beat me
up, because we were equally strong at that point,
I'm sure he’s now stronger than me physically, but
a boy of ten and girl of ten are about equally
matched, since | was even bigger than him physi-
cally. He was a little boy, and I didn’t hit back.
And 1 think somehow that was a turning point for
me.

MARY: The interesting thing to me is Gloria's
being ten years old and an equal physical match
and still not doing anything about it, which seems
to me even more distressing.

1 was thinking about my children who are very
used to fighting with their father—roughhousing.
My daughter is two years older than my son, so
yowd think she’d be better at it, and she was up
to a certain point. But now, at the age of eight,
she's begun to play all sorts of so-called “femi-
nine” games where instead of coming in punching,
she runs around or pinches toes or does all kinds
of devious thing that really are not part of the
scene. Whereas my son, who's smaller than she is,
you know, still fights very directly with his fists
or butts with his head, but it's all very direct,
head-on. She’s already pulling away—not liking real
physical contact—would rather play tricks or use
an implement, something to get distance between
her and her father. So it starts at a very early age



where women begin to dislike or be conditioned
to dislike any kind of real aggressive behavior

VIVIAN: T don't travel the subway too much
any more, but when | did every day I encoun-
tered two or three incidents always with extremely
well-dressed businessmen, and slapped them each
time across the face. And it works. Because they
were really horrified. And I think it tends
make them think twice about doing it ag:
don’t recommend it at twelve midnight when the
train is empty and you're looking at a man who
possibly might have a knife on him. But if it's a
packed subway and the man looks like he can be
intimidated, I would say slap him across the face.
But 1 should add to that that in the subway, most
of the people were outraged at my behavior

SEBERN: Yeah. That's what happened to me

VIVIAN: Very surange. But the men especially
thought I was just really horrendous.

GLORIA: The men, of course, because they've
probably done it to a hundred women. 1 mean, 1
don’t think it takes anything perverted or abnor-
mal about a man making advances towards a wom
an in the subway. It happens every day. I see it
You know, you can see the men just walking
around, going from one woman to another. The
big thing seems to be to impose you:
of a woman and to make her aware that you're
there and you have the power to do someth
More than even doing it. | mean Pye had men just
stand over me ominously, and you can always
pick up those vibrations whether or not they're
doing anything to you—you can just kind of look
up and know that these men are just really gloat-
ing about the fact that you're uncomfortable and
you're suddenly rearranging yourself and you're
checking to see that nothing's showing and you're
really upset and uncomfortable. And eventually
maybe you'll even get up and move your seat
And T think that’s an element too about it. That
it's the feeling of power over you, aside from any
cheap thrills they might get from rubbing up
against you

I remember a movie related to this. It was
about a girl, a very normal young high school stu-
dent. The girl was coming home from school. She
01 off the subway. She had this whole picture of

elf in front

romantic love, because she’d seen this couple that
she knew on the train and they were holding
hands and stuff and it was very obvious that she
was this very romantic kind of schoolgirl. So she’s
walking home through the park in broad daylight,
and she’s pulled into the bushes and raped. And
the whole rest of the story focused on the chang-
es that this girl went through and her inability to
accept the fact that violence had come into her
life, and had shattered so many illusions at once.
And the whole inability to—not only react to the
violence while it was happening, but to accept the
existence of it in her own head. She couldn’t even
acoept the fact that it existed at all

For many of us, during a great deal of our
lives, we have been protected in one way or an-
other by either our family or by a strong male—a
man who was going to shield us in some sort of
way from the existence of violence. It’s that lack
of ease in that situation. That lack of knowing
what your chances are. What your chances for es-
cape are, what your chances to hurt that person
are, the way any good fighter could estimate. A
woman, | don't think, has that ability, and can
only say “Well, he's going to kill me if I even
raise my hand.” So you don’t do anything. When,
in fact, maybe it would be better to fight because
maybe the element of surprise would allow you to
get away. Maybe it wouldn’t. But the thing is you
haye no real way of assessing it because you have
no experience. I think that's a part of it.

KATE: It seems to me that the reason we have
such difficulty responding adequately either to be-
ing attacked or being put down or being used in
some way, being disregarded, whistled at or what-
ever, is that on the one hand there is objectively a
wreat deal of real danger, and to a certain extent
if we're sensible we're going o back away. I mean
that's a sensible reaction to real danger. But on
the other hand we have internalized our fear of
inyoking male anger, and that we carry around
within us—this powerlessness. We've allowed it to
shape us on the inside so that internally we're
debilitated and there are also external conditions
that are really threatening. The combination of the
two reully, I think, is 00 much.

“Once in cabinet we had to deal with the fact that thére had been an
outbreak of assaults on women at night. One minister ... . suggested a
curfew; women should stay at home after dark. | said, ‘But it's the
men who are attacking the women. If there’s to be a curfew let the

men stay at home, not the woren.

~Israeli Prime Minister Golda Meir



3. THEORY AND ANALYSIS

The Building of
the Gilded Cage

by JO FREEMAN
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Hidden somewhere in the byways of social science
is an occasionally discussed, seldom studied, fre-
quently employed and rarely questioned field gen-
erally referred to as social control. We have so
thoroughly absorbed our national ideology about
living in a “free society” that whatever else we may
question, as radicals or academics, we are reluctant
to admit that all societies, ours included, do an
awful lot of controlling of everyone’s lives. We are
even more reluctant to face the often subtle ways
that our own attitude and our own lives are being
controfled by that same society.

This is why it has been so difficult for materially
well-off, educated whites—women as well as men—to
accept the idea that women are oppressed. “Women
can have a career (or do something else) if they
really want to” is the oft-heard refrain. “Women are
where they are because they like it” is another.
There are many more. “Women are their own worst
enemies.” “Women prefer to be wives and mothers
rather than compete in the hard, aggressive male
world.” “Women enjoy being feminine, They like to
be treated like ladies.” These are just variations on
the same “freedom of choice” argument which
maintains that women are free (don’t forget, we are
living in @ free society) to do what they want and
never question why they think they want what they
say they want.

But what people think they want is precisely
what society must control if it is to maintain the
status quo. As the Bems put it, “We overlook the
fact that the society that has spent twenty years

carefully marking the woman’s ballot for her has
nothing to lose in that twenty-first year by pretend-
ing to let her cast it for the alternative of her
choice. Society has controlled not her alternatives
but her motivation to choose any but one of those
alternatives.”

There are many mechanisms of social control and
some are more subtle than others. The socialization
process, the climate of opinion in which people live,
the group ideology (political or religious), the kind
of social structures available, the legal system, and
the police are just some of the means society has at
s disposal to channel people into the roles it finds
necessary for its maintenance. They are all worthy
of study, but here we are going to look only at two
of them—one overt and one covert—to see what
they can tell us about women.

The easiest place to start when trying to deter-
mine the position of any group of people is with
the legal system. This may strike us as a little
strange since our national ideology also says that
“all men are equal under the law"” until we remem-
ber that the ideology is absolutely correct in its
restriction of this promise to “men.” Now there are
three groups who have never been accorded the
status and the rights of manhood-—blacks, children
(minors) and women. Children at least are consid-
ered to be in their inferior, dependent status only
temporarily because some of them (white males)
eventually graduate to become men, Blacks (the
47% who are male) have “been denied their man-
hood” since they were kidnapped from Africa and
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are currently demanding it back. But women (51%
of the population, black and white) ~how can a
woman have manhood?

This paradox illustrates the problem very well:
because there is @ longstanding legal tradition, reach-
ing back to early Roman law, which says that wom-
en are perpetual children and the only adults are
men. This tradition, known as the “Perpetual Tute-
lage of Women™® has had its ups and downs, been
more or less enforced, but the definition of women
as minors who never grow up, who therefore must
always be under the guidance of a male (father,
brother, husband or son), has been carried down in
modified form 1o the present day and vestiges of it
can still be seen in our legal system.

Even Roman law was an improvement over
Greek society. In that cradle of democracy only
men could be citizens in the polis In fact most
women were slaves, and most slaves were women.®
In ancient Rome both the status of women and
slaves improved slightly as they were incorporated
into the family under the rule of patria potestas or
Power of the Father. This term designated not so
much 2 familial relationship as a property relation-
ship. All land was owned by families, not individ-
uals, and was under the control of the oldest male.
Women and slaves could not assume proprietorship
and in fact frequently were considered to be forms
of property. The woman in particular had to turn
any income she might receive over to the head of
the household and had rio rights to her own chil-
dren, to divorce. or to any life outside the family.
The relationship of woman to man was designated
by the concept of manus (hand) under which the
woman stood. Women had no rights under law-not
even legal recognition. In any civil or criminal case
she had to be represented by the pater who accept-
ed legal judgment on himself and in turn judged her
according to his whims. Unlike slaves, women could
not be emancipated (removed from under the
hand). She could only go from under one hand to
another. This was the nature of the marital relation-
ship. (From which comes our modern practice of
asking a woman's father for her hand in marriage.)
At marriage @ woman was “born again™ into the
household of the bridegroom’s family and became
the “daughter of her husband.™

Although later practice of Roman Law was much
less severe than the ancient rules, some of the most
stringent aspects Were incorporated into Canon Law
and from there passed to the English Common Law.
Interpretation and spread of Roman Law varied

throughout Europe, but it was through the English
Common Law that it was brought to this country
and made part of our own legal tradition.

Even here history played tricks on women.
Throughout the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries,
tremendous liberalizations were taking place in the
Common Law attitude toward women. This was
particularly true in the American colonies where
rapidly accelerating commercial expansion often
made it profitable to ignore the old social rules. In
particular, the development of property other than
land facilitated this process as women had always
been held to have some right in movable property
while only male heirs could inherit the family
lands.*

But when Blackstone wrote his soon-to-be-fa-
mous Commentaries on the Laws of England, he
chose to fgnore these new trends in favor of codify-
ing the old Common Law rules. Published in 1765,
his work was used in Britain as a textbook. But in
the Colonies and new Republic it became a legal
Bible. Concise and readable, it was frequently the
only book to be found in law libraries in the United
States up until the middie of the nineteenth cen-
tury, and incipient lawyers rarely delved past its
pages when seeking the roots of legal tradition.®
Thus when Edward Mansfield wrote the first major
analysis of The Legal Rights, Liabilities and Duties
of Women in 1845, he still found it necessary to
pay homage to the Blackstone doctrine that “‘the
husband and wife are as one and that one is the
husband.” As he saw it three years before the Sen-
eca Falls Convention would write the Woman's Dec-
laration of Independence “it appears that the hus.
band’s control over the person of his wife is so
complete that he may claim her society altogether;
that he may reclaim her if she goes away or is
detained by others; that he may maintain suits for
injuries to her person; that she cannot sue alone;
and that she cannot execute a deed or valid convey.
ance without the concurrence of her husband. In
most respects she loses the power of personal inde-
pendence, and altogether that of separate action in
legal matters.™” The husband also had almost total
control over all the wife’s real and personal proper-
ty or income.

Legal traditions die hard even when they are
mythical ones. So the bulk of the activities of
feminists in the nineteenth ceritury wer

spent chip-
ping away at the legal nonexistence that Blackstone
had defined for married women. Despite the passage
of Married Women's Property Acts and much other
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legislative relief during the nineteenth century, the
core idea of the Common Law that husbands and
wives have reciprocal—not equal—rights and duties
remains. The husband must support the wife and
children, and she in return must render services to
the husband. Thus the woman is legally required to
do the domestic chores, to provide marital compan-
ionship and sexual consortium. Her first obligation
is to him. If he moves out of town, she cannot get
unemployment compensation if she quits her job to
follow him, but he can divorce her on grounds of
desertion if she does’t. Likewise, unless there has
been a legal separation, she cannot deny him access
to their house even if she has good reason to believe
that his entcy on a particular occasion would result
in physical abuse o her and her children. He must
maintain_ her, but the amount of support beyond
subsistence is at his discretion. She has no claim for
direct compensation. for any of the services ren-
dered®

Crozier commented on this distribution of obliga-
tions; *...Clearly, that economic relationship be-
tween A and B whereby A has an original owner-
ship of B's labor, with the consequent necessity of
providing B's maintenance, is the economic relation-
ship between an owner and his property rather than
that between two free persons. It was the economic
relationship between a person and his domesticated
animal. In the English Common Law the wife was,
in economic relationship to the husband, his proper-
ty. The financial plan of marriage law was founded
upon the economic relationship of owner and prop-
erty.™

This basic relationship still remains in force to-
day. The “domesticated animal” has acquired a
longer leash, but the legal chains have yet to be
broken, Common Law practices, assumptions, and
attitudes still dominate the law. The property, real
and personal, brought by the woman 1o the mar-
riage mow remains her separate estate, but such is
not always the case for property acquired during
the marriage.

There are two types of property systems in the
United States—common law and community. In the
nine community property States (Arizona,
nia, Hawaii, 1daho, Louisiana, Nevada, New Mexico,
Texas and Washington), all property or income ac
quired by either husband or wife is community
property and is equally divided upon divorce. How-
ever “the general rule is that the husband is the
head of the ‘community’ and the duty is his to
manage the property for the benefit of his wife and
family. Usually, s long as the husband is capable of
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alifor-

managing the community, the wife has no power of
control over it and acting alone, cannot contract
debts chargeable aginst it.”'® In two of the states
(Texas and Nevada) the husband can even dispose
of the property without his wife’s consent. Included
in the property is the income of a working wife
which, under the law, is managed by the husband
with the wife having no legal right to a say in how
it shall be spent.

In common law states each spouse has a right to
manage his own income and property. However,
unlike community property states, this principle
does not recognize the contribution made by a wife
who works only in the home. Although the wife
generally. contributes domestic labor to the mainte-
nance of the home far in excess of. that of her
husband, she has no right to an allowance, wages or
an income of any sort. Nor can she claim joint
ownership upon divorce." !

Marriage incurs a few other disabilites as well, A
married woman cannot contract on the same basis
as her husband or a single woman in most states. In
only five states does she have the same right to her
own domicile. In many states a married woman can
now live separately from her husband but his domi-
cile is 'still her address for purposes of taxation,
voting, jury service, ete.!?

Along with the domicile regulations, those con-
cerning names are most symbolic of the theory of
the husband’s and wife’s legal unity. Legally, every
married woman's surname is that of her husband
and no court will uphold her right to go by a
different name. Pragmatically, she can use another
name only so long as her husband does not object
If he were legally to change his name, hers would
automatically change too, though such would not
necessarily be the case for the children. “In a very
real sense. the [oss of a woman’s surname represents
the destruction of an important part of her person-
ality and its submersion in that of her husband.”'®

When we move out of the common law and into
the stattory law we find an area in which, until
tecently, the dual legal status of women has in-
creased in the last seventy years, This assault was
particularly intense around the turn of the century,
but has solidified considerably since then, Some of
the earlicst sex discriminatory legislation was against
prostitutes; but this didn’t so much prohibit the
practice of their profession as regulate their hours
and place of work. The big crackdown against pros-
titutes didn't come until World War I when there
was fear that the soldiers would contact venereal
disease. ¢




There was also a rise in the abortion laws. Orig:
inally abortion was illegal only when performed
without the husband’s consent and the only crime
was a “wrong to the husband in depriving him of
children.”* Prior to passage of the nineteenth cen-
tury laws which made it a criminal offense it was
largely regarded as a Church offense punishable by
religious penalties.'®

The most frequent new laws were sex specific
labor legislation. Under common law and in the
early years of this country there was very little
restrictive legislation on the employment of women.
It was not needed. Custom and prejudice alone
sufficed to keep the occupations in which women
might be gainfully employed limited to domestic
servant, factory worker, governess, and prostitute.
As women acquired education and professional skills
in the wake of the Industrial Reyolution, they in-
creasingly sought employment in fields which put
them in competition with men. In some instances
men gave way totally and the field became domi-
nated by women, losing prestige, opportunities for
advancement, and pay in the process. The occupa-
tion of secretary is the most notable. In most cases
men fought back and were quick to make use of
economic, ideological, and legal weapons to reduce
or eliminate their competition. “They excluded
women from trade unions, made contracts with em-
ployers to prevent their hiring women, passed laws
testricting the employment of married women, cari-
catured working women, and carried on ceaseless
propaganda to return women to the home or keep
them there.”'”

The restrictive labor laws were the main weapon.
Among the earliest were those prohibiting women
from practicing certain professions, such as law and
medicine. But most were directed toward regulating
work conditions in factories. Initially such laws
were aimed at protecting both men and women
workers from the sweatshop conditions that  pre-
vailed during the nineteenth century. The extent to
which women, and children, were protected more
than men varied from state to state, but in 1905
the heated struggle to get the state to assume re-
sponsibility. for the welfare of workers received a
major setback. The Supreme Court invalidated a
New York law that no male or female worker could
be required or permitted o work in bakeries more
than sixty hours a week and in so doing made all
such protective laws unconstitutional.'®

Three years later the court upheld an almost
identical Oregon statute that applied to females
only, on the grounds that their physical inferiority

and their function as “mothers to the race” justified
special class legislation."® With this decision as a
precedent, the drive for protective legislation be-
came distorted into a push for laws that applied to
women only. It made some strange allies, who had
totally opposing reasons for supporting such laws.
On the one hand social reformers and many femi-
nists were in favor of them on the principle that
half a loaf was better than none and the hope that
at some time in the future the laws would apply to
men as well.*° Many male union leaders were also
in favor of them, but not because they would pro-
tect women. As President Strasser of the Interna-
tional Cigarmakers Union expressed it, “We cannot
drive the females out of the trade but we can
restrict this daily quota of labor through factory
laws."

Strasser soon proved to be right, as the primary
use of “protective” laws has been to protect the
jobs of men by denying overtime pay, promotions,
and employment opportunities to Women. The Su-
preme Court has long since rejected its ruling that
prevented protective legislation from applying to
men, yet there has been no move by male workers
to have the laws extended to them. Mast of the real
benefits made available by such laws have been
obtained through federal law or collective bargain-
ing, while the state restrictive laws have been quot-
ed by unions and employers alike to keep women in
an inferior competitive position. The dislike of these
laws felt by the women they affect can be seen in
the numerous cases challenging their legitimacy that
have been filed since Title VII of the Civil Rights
Act was passed (prohibiting sex discrimination in
employment).

These laws do more than restrict the hours which
women may work. An examination of the state
labor laws reveals a complex, confusing, inconsistent
chaos. Thirteen states have minimum wage laws
which apply only to women and minors, and two
which apply only to women. Adult women are
prohibited from Wworking in specified occupations or
under certain working conditions considered hazard-
ous in twenty-six states; in ten of these women
cannot work in bars.2?

Laws restricting the number of hours a woman
may work—generally to eight per day and forty-
eight per week—are found in forty-one states and
the District of Columbia. Twenty states prohibit
night work and limitations are made in twelve an
the amount of weight that can be lifted by a wom-
an. These maximums range from fifteen to thirty-
five pounds (the weight of a small child).**
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The “weight and hours” laws have proved to be
the most onerous and are the ones usually chal-
lenged in the courts. In Mengelkoch et al. v. the
Industrial Welfare Commission of California and
North American Aviation, Inc. the defending corpo-
ration has admitted that the women were denied
overtime and promotions to positions requiring
overtime, justifying their actions by the California
maximum hours law. In Roig v. Southern Bell Tele-
phone and Telegraph Co., the plaintiffs are protest-
ing that their current job is exempt from the Louisi-
ana maximum hours law but that the higher paying
job to which they were denied promotion is not.
One major case which challenged the Georgia weight
lifting law is Weeks v, Southern Bell Telephone and
Telegraph. It received a favorable ruling from the
Fifth Circuit Court but the plaintiff has yet to be
given the promotion for which she sued.

But perhaps most illustrative of all is an Indiana
case* in which the company tried to establish
maximum weight lifting restrictions even though its
plant and the plaintiffs were located in a state
which did not have such laws. By company policy,
women were restricted to jobs whose highest pay
rate was identical with the lowest pay rate for men.
Many of the women, including the defendants, were
laid off while men with less seniority were kept on,
on the grounds that the women could not lift over
thirty-five pounds. This policy resulted in such
anomalies as women having to lift seventeen and a
half tons of products a day in separate ten-pound
loads while the male superyisors sat at the head of
the assembly line handling the controls and lifting
one forty-pound box of caps each hour. “In a
number of other instances, women were doing hard
manual labor until the operations were automated;
then they were relieved of their duties, and men
were employed to perform the easier and more
pleasant jobs?S In its defense, the company
claimed it reached this policy in accordance with
the union’s wishes, but the Seventh Circuit Court
unanimously ruled against it anyway. This is only
one of many instances in which corporations and
male-run unions have taken advantage. of “protec-
tive” legislation in order to protect themselves from
giving women equal job opportunities and equal
pay.

With the passage of Title VII, the restrictive
labor legislation is slowly being dissolved by the
courts. But these laws are just vestiges of what has
been an entirely separate legal system applicable
particularly to women. At their base lies the fact

that the position of women under the Constitution
is not the same as that of men, The Supreme Court
has ruled several times that the Fourteenth Amend-
ment prohibits any arbitrary class legislation, except
that based on sex. The last case was decided in
1961, but the most important was in 1874. In
Minor v. Happerset (88 US. 21 Wall, 162 1873),
the court first defined the concept of “second-class
citizenship” by saying that some citizens could be
denied rights which others had. The “equal protec-
tion” clause of the Fourteenth Amendment did not
give women equal rights with men.

Other groups in society have also had special
bodies of law created for them as a means of social
control. Thus an examination of the statutes can
clearly delineate those groups which society feels it
necessary to control.

The statutes do not necessarily indicate all of the
groups which .a particular society excludes from full
participation, but they do show those which it most
adamantly excludes. In virtually every society that
has existed, the caste cleavages, as distinct from the
class lines, have been imbedded in the law. Differen-
tiating between class and caste is often difficult as
the two differ in degree that only at the extremes is
seen as a difference in kind. It is made more diffi-
cult by our refusal to acknowledge that castes exist
in our society. Here too we have allowed our think-
ing to be subverted by our mational ideology. Our
belief in the potentiality, if not the current exist-
ence, of high social mobility determined only by
the individual's talents, leads us to believe that mo-
bility is hampered by one’s socio-economic origins
but not that it is made impossible if one comes
from the wrong caste. Only recently have we reluc-
tantly begun to face the reality of the “color line”
as a caste boundary. Our consciousness of the caste
nature of the other boundaries, particularly that of
sex, is ot yet this high.

The law not only shows the caste boundaries, it
also gives a fairly good history of the changes in
boundaries, If the rigidity of caste lines fades into
more permeable class lines, the legislation usually
changes with it. The Middle Ages saw separate appli-
cation of the law to the separate estates. In the
carly years of this country certain rights were re-
served 1o those possessing @ minimum amount of
property. Today, nobility of birth or amount of
income may affect the treatment one receives from
the courts, but it is not expressed in the law itself.
For the past 150 years, the major caste divisions
have been along the lines of age, sex, and ethnic



origin; these have been the categories for which
special legislation has existed.

The law further indicates when restricted castes
are seen to be most threatening and the ways in
which they are felt to be threatening. If members of
a group will restrict their own activities, or these
activities are inconsequential, law is unnecessary. No
law need be made to keep people out of places they
never considered going. It is when certain preroga-
tives are threatened by an outgroup that it must be
made illegal to violate them. Thus Jim Crow laws
were not necessary during slavery and restrictive
labor legislation was not extensively sought for until
women entersd the job market in rapidly accelerat-

South that “The kind of slavery is adapted to the
men enslaved. Wives and apprentices are slaves, not
in theory only, but often in fact. Children are slaves
to their parents, guardians and teachers. Imprisoned
culprits are slaves. Lurlatics and idiots are slaves
also.?”

The progress of “out castes,” particularly those of
the wrong race and sex, also have been parallel. The
language of the Nineteenth Amendment was bor-
rowed directly from that of the Fifteenth. The
“sex” provision of Title VII (only the second piece
of corrective legislation pertaining to women that
has been passed)’® was stuck into the Civil Rights
Act of 1964 as a joke by octogenarian representa-

ing numbers at the end of the nineteenth century.

Frequently, members of the lower castes are
lumped together and the same body of special law
applied to all, Most of the labor legislation discussed
earlier applies to “women and minors.” The state of
New York once worded its franchise law to include
everyone but “women. minors. convicts and idiots.
When 4 legal status had to be found for Negro
slaves in the seventeenth century. the “nearest and
most natural analog
But the clearest analogy of all was stated by the
Southern slave-owning class when frying to defend
the system prior to the Civil War. One of the most
widely read rationalizations was that of George Fit
hugh, who wrote in his 1854 Sociology for the

was the status of women.
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tive Howard W. Smith of Virginia.**

Many of the same people were involved in both
movements as well. Sojourner Truth and Frederick
Douglass were staunch feminists. Douglass urged the
first Convention at Seneca Falls in 1848 to demand
the franchise when many of the women were reluc-
wnt to do so. Similarly, the early feminists were
ardent abolitionists. The consciousness of two of
the most active is dated from the World Anti-Slav-
ery Convention in London in 1840 when Lucretia
Mott and Elizabeth Cady Stanton were compelled
to sit in the galleries rather than participate in the
© Many of today’s new femin
come out of an active background in the civil rights
and other social movements.*! Almost without ex-

convention.” ts also
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ception, when one of the lower castes in our society
begins to revolt, the others quickly perceive the
similarities to their own condition and start the
battle on their own grounds,

Thus it is not surprising that these groups quick~
ly find that they have more in common than a
similar legal situation. All of them, when comparing
themselves to the culture of the middle-aged white
male,®® find that they are distinctly in the minority
position. This minority position involves a good deal
more than laws and a good deal more than econom-
ic and social discrimination, Discrimination per se is
only one aspect of oppression and not always the
most significant one. There are many other social
and psychological aspects, Likewise, being subject to
separate laws and having poorer access to the socio-
economic system are only some of the characteris-
tics of being in a minority group. This point has
been well explored by Hacker, who has shown the
similarities in the caste-like status of women and
blacks.*?

The Negro analogy has been challenged many
times on the grounds that women do not suffer
from the same overt segregation as blacks. This
point is well noted. But it is important to realize
that blatant discrimination is just one mechanism of
social control. There are many more subtle ones
employed long before such coercion becomes neces-
sary. It is only when these other methods fail to
keep a minority group in its place that harsher
means must be found. Given that a particular soci-
ety needs the subservience of several different
groups of people, it will use its techniques to a
different degree with each of them depending on
what is available and what they are most susceptible
to. It is a measure of the blacks' resistance to the
definition which white society has tried to impose
on them that such violent extremes have had to be
used to keep the caste lines intact.

Women, however, have not needed such stringent
social chains. Their bodies can be left free because
their minds are chained long before they become
functioning adults. Most women have so thoroughly
internalized the social definitions which tell them
that their only significant role is to serve men as
wives and raise the nmext generation of men and
their servants that no laws are necessary to enforce
this.

The result is that women, even more than other
minority groups, have their identities derived first as
members of a group and only second, if at all, as
unique persons. “Consider the following— When a
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boy is born, it is difficult to predict what he will be
doing twenty-five years later. We cannot say wheth-
er he will be an artist or a doctor or a college
professor because he will be permitted to develop
and fulfill his own identity. But if the newborn
child is a girl, we can predict with almost complete
certainty how she will be spending her time twen-
ty-five years later. Her individuality does not have
to be considered; it is irrelevant.”**

Yet until very recently, most women have re-
fused to recognize their own oppression. They have
openly accepted the social definition of who and
what they are. They have refused to be conscious of
the fact that they are seen and treated, before
anything else, as women. Many still do. This very
refusal is significant because no group is so op-
pressed as one which will not recognize its own
oppression. Women’s denial that they must deal
with their oppression is a reflection of just how far
they still have to go.

There are many reasons why covert mechanisms
of social control have been so much more successful
with women than with most other minority groups,
More than most they have been denied any history.
Their tradition of subjection is long and even this
history is purged from the books so that women
cannot compare the similarities of their current con-
dition with that of the past. In a not:so-subtle way
both men and women are told that only men make
history and women are not important enough to
study. i

Further, the agents of social control are much
nearer to hand than those of any other group. No
other minority lives in the same household with its
master, separated totally from its peers and urged to
compete with them for the privilege of serving the
majority group. No other minority so thoroughly
accepts the standards of the dominant group as its
own and interprets any deviance from those values
as a sign of degeneracy. No other minority so readi-
ly argues for the maintenance of its own position as
one that is merely “different” without questioning
whether one must be the “same™ to be equal.

Women reach this condition, this acceptance of
their secondary role as right and just, through the
most insidious mechanism of social control yet de-
vised—the socialization process. That is the mecha-
nism that we want to analyze now.

To understand how most women are socialized
we must first understand how they see themselves
and are seen by others. Several studies have been
done on this. Quoting one of them, McClelland



stated that “the female image is characterized as
small, weak, soft and light. In the United States it is
also dull, peaceful, relaxed, cold, rounded, passive
and slow.”* A more thorough study which asked
men and women to choose out of a long list of
adijectives those which most clearly applied to them-
selves showed that women strongly felt themselves.
to be such things as uncertain, anxious, nervous,
hasty, careless, fearful, full, childish, helpless, sorry,
timid, clumsy, stupid, silly, and domestic. On a
mote pasitive side women felt they were: under-
standing, tender, sympathetic, pure, generous, affec-
tionate, loving, moral, kind, grateful and patient.*®

This is not a very favorable self-image but it does
correspond fairly well with the social myths about
What women are like. The image has some nice
qualities, but they are not the ones normally re-
quired for that kind of achievement to which soci-
ety gives its highest social rewards. Now one can
justifiably question both the idea of achievement
and the qualities necessary for it, but this is not the
place to do so. Rather, because the current stand-
ards are the ones which women have been told they
do not meet, the purpose here will be to look at
the socialization process as a mechanism to keep
them from doing so. We will also need to analyze
some of the social expectations about women and
about what they define as a successful woman (not
a successful person) because they are inextricably
bound up with the socialization process. All people
are socialized to meet the social expectations held
for them and it is only when this process fails to do
50 (as is currently happening on several fronts) that
it is at all questioned,

First, let us further examine the effects on wom-
en of minority group status. Here, another interest-
ing parallel emerges, but it is one fraught with mose
hetesy than any previously observed. When we look
at the results of female socialization we find a
strong similarity between what our society labels,
even extols, as the typical “feminine” character
structure and that of oppressed peoples in
country and elsewhere.

In his classic study The Nature of Prejudice All-
port devotes a chapter to “Traits Due to Victimiza-

tion,” Included are such personality characteristic:
as sensitivity, submission, fantasies of power, desire
for protection, indirectness, ingratiation, petty re-
venge and sabotage, sympathy, extremes of both
self and group hatred and self and group glorifica-
tion, display of flashy status symbols, compassion
for the underprivileged, identification with the dom-

inant group’s norms, and passivity.>” Allport was
primarily concerned with Jews and Negroes but
compare his characterization with the very thorough
teview of the literature on sex differences among
young children made by Terman and Tyler. For
girls, they listed such traits as: sensitivity, conformi-
1y 1o social pressures, Tesponse 1o environment, ease
of social control, ingratiation, sympathy, low levels
of aspiration, compassion for the underprivileged,
and anxiety. They found that girls, compared to
boys, were more nervous, unstable, neurotic, social-
ly dependent, submissive, had less self-confidence,
lower opinions of themselves and of girls in general,
and were more timid, emotional, ministrative, fear-
ful, and passive.”® These are also the kinds of traits
found in the Indians when under British rule> in
the Algerians under the French,*® and elsewhere.

Two of the most essential aspects of this “minor-
ity group character structure™ are the extent to
which one’s perceptions are distorted and one’s
group is denigrated. These two things in and of
themselves are very effective means of social con-
trol. If one can be led to believe in one’s own
inferiority then one is much less ikely to resist the
status that goes with the inferiority

When we look at women’s opinions of women
we find the notion that they are inferior very preva-
lent. Young girls get off to a very good start. They
begin speaking, reading, and counting sooner. They.
articulate more clearly and put words into sentences
earlier. They have fewer reading and stuttering prob-
lems. Girls are even better in math in the early
school years. They also make a lot better grades
than boys do until late high school. But when they
are asked to compare their achievements with those
of boys, they rate boys higher in virtually every
Tespect. Despite factual evidence 10 the contrary,
girls’ opinion of girls grows progressively worse with
age while their opinion of boys and boys’ abilities
grows better. Boys, likewise, have an increasingly
better opinion of themselves and worse opinion of
girls as they grow older*!

These distortions become 5o gross that, according
to Goldberg, by the time girls reach college they
haye become prejudiced against women. Goldberg
gave college girls sets of booklets containing six
identical professional articles in traditional male, fe-
male and neutral fields. The articles were identical,
but the names of the authors were not. For exam-
ple, an article in one set would bear the name
“John T. McKay” and in another set the same
article would be authored by “Joan T. McKay."
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Questions at the end of each article asked the stu-
dents to rate the articles on value, persuasiveness,
and profundity and the authors for writing style
and competence. The male authors fared better in
every field, even in such “feminine” areas as art
history and dietetics. Goldberg concluded that
“Women are prejudiced against female professionals
and, regardless of the actual accomplishments of
these professionals, will firmly refuse to recognize
them as the equals of their male colleagues.”**

But these unconscious assumptions about women
can be very subtle and cannot help but to support
the myth that women do not produce high-quality
professional work. If the Goldberg findings hold in
other situations, and the likelihood is great that
they do, it explains why women’s work must be of
a much higher quality than that of men to be
acknowledged as merely equal. People in our society
simply tefuse to believe that 2 woman can cross the
caste lines and be competent in a “man’s world.”

However, most women rarely get to the point of
writing professional articles or doing other things
which put them in competition with men. They
seem to lack what psychologists call the “achieve-
ment motive.”® When we look at the little re-
search that has been done we can see why this is
the case, Horner’s recent study of undergraduates at
the University of Michigan showed that 65% of the
women but only 10% of the men associated aca-
demic success with having negative consequences.
Further research showed that these college women
had what Homer termed a “motive to avoid suc-
cess” because they perceived it as leading to social
rejection and role conflict with their concept of
“femininity.™* Lipinski has also shown that wom-
en students associate success in the usual sense as
something which is achieved by men, but not by
women.** Pierce suggested that girls did in fact
have achievement motivation but that they had dif-
ferent criteria for achievement than did boys. He
went on to show that high achievement motivation
in high school women correlates much more strong-
ly with early marriage than it does with success in
school*¢

Some immediate precedents for the idea that
women should not achieve too much academically
can be seen in high school, for it is here that the
performance of girls begins to drop drastically. It is
also at this time that peer group pressures on sex
role behavior increase and conceptions of what is
“properly feminine” or “masculine” become more
narrow.*” One need only recall Asch’s experiments

to see how peer group pressures, coupled with our
rigid ideas about “femininity” and “masculinity,”
could lead to the results found by Horner, Lipinski,
and Pierce. Asch found that some 33% of his sub-
jects would go contrary to the evidence of their
own senses about something as tangible as the com-
parative length of two lines when their judgments
were at variance with those made by the other
group members** All but a handful of the other
67% experienced tremendous trauma in trying to
stick to their correct perceptions.

These experiments are suggestive of how power-
ful a group can be in imposing its own definition of
a situation and suppressing the resistance of individ-
ual deviants. When we move to something as intan-
gible as sex role behavior and to social sanctions far
greater than simply the displeasure of a group of
unknown experimental stooges, we can get an idea
of how stifling social expectations can be. It is not
surprising, in light of our cultural norm that a girl
should not appear too smart or surpass boys in
anything, that those pressures to conform, so preva-
lent in adolescence, prompts girls to believe that the
development of their minds will have only negative
results.

But this process begins long before puberty. It
begins with the kind of toys young children are
given to play with, with the roles they see their
parents in, with the stories in their early reading
books, and the kind of ambitions they express or
actions they engage in that receive rewards from
their parents and other adults. Some of the early
differentiation along these lines is obvious to us
from looking at young children and reminiscing
about our own lives. But some of it is not so
obvious, even when we engage in it ourselves. It
consists of little actions which parents and teachers
do every day that are not even noticed but can
profoundly affect the style and quality of a child's
developing mind.

Adequate research has not yet been done which
irrefutably links up child-rearing practices with the
eventual adult mind, but there is evidence to sup-
port some hypotheses. Let us take a look at one
area where strong sex differences show up relatively
carly: mathematical reasoning ability. No one has
been able to define exactly what this ability is, but
it has been linked up with number ability and
special perception or the ability to visualize objects
out of their context. As on other tests, girls score
higher on number ability until late high school, but
such is not the case with analytic and special per-



ception tests. These tests indicate that boys perceive
more analytically while girls are more contextual—
although the ability to “break set” or be “field
independent” also does not seem to appear until
after the fourth or fifth year.*?

According to Maccoby, this contextual mode of
perception common to women is a distinct disad-
vantage for scientific production. “Girls on the aver-
age develop a somewhat different way of handling
incoming information—their thinking is less analytic,
more global, and more perseverative—and this kind
of thinking may serve very well for many kinds of
functioning but it is not the kind of thinking most
conducive to highdlevel intellectual productivity, es-
pecially in science.”*®

Several social psychologists have postulated that
the key developmental characteristic of analytic
thinking is what is called early * and

different from those applied to boys. Girls receive
more affection, more protectiveness, more control,
and more restrictions. Boys are subjected to more
achievement demands and higher expectations.®” In
short, while girls are not always encouraged to be
dependent per se, they are usually not encouraged
to be independent and physically active. “Such find-
ings indicate that the differential treatment of the
two sexes reflects in part a difference in goals. With
sons, socialization seems to focus primarily on di-
recting and constraining the boys' impact on the
environment, With daughters, the aim is rather to
protect the girl from the impact of environment.
The boy is being prepared to mold his world, the
girl to be molded by it.”*®

This relationship holds true cross-culturally even
more than it does in our own society. In studying
child socialization in 110 non-iterate cultures, Bar-

mastery training.” or “whether and how soon a
child is encouraged to assume initiative, to take
responsibility for himself, and to solve problems by
himself, rather than rely on others for the direction
of his activities.” ! In other words, analytically
incined children are those who hite ot been sub-

1y, Bacon, and Child found that “pressure toward
nurturance, obedience, and responsibility is most
often stronger for girls, whereas pressure toward
achievement and self-reliance is most often stronger
for boys.”*® They also found that strong differ-
ences in socialization practices were consistent with
highly differentiated adult sex roles.

ject to what calls
tion,”*? and there is a good deal of indirect evi-
dence that such is the case, Levy has observed that
“overprotected” boys tend to develop intellectually
like girls.** Bing found that those girls who were
good at special tasks were those whose mothers left
them alone to solve the problems by themselves
while the mothers of verbally inclined daughters
insisted on helping them.®* Witkin similarly found
that mothers of analytic children had encouraged
their initiative while mothers of non-analytic chil-
dren had encouraged dependence and discouraged
self-assertion.®® One writer commented on these
studies that “this is to be expected, for the inde-
pendent child is fess likely to accept superficial
appearances of objects without exploring them for
himself, while the dependent child will be afraid to
reach out on his own and will accept appearances
without question.” In other words, the independent
child is likely to be more acrive, not only psycho-
logically but physically, and the physically active
child will naturally have more kinesthetic experience
with spatial relationships in his environment.**
When we tum to specific child-rearing practices
we find that the pattern repeats itself according to
the sex of the child. Although comparative studies
of parental treatment of boys and girls are not
extensive, those that have been made indicate that
the traditional practices applied to girls are very

These crosscultural studies show that depend-
ency training for women js widespread and has
results beyond simply curtailing analytic ability. In
all these cultures women were in a relatively inferior
status position compared to males. In fact, there
was a correlation with the degree of rigidity of
sex-role socialization, and the subservience of wom-
en to men.

In our society also, analytic abilities are not the
only ones valued. Being person-oriented and contex-
tual in perception are very valuable attributes for
many fields where, nevertheless, very few women
are found. Such characteristics are valuable in the
arts and the social sciences where women are found
more than in the natural sciences—yet even here
their achievement is not deemed equivalent to that
of men. One explanation of this, of course, is the
tepressive effect of role conflict and peer group
pressures discussed earlier. But when one looks fur-
ther it appears that there is an earlier cause here as
well.

As several studies have shown, the very same
early independence and mastery training which has
such a beneficial effect on analytic thinking also
determines the extent of one’s achievement orienta-
tion®®—that drive which pushes one to excel be-
yond the need of survival. And it is precisely this
kind of training that women fail to receive. They
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are encouraged o be dependent and passive—to be
“feminine.” In that process the shape of their mind
is altered and their ambitions are dulled or chan-
neled into the only socially rewarded achievement
for 4 woman-marriage.

Now we have come almost full circle and c:
begin to see the vicious nature of the trap in whi
our society places women. When we become con-
scious of the many subtle mechanisms of social
control—peer group pressures, cultural norms, paren-
tal training, teachers, role expectations, and negative
SIf concept—it is not hard to see why girls who are
better at most everything in childhood do not excel
at much of anything as adults.

Only one link remains and that requires taking a
brief look at those few women who do manage to
slip through a chance loophole. Maccoby provided
the best commentary on this when she noted that
the girl who does not succumb to overprotection
and develop the appropriate personality and behay-
jor for her sex has a major price to pay: the anxiety
that comes from crossing the caste lines. Maccoby
feels that “it is this anxiety which helps to account
for the lack of productivity among those women
who do make intellectual carcers—because [anxiety]
is especially damaging to creative thinking.” The
combination of all these factors tells “something of
a horror story.” Tt would appear that even when a
woman is suitably endowed intellectually and devel-
ops the right temperament and habits of thought to
make use of her endowment, she must be fleet of
foot indeed 1o scale the hurdles society has erected
for her and to remain a whole and happy person
while continuing to follow her intellectual bent.*

The plot behind this horror story should by now
be clearly evident. There is more to oppression than
discrimination and more to the condition of women
than whether or not they want to be free of the
Home. All societies have many ways to keep people
in their places, and we have only discussed a few of
the ones used to keep women in theirs. Women
have been striving to break free of these bonds for
many hundreds of years and once again are gather-
ing their strength for another try. It will take more
than a few changes in the legal system to signi
cantly change the condition of women, although
those changes will be reflective of more profound
changes taking place in society. Unlike blacks, the
women’s liberation movement does not have the
thicket of Jim Crow laws to cut through. This is a
mixed blessing. On the one hand, the women's liber-
ation movement lacks the simple handholds of op-
pression which the early civil rights movement had;
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but at the same time it does not have to waste time
wading through legal segregation before realizing
that the real nature of oppression lies much deeper.
[t is the more basic means of social control that will
have o be attacked as women and men look into
their lives and dissect the many factors that made
them what they are. The dam of social control now
has many eracks in it. It has held women back for
years, but it is about to break under the strain.
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We human beings are not creatures who spring
from the earth, our integrity round and tight, our
will free and objective. We are not only influenced
by what goes on around us, we are conditioned
and created by it.

Desires and even needs can be created. We are
all familiar with the ingenious techniques of Madi-
son Avenue to generate insecurity in order to of-
fer their product or service as a means of assuag-
ing the insecurity. The most effective techniques
zero in on our fears of not being socially accepta-
ble, not being loved, not being sexually attractive.

The seeds of this insecurity exist already in a
society whose ideology of individualism  isolates
people and throws the blame for all maladjustment
and failure onto the individual. We constantly hear
the variations on this theme. It is used o avoid
admitting that anything could be wrong with the
way our society is set up. “If you can’t make a
satisfactory adjustment to life, it’s your own prob-
lem: perhaps some  professional help is in orde
“Don't try to change the world—you'd better free
your mind instead.”

And we hear it thrown at us in response to the
threat of female liberation. “You should be intimi-
dated by being put down by men.” “Leave your
family if it's so oppressive.” “If you don't like the
way your lover treats you, you can get out of
bed.” “It's your own fault if you don't get good
jobs—you ler yourself be discouraged, you fook
the unchallenging, ‘feminine’ courses of study in
school.

The assumption implicit in all these things is
the individualist ideology that if you are unable to
do something which is theoretically possible (or
which 8 thought to be theoretically possible) it is
because of a personal hangup and consequently
you have no legitimate gripe. This isolates people
and tends to make them insecure and unself-confi-
dent. They often can be brought to despise them-

selves because they see in themselves so many sup-
posed weaknesses and psychological problems that
prevent them from being happy, well-adjusted, and
effective. This s a characteristic of our society
and isolates all of us, not just the women. (How-
ever, women, being the most oppressed, are forced
to blame themselves the most for their impotence
and thus despise themselves the most and are most
isolated and afraid and anxious that no one will
love them.)

The very isolation the individualist ideology im-
poses makes us desire even more to be loved and
accepted, and fear even more being unlovable. But
we cannot escape our fears of being unlovable.
“Who would want me?” we ask; “I have all these
hang-ups.” A man may know he's not a “real
man.” He can’t adjust to his role, either: he's
afraid of women. As real people with free will
capable of challenging his right to rule (and thus
his virility), they are threatening, castrating. A
woman may know she’s unwomanly, neurotic, and
selfish: sometimes she feels trapped and hates her
family.

The solution offered to all this is often to open
yourself up until you can merge selflessly with an-
other person. In many cases it is explicitly sex.
But the solutions all point to sex one way or
another. Sex becomes magic, assumes a life of its
own, making anything interesting, everything
worthwhile. It’s for this that we spend those hours
trying on micro-dresses, loading up with jingle:
jangle chains, smoothing on lacy white stockings
and Instant Glow Face Gleamer.

It is this that many girls who would be most
free to fight in the female liberation struggle are
squandering valuable energy pursuing as an indis-
pensable part of their lives. They lavish and dissi-
pate their valuable time and talents and emotional
strength on attempts to be attractive to men and
to work things out with lovers so that “love”
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might be less degrading. And too often all they
reap is demoralization, damaged egos, emotional
exhaustion.

Under the banner of “not denying our sexuali-
and pointing to repression in the past when
women were denied the right to any pleasure in
their bodies at all, many of us now embrace sex-
uality and its expression completely uncritically.
As if present excess could make up for past depri-
vation, As if even total sexual fulfillment would
change anything. Except...is this true?—except
private dead-of-thenight fears that maybe we real-
ly are the sexually frustrated, neurotic freaks our
detractors accuse us of being. Are we chasing sex-
ual fulfillment so earnestly because we have to
prove that our politics are not just a result of our
needing a good fuck?

Then there is the issue of orgasms. Among
those who were never well-adjusted and womanly
enough to psych themselves into an orgasm while
being vaginally stimulated by a man, there are
some who, when they discover that their shame
and misery were not only not unique but in fact
extremely common and due to very straight-for-
ward anatomical causes, react to this discovery by
feeling that they must make it up by demanding
all the physical fulfillment they had been provid-
ing the men all along and missing themselves.

What we lost wasn’t just X many instances of
physical pleasure. The suffering that countless
women have endured because they were told that
if they didn't have vaginal orgasms they were frig-
id—that they were neurofic and selfish and un-
womanly and sexually maladjusted and unable to
let go and give and secretly resented the power of
their husbands and envied them—this suffering is
staggering and heartbreaking

The best analysis and rebuttal of this evil fraud,
this crippling delusion that routinely sacrifices the
happiness of one sex to the vanity of the other, is
Anne Koedt's article “The Myth of the Vaginal
Orgasm.” Every woman should read Anne's paper
over and over until that vicious, pervasive ideology
of oppression is purged forever.

The liberation of sexual equality and the right
to sexual pleasure is the solution for the future.
But is there any solution for the past? Is it a
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solution to go out and collect orgasms in order to
make up for all those frustrated, self-loathing
years? I say you can never make up for all that
suffering, and certainly not through a mere physi-
cal sensation. And as for the psychological rewards
of getting my due at last. | can feel no trivmph

in that, especially when I'm still fighting the old
habits and old guilts that remain long after the
intellect and the will have plunged on.

The worst part about it is that even with per-
fect sexual fulfillment, mutual guilt-free pleasure,
we are still oppressed. After all, some women
managed to have vaginal orgasms all along, and
they were still oppressed; in fact, that was how
you were supposed to achieve orgasm—by surren-
dering completely to the man’s will, by loving be-
ing a woman and everything that that implied.
Sexual relations in the world today (and perhaps
in all past ages) are oppressive. The fact that your
lover gives you an orgasm changes only one small
part of that oppression (namely the part that dic-
tated that you had to see yourself as a creature
who was allowed only the muted, sensuous, semi-
masochistic pleasure of getting fucked and never
the direct active transcendent pleasure of orgasm).

If that were the only injustice, or even the ma-
jor injustice, done us, we would be very well of
indeed. In fact, we would probably be able to
bear it without concern, certainly without misery
and self-loathing. It's the general oppression and
degradation we suffer in the world that causes us
to be humiliated in the sex act, as Simone de
Beauvoir points out. If it weren't for the sense of
inadequacy and impotency we learn from all other
aspects of our lives, we would kick our lover out
of bed if he was arrogant, inconsiderate, or ungern-
tle.

Some men do the dinner dishes every night
That doesn’t make their wives free. On the con-
trary, it's just one more thing she has to feel
grateful to him for. He, in the power and glory of
his maleness, condescended to do something for
her. ft will never mean more than that until the
basic power relations are changed. As long as men
are the superior caste and hold the political power
in the class relationship between men and women,
it will be a favor your lover is doing you, however
imperiously you demand it. And beyond that one
thing, nothing else need have changed.

But the issue isn’t just orgasm. We weren't even
allowed to engage in sexual intercourse without
giving up social dignity and the respect of men.
We weren't allowed to love, to make love, to en-
joy making love, even with our husbands. Hus-
bands were commanded to love their wives, wives
to obey their husbands. It was cruel and insuffera-
bly hypocritical.

But whatever we were denicd in the past, it
cannot be argued that access to sexual pleasuse is
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denied to us now. Our “right” to enjoy our own
bodies has not only been bestowed upon us: it is
almost a duty. In fact, things have been turned
around to the point where the “fact” (actually a
smear device) that we do nof engage in sex is
whispered about and used by men to discourage
“their” women from having anything to do with
us. This is one development that makes me laugh
out loud whenever I think about it. What would
“Ask Beth” think about that! How can men pull
this off with a straight face? They must be terri-
fied indeed at the thought of losing their power
to define what is proper for proper women. (For
that power is exactly what we are challenging.)

The right that is a duty. Sexual freedom that
includes no freedom to decline sex, to decline to
be defined at every turn by sex. Sex becomes a
religion, existing independently of the individuals
who share its particular physical consummation.
The media totally bombard us it. Sex is ev-
erywhere. It's forced down our throats. It’s the
great sop that keeps us in our place. The big lift
that makes our dreary worlds interesting. Every-
where we are sexual objects, and our own enjoy-
ment just enhances our attractiveness. We are wan-
ton. We wear miniskirts and see-through tops.
We're sexy. We're free. We run around and hop
into bed whenever we please. This is the self-image
we have built up in us by advertising and the
media. It's self-fulfilling. And very profitable. It
keeps us in our place and feeling lucky about it
(the freedom to consume, consume, consume, until
we swallow the world). It makes us look as if
we're free and active (actively, freely, we solicit
sex from men).

And people seem to believe that sexual freedom
(even when it is only the freedom to actively of-
fer oneself as a willing object) is freedom. When
men say to us, “But aren’t you already liberat-
ed?,” what they mean is, “We said it was okay
for you to let us fuck you, that guilt was neurot-
ic, that chaste makes waste; you're already practi-
cally giving it away on the street, what more do
you want or could you stomach?” The unarticu-
lated behind this mi is
that women are purely sexual beings, bodies and
sensuality, fucking machines. Therefore freedom
for women could only mean sexual freedom.

Spiritual freedom, intellectual freedom, freedom
from invasions of privacy and the insults of de-
grading stereotypes—these are appropriate only to
men, who care about such things and can appreci-
ate them. Woman, remember, is a sexual being,

soft, emotional, expressive, giving, close to the
earth, physical, imprisoned by the frightening dis-
gusting delicious all too perishable flesh. For such
a creature to presume upon the territory of tran-
scendence is horrifying, unthinkable, polluting the
high, pure realms of the will and spirit, where we
rise above the flesh.

Unfortunately, the oppressed often adopt the
psychoses of the ruling class, transformed, some-
times, until they seem no longer vicious and intel-
lectually dishonest projections but a reasonable ac-
ceptance of reality (and for the oppressed, reality
is in a sense what the ruling class believes). So we
recognize that we have something of an intellect,
and perhaps even use it openly with tolerant or
sophisticated men. But we still recognize that inso-
far as we are also women, we are soft, emotional,
expressive, giving, close to the earth, ruled at
times by our sensuality, our profound, undeniable
sexuality.

There are rewards for us in this. In losing our-
selves in sexual surrender we bring that masterful,
rational, hard, unemotional analytical man to ab-
ject, total, frenzied need of the flesh he likes to
fancy himself above. And there is no question that
for a woman sexual love contains as a strong com-
ponent the desire to become powerful by merging
with the powerful. She sees herself as impotent
and ineffectual, him as masterful and competent.
She longs for that sense of competence and the
confidence that comes to him from knowing it's
“his world.” In the intimacy and ecstasy of sex
she seeks to lose herself, become one with him.

Children who are told over and over that they
are liars or thieves become liars or thieves. People
who are told over and over -that they are crazy
become crazy. If you are told over and over that
you are a being who has profound sexual needs
the odds are very good that you will discover that
you do. Particularly when other outlets are forbid-
den or discouraged. Particularly when it is empha-
sized that those who do nor feel these needs are
frigid, neurotic, sexually maladjusted (which for a
woman means essentially maladjusted), dried up,
barren, to be pitied.

This stereotype too is self-fulfilling. A woman
who cannot enjoy sex, for whatever reason (her
husband, it may be, is repulsive to her either be-
cause of his style as a lover or because of the
contempt with which he treats her out of bed),
may become bitter, believing she is missing her
womanly fulfillment, the great soul-shaking pleas-
ure that would make the rest of the misery of



being a woman worthwhile. It's useless to claim
that we aren't programmed to desire sex, to reach
for it, to need it. Even when we know something
is false our conditioning drives us to continue to
act it out. In this case it is very difficult even to
sort out what is true and what is false.

A woman in her forties wrote o me as fol-
lows: “Now I realize all that about its being an
instinet, but I think there’s something more to the
story. When I reflect on my own past experience,
I can rarely find a time when 1 was driven 1o it
from inside need. I'm not saying if I didn’t have
it for a long period (which hasn't ever happened
to me), I might not feel the instinct, but I'm say
ing we need some evidence of just how much be-
cause | suspect that even the minimum is far, far
less than is believed. ... know I talked myself
into most sex probably looking for the ‘earth-
moving orgasm’ which maybe was a hoax anyway.
What if no one had given me those words with
which 1 talked myself into it? I begin to distrust
it all. Reminds me of that line from Notes From
the First Year: sometimes you'd rather play ping
pong.”

No doubt there are some innate needs, or at
least propensitics. But a propensity can be cultur-
ally built into an obsession or culturally Killed off,
sometimes simply by never reinforcing it. 1 persor
ally suspect that some form of sex urge may tum
out to be innate. Human beings reproduced before
they had an elaborate social organization institu-
tionalizing sexual intercourse and before full-page
color ads in magazines urged women to “Be Some
Body.”

And if it turns out that this urge is not that
strong, it might still be worth keeping (i.e., rein-
forcing) if it affords people physical pleasure or
pleasures of intimacy. But it should be taken for
granted that it must be pleasurable to both par-
ties, always: which means it must never be institu-
tionalized by law or culture. And if it is a basic
“drive” felt by both men and women, there is no
need to institutionalize it to ensure its survival.

What we “see” when we look inside may cor-
respond very poorly with reality. We're saturated
with & partioular story about what’s inside. More-
over, we've been saturated with this all our lives,
and it has conditioned us and made us what we
are, We feel that we need sex, but the issue is
very confused. What is it we really need? Is it
orgasms? Intercourse? Intimacy with another hu-
man being? Stroking? Companionship? Human

kindness? And do we “need” it physically or
psychologically?

Intercourse, in the sense of the physical act
which is the ultimate aim of so much anxiety,
plotting, and consuing, is not necessarily the
thing we are really longing for, any more than, in
the more obvious cases, it is the consumer pro-
ducts advertising builds up neurotic longing for.
Physically, there is a certain objective tension and
release, at least for a man, when excitation pro-
ceeds o orgasm. With a woman even this physical
issue is much less clear: most women don’t have
orgasms at all, and very few always have them.
think we might all agree that that isn't why we go
to bed with a man. In any case an orgasm for a
woman isn’t a release in the same sense that it is
for a man, since we are capable of an indefinite
number, remaining aroused the whole time, limited
only by exhaustion. The release we feel, therefore,
is psychological. A psychological tension to get
this man, to possess him in a certain intimate
sense, is released when we “get him’" through is
orgasm. We then enjoy the pleasure of closeness
because e is more open to us (provided he is
open, and doesn’t just turn over and go 1o sleep,
or jump up to attend to something else on his
mind, his attention easily distracted now).

Without denying that sex can be pleasurable, I
suggest that the real thing we seek is closeness,
merging, perhaps a kind of oblivion of self that
dissolves the terrible isolation of individualism. The
pleasure argument doesn’t impress me very much.
A ot of things are pleasurable without our getting
the idea that we can’t live without them, even in
a revolutionary context. I can think of certain
foods, certain music, certain drugs, whose physical
pleasurableness compares favorably even to good
sex.

Moreover, destruction of the sense of isolation
through communication, community, human kind-
ness, and common cause are all available from oth-
er women as you work together in the struggle
against oppression. With other women you are
more than friends, you are sisters. It would be a
mistake to brush off too quickly the spiritual
strength to be gained from sisterhood or to over-
estimate the solace in the arms of a man, just
because that is, traditionally, women’s only resort.

What | want to suggest is not that sex is by its
nature evil and destructive, but that it is not an
absolute physical need: the assumption that it is
an absolute physical need is evil and the patterns




of ‘behavior that grow out of that assumption are
destructive. Most of us recognize that sexual rela-
tionships often turn out to be evil and destructive

Either because the man just can't treat her as an
equal when he’s so personally involved, or because
he doesn’t know how to treat a woman equally in
a sexual or because he was secretly o

in a society where
and oppression of women is so deeply imbedded
into the culture. What we seek is the exception,
the rare case where we have, or think for a little
while that we might have, the right guy and the
right circumstances.

But even in love we are limited when we be-
lieve that we must screw to express love. We are
programmed to think that not only is sex the
only way to demonstrate or prove our love, it is
the only (or best) way to express it. And in this
dangerous and alienating society we are always
very anxious to demonstrate, to prove, and to ex-
press our love, and to have the affections of our
lover demonstrated, proved, and expressed to us.
For men this is doubly compelling because sex for
a man is the only or best way 10 prove or express
his virility, both by the demonstration of sexual
potency and by the imposing of his will on her.

To the extent that this’is true, then, we are
conditioned to that one mode of expression and
turn to it uncritically. But we need to develop
new nonsexual ways of relating 1o people, to men
as well as women. The obsession with genital sex-
uality, and screwing in particular, cheats us out of
a world of rich possibilities. We think that love is
sex love, genital sex love. Therefore we can't love
women or men we aren’t sexually involved with or
interested in. Affection too is identified with geni-
tal sex and except for children, pets, and a few
close relatives, all physical affection must be limi
ed to our assigned male sex partner. Even com-
munication, human contact and understanding, is
assumed to be available only in the intimacy of
genital sexual contact.

All desire for love, companionship, physical af-
fection, communication, and human kindness
therefore translate to us into a desire for sex. This
is pathetically narrow, impossibly limiting. Espe-
cially since it can be asked with some justice
whether it is very common to obtain this com-
munication, this human kindness, this companion-
ship and affection we seek. It's what we want, alt
right, but we must ask of it, as we ask of the
patent medicine which promises just what we
want: does it really do that? And if not, perhaps
it is, in practice, a fraud.

In fact, as women have frequently observed, sex
can be a fast way to ruin a good relationship.

subconsciously after the conquest all along.

Another problem is that men have a different
view of love and sex than women and for the
most part women do not know this. They assume
they are making equal and similar investments.
Studies have been made of what men and women
think love is, what love means to them. Affection
and companionship are first on the women's lists,
with security and other elements foliowing, and
sex turns up as number 8. Men reverse this with
sex first, Companionship and affection are second-
ary goals for men. This orientation of men, cou-
pled with the set of cultural attitudes (and fears)
men have toward women, make the sexual love
relationship a poor place for a woman to seek
communication and human understanding.

However, as long as we are able to make clear
demands of a relationship, to insist that the man
fulfill certain requirements or we shall do without
him, thank you, then we can keep our heads
above water. These requirements might be: (1) He
is sexually interested in me, not just interested in
sex with me the one who is closest at hand. (2)
He is not indifferent to me aside from the sex; he
has tender feelings, loyalty, perhaps even love for
me. (3) He respects me as a person, is willing to
discuss things with me, does not browbeat me, lec-
ture me, or disparage my opinions or projects.

It is when we are not free, or do not feel free,
to make such a set of minimum demands on a
relationship that the serious trouble arises. And we
are not free when we are in the grip of the false
conditioning that decrees that we need sex. We are
not free if we believe the culture’s ominous warn-
ings that we will become “horny” (what a callous,
offensive word) and frustrated and neurotic and
finally shrivel up into prunes and have to abandon
hope of being good, creative, effective people. We
are not free if we believe that we, like the lower
animals, are driven by something which is not
only instinctual but mindlessly, hopelessly, ineluc-
table. If we befieve all that, then, due to the ra
ty of good, healthy, constructive relationships be-
tween men and women in the world today, we
will be forced to accept, even seek out, evil and
destructive relationships where we are used, and
accept that humiliation in return for the privilege
of “using him."”




If it were true that we needed sex from men,
jt would be a great misfortune, one that might
almost doom our fight. (Meanwhile, the belief that
it is true can serve the same function.) Fortunate-
ly, it is not true. When we seek sex it is by con-
scious, intelligent choice. We wish to experience
through intimacy human kindness, communication,
back-to-the-womb merging and oblivion, childlike
openness. We do it because we think it's the right
thing to do. We may be mistaken. We may only
think it’s the right thing because we think that we
will turn into neurotic bitches if we don’t. But we
don’t do it because we are sexual beings who can-
not “deny our sexuality.” According to this argu-
ment, to have sexual feelings, or an energy that
could be rapidly converted into sexual energy, and
yet to choose mot to engage in sexual intercourse
but rather to expend that energy on something
else which seems, at the moment, of higher prior-
ity, is to “deny” our sexvality.

This is what men have done to us all along.
(They do not apply this same logic to themselves.)
Because they only relate to us sexually they con-
clude that we are just sexual beings. If we then
function on any other level, something is seriously
out of joint since in effect we are “denying” that
we are primarily sexual beings. But in fact, it is
only if we are merely sexual beings, exclusively
sexual beings, that choosing to put our energy
elsewhere indicates any kind of denial. (The great
scientist or artist or writer who puts all his energy
in his work is not denying anything—that would
be to insult him; he simply feels that the day is
only so long and for this particular time his work
is the most important thing to him.)

Personally, 1 recognize that 1 have sexual fee)-
ings. Their exact nature and origin is open to de-
bate, but I have no doubt that there is an objec-
tive, physical reality involved at Jeast to some ex-

tent, However, | and I alone will decide what im-
portance these feelings have in my life as a human
being. We are not living in an ideal society, and
““post-revolutionary” characters or life styles might
well hinder revolution or make it impossible. The
fact that in a good society women might want to
produce children, at least until the perfection of
the artificial womb, is no reason for me to take
myself out of the struggle by having children now
under these conditions. Similarly, the belief that
sex would have a place in a good society does not
necessarily mean that we must engage in it now.
That decision must be based on the objective con-
ditions of the present.

Let me say something about the objective con-
ditions of the present. We are crippled people liv-
ing in an evil and destructive world. We have a
great deal to do beyond the mere business of liv-
ing. There is much work that needs to be done,
and not, by any means, just the work of liberating
people and making a revolution. There is the work
of rebuilding ourselves, learning to know ourselves
and our potentials, learning to respect ourselves,
learning to respect and work with other women.
We must overcome all the self-destructive patterns
we have been taught in a lifetime of being female.

This work of reclaiming ourselves and making a
revolution in women’s minds in order to free all
of us is the most important work. If a particular
sexual relationship or encounter is convenient, ap-
propriate, and pleasurable, if it is not demeaning
or possessive or draining in any way, you might
decide to choose 10 invest some of your precious
self in it.

But remember how precious your time and
your energy and your cgo is, and respect yourself
enough to insist that the rewards be equal to the
investment.

s, |\

z/

now that we've been liberated we can relax and be ourselves . . .

_




Marriage
by SHEILA CRONAN
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Marriage has been a subject which has generated
considersble controversy in the Women's Move-
ment. So far as 1 know, no group other than The
Feminists has publicly taken a stand against mar-
riage, although I'm sure it has been a topic of
discussion in most.

One widely held view in the Movement is repre-
sented in the following statement

We women can use marria e “dictatorship of the
proletariat” in the family e e e B
is completely climinated, mariage, like the siate, will
wither away.!

The basic assumption behind this concept, and
one that I myself shared at one time, is that mar-
riage benefits women. This idea is very much part
of the male culture and is always being reinforced
by men’s complaints about marriage and by the
notion that women are the ones who want 10 get
married. We've all heard plenty of jokes about
how women “snare” husbands, and popular songs
with lines like “the boy chases the girl until she
catches him.” Mothers give their daughters advice
on how to get their boy friends to marry them,
etc. The propaganda tells us that marriage laws are
operating in the interest of women and in fact
exist to provide protection for the woman. From
this assumption it is logical to conclude that we
must retain the institution of marriage until such
time as discrimination against women no longer
exists and consequently “protection” is no longer
necessary.

The Feminists decided to examine the institu-
tion of marriage as it is set up by law in order to
find out whether or not it did operate in women’s
favor. It became increasingly clear to us that the
institution of marriage “protects” women in the
same way that the institution of slavery was said

“protect” blacks—that is, that the word “pro-
tection” in this case is simply a euphemism for
oppression.

We discovered that women are not aware of
what marriage is really about. We are given the

sttending law school at the University of California, Berkeley.

impression that love is the purpose of marria
after all, in the ceremony, the wife promises fo
“love, honor, and cherish” her husband and the
husband promises to “love, honor, and protect”
his wife. This promise, which women believe to be
central to the marriagé contract, is viewed as irrel-
evant. by the courts. For example, in a well-known
case here in New York State, a woman attempted
to obtain an annulment on the grounds that her
husband had told her that he loved her prior to
the marriage and then afterward admitted that he
did not and never would. This was held nor to
give grounds for annulment,® despite the fact that
the man committed fraud, which is normally
grounds for nullifying any contract.

There is nothing in most marriage ceremonies
yet the courts have
a party agrees to and
a promise to

specifically referring to
held that “th
does enter into the marriage implies

the marriage by 50 that
fuilure to do so gives grounds for annulment on
the basis of fraud in the inducement.”® An annul-
ment was ganted a New York man on the

wife was unable to have sex with

act

grounds that his
him due to an incurable nervous condition

But then, one might ask, how is this particular-
ly oppressive to women? After all, men also enter
into. marriage with the understanding that love is
central. Many of us, in examining our personal his-
tories, however, have suspected that “love” has a
different meaning for men than it does for wom-
en. This has been substantiated by a study done
by a man, Clifford R. Adams of Penn State Uni-
versity, who spent thirty years rescarching the sub-
conscious factors involved in mate selection, study:
ing 4000 couples. His conclusion was:

When a man and @ woman gaze into each other's eyes with
what they think are love and devotion, they ure not secing
the same thing
seeks are lov
5o wanisd, The sacond: . sodushy,|then compastonship,
home and family, community acceptance, and sixth, sex
But for the man sex is at the top of the list, not at the
bottom. It's second only to companionship, The single cate-
gory of love-affection-sentiment is below sex.

6 Copyright ©1970 by Shalla Cronan



Sex is compulsory in marriage. A husband can
legally force his wife to have sexual relations with
him against her will, an act which if committed
against any other woman would constitute the
crime of rape. Under law, “a husband cannot be
guilty of raping his own wife by forcing her to
have sexual intercourse with him. By definition,
the crime [of rape] is ordinarily that of forcing
intercourse on someone other than the wife of the
person accused.”® Thus the threat of force is al-
ways present even if it is not necessary for the
man to exert it—after all, most women are aware
of the “‘right’ of the husband to insist on and
the ‘duty’ of the wife to ‘submit’ ™’ to sexual
intercourse.

It is clear that the compulsory nature of sex in
marriage operates to the advantage of the male.
The husband theoretically has the duty to have
intercourse with his wife also, but this normally
cannot occur against his will. Furthermore, as far
as the enjoyment of the sex act is concerned, fig-
ures show that men (with the exception of impo-
tent men who generally cannot have sex at ail}
nearly always experience orgasm when they have
sex. Women, however, are not so fortunate. Sur-
veys have shown that:

fiften o twenty percent of ll [Amercan] martid women

ienes full ulmination sboat one sex act out of three
ity o) (il percent of Amecican wiver my that
lhny “usally” orgasm, meaning that they get there
ok or iy Only a very few
women can claim that they have an orgasm every time they
take part in sexual activities.®

Thus sex as practiced in American marriages clear-
ly benefits the male far more than the female.
Despite the emphasis that has recently been put
on the husband’s duty to give pleasure to his wife,
this is not happening most of the time, and we all
know that intercourse without orgasm is at best a
waste of time. From the above figures we see that
70 percent of American wives have this boring and
often painful experience over two-thirds of the
time.

In Alsbama's legal code of 1852 two clauses, standing in
significant. juxtaposition, recognized the dual character of
the slave.

The first_clause confirmed his status as property~the
right of the owner to his *“time, labor and services” and to
His obedient compliance with al lawful commands .

The second clause acknowledged the slave’s status as &
person. The law required that masters be humane to their
Saves, urnish them adequate f
vide care for them during sickness and in old age. In short,
the state endowed masters with obiigations as well as rights
and assumed some responsibility for the welfure of the
bondsmen.*

The following is a description of marital responsi-
bilities:

The legal responsibilities of a wife are to live in the home
established by her husband; to perform the domestic chores
(cleaning, cooking, washing, etc.) necessary to help main-
tain that home; ta care for her husband and children.

The legal responsibilities of a husband are to provide
home for his wife and children; to support, protect o
maintain his wife and children.1®

The word “slave” is usually defined as a person
owned by another and forced to work without
pay for, and obey, the owner. Although wives are
not bought and sold openly, I intend to show that
marriage is a form of slavery. We are told that
marriage is an equitable arrangement entered into
freely by both husband and wife. We have seen
above that this is not true with regard to the sex-
ual aspect of marriage~that in this respect mar-
riage is clearly set up to benefit the male. It also
is not true with regard to the rest of the marital
responsibilities.

Women believe that they are voluntarily giving
their household services, whereas the courts hold
that the husband is legally entitled to his wife's
domestic services and, further, that she cannot be
Ppaid for her work.

As part of the rights of consortium, the husband s entitled
to the services of his wife. If the wife works outside the
home for strangers she is usually entitied to her own eam-
ings. But domestic services or assistances which she gives
he husband ars gemmally. conddersd pat of et iy
duties. The wife's serices and society are so essential a part
oF what the law consders the husband is entiled 10 a par
of the marriage that it will not recognize any agreement
between the spouses which provides that the husband is to
pay for such services or society. In a Texas case David
Promised his wife, Fannie, that he would give her $5000 if
she would stay with him while he lived and continue taking
care of his house and farm accounts, selling his butter and
doing all the other tasks which she had done since their
marriage. After David's death, Fannie sued his estate for
the money which had been promised her. The court held
that the contract was unenforceable since Fannie had
agreed to do nothing which she was not already fegally and
morally bound to do as David’s wife.1

Whereas the legal responsibilities of the wife in-
clude providing all necessary domestic services—
that is, maintaining the home (cleaning, cooking,
washing, purchasing food and other necessities,
etc.), providing for her husband’s personal needs
and taking care of the children—the husband in
return is obligated only to provide her with basic
maintenance—that is, bed and board. Were he to
employ a livesin servant in place of a wife, he
would have to pay the servant a salary, provide
her with her own room (as opposed to “bed”),

62




food, and the necessary equipment for doing her
job. She would get at least one day a week off
and probably would be required to do considera-
bly less work than a wife and would normally not
be required to provide sexual services

Thus, being a wife is a full-time job for which
one is not entitled to pay. Does this not consti-
tute slavery? Furthermore, slavery implies a lack
of freedom of movement, a condition which also
exists in marriage. The husband has the right to
decide where the couple will live. If he decides to
move, his wife is obligated’ to go with him. If she
refuses, he can charge her with desertion. This has
been held up by the courts even in certain cases
where the wife would be required to change her
citizenship.'? In states where desertion is grounds
for divorce (forty-seven states plus the District of
Columbiz), the wife would be the “guilty party”
and would therefore be entitled to no monetary
settlement.

The enslavement of women in marriage is all
the more cruel and inhumane by virtue of the fact
that it appears to exist with the consent of the
enslaved group. Part of the explanation for this
phenomenon lies in the fact that marriage has ex-
isted for s0 many thousands of years—the female
wole has been internalized in so many successive
generations. If people are forced into line long
enough, they will begin to believe in their own
inferiority and to accept #s natu
ated for them by their oppressor. Furthermore,
the society has been so structured that there is no
real alternative to marriage for women. Employ-
ment_discrimination, social stigma, fear of attack,
sexual exploitation are only a few of the factors
that make it nearly impossible for women to live
as single people. Furthermore, women are deceived
a3 to what the natwre of marriage really is. We
have already seen how we are made to believe
that it is in our interest. Also, marriage is so ef-
fectively disguised in glowing, romantic terms that
young girls rush into it excitedly, only to discover
100 late what the real terms of the marriage con-
tract are.

The marriage contract is the only important le-
gal contract in which the terms are not listed. It
is in fact a farce created to give women the illu-
sion that they are consenting to a mutually bene-
ficial relationShip when in fact they are signing
themselves into slavery.

The fact that women sign themselves. into slav-
ery instead of being purchased has significance

| the role cre-

from another point of view. A purchased slave is
yaluable property who would not be merely cast
aside if the master no longer liked him, but would
be sold to someone else who would be obligated
10 care for him. Furthermore, the necessity for
purchasing slaves ensured that only people with
money could be slave masters, whereas almost any
man can have a wife.

Given the existence of marriage and the fact
that women work for no pay but with the expec-
tation of security—that is, that their husbands will
continue to “support” them—divorce is against the
interests of women. Many of us have suspected
this for some time because of the eagerness with
which men have taken up the cause of divorce
reform (i.e., making it easier to get one). When 2
man “takes a wife” he is obtaining her unpaid
labor in return for providing her with basic main-
tenance. After twenty years of marriage in which
she has provided him with domestic and sexual
services, given birth to and raised his children, and
perhaps even put him through medical school and
helped him build a thriving practice, he is free to
cast her aside in order to replace her with some-
one more exciting. If there are minor children in-
volved, he will probably be required to provide
child suppori—which is only fair since they are his
children. If he is well off financially and the judge
is sympathetic to the woman, he may be required
to pay alimony; if this occurs you can be sure
that he will complain bitterly and claim that it
constitutes oppression for him. But what is ali-
mony after all? Jsn't it ridiculous to require an
employer to give his employee severance pay when
he in fact owes him twenty years' back wages?

Very few women get alimony anyway. Often
child support payments are camouflaged as ali-
mony because it is beneficial to the man tax-wise
to do so.'?

It is hardly necessary to go into the situation a
woman finds herself in after the divorce, particu-
larly if the marriage has lasted any length of time.
Her productive years have been devoted to her
husband’s interests rather than her own and she is
consequently in no position to fend for herself in
this society. She is not trained for any job besides
that of domestic servant. Her only hope is to find
another husband, and if she is past a certain age
this may be very difficult. In other forms of slav-
ery this tragic situation would not occur as the
monetary value of the slave would ensure his se-
curity.




While wives are “owned” by their husbands in
the same sense that slaves are owned by their mas-
ters—that is, that the master is entitled to free use
of the slave’s labor, to deny the ‘slave his human
right to freedom of movement and control over
his own body—the scarcity of slaves resulted in
their monetary value. Any man can take a wife
and although he is legally required to support her,
there is very little anyone can do if he is unable
to fulfill this responsibility. Thus many women are
forced to work outside the home because their
husbands are unemployed or are not making
enough money to support the family. This in no
way absolves us from our domestic and child care
duties, however.!

Since marriage constitutes slavery for women, it
is clear that the Women’s Movement must concen-
trate on attacking this institution. Freedom for
women cannot be won without the abolition of
marriage. Attack on such issues as employment
discrimination is superfluous; as long as women are
working for nothing in the home we cannot ex-
pect our demands for equal pay outside the home
to be taken seriously.

Furthermore, marriage is the model for all oth-
er forms of discrimination against women. The re-
lationships between men and women outside of
marriage follow this basic pattern. Although the
Jaw does not officially sanction the right of a man
to force his sweetheart to have sex with him, she
would find it very difficult to prove rape in the
courts, especially if they have had a regular sexual
relationship. Also, it is not unusual for a man to
expect his girl friend to type his term papers, iron
his shirts, cook dinner for him, and even clean his
apartment. This oppressive relationship carries over
into employment and is especially evident in the
role of the secretary, also known as the “office
wife.”

One of the arguments in the Movement against
our attacking marriage has been that most women
are married. This has always seemed strange to me

as it is like saying we should not come out against
oppression since all women are oppressed. Clearly,
of all the oppressive institutions, marriage is the
one that affects the most women. It is logical,
then, that if we are interested in building a mass
movement of women, this is where we should be-
gin.

Another argument against attacking marriage has
been that it is dying out anyway. The evidence
cited for this is usually the growing rate of di-
vorce. But the high rate of remarriage among di-
vorced persons show  that divorce is not evidence
for the decline of marriage. We have seen that
divorce is in fact a further abuse so far as wom-
en’s interests are concerned. And the fact is that
marriage rates have been on the increase. From
1900 to 1940 approximately one half of all Amer-
ican. women over twenty years of age were mar-
tied at any given time. After 1940 the figure be-
gan to rise noticeably: by 1960 it had reached the
rate of two-thirds of all women over twenty.*S

The Women's Movement must address itself to
the marriage issue from still another point of view.
The marriage relationship is so physically and emo-
tionally draining for women that we must extri
cate ourselves if for no other reason than to have
the time and energy to devote ourselves to build-
ing a feminist revolution.

The Feminists have begun to work on the issue
of marriage. It is only a beginning, however; all
women must join us in this fight.
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ADC: Marriage to the State

by ANDRE LEO

Most women on welfare are on ADC (Aid to De-
pendent Children) because they have children and
they left the man they were living with or he left
them. Maybe their husband died, or they were
never living with a man but got pregnant and had
a child. The majority of people on welfare live
under ADC and the majority of women receiving
ADC are white (contrary to myth); the average
length of time on ADC is spproximately two to
three years. Almost all ADC clients are women,
and the only parent in the home; they are re-
ferred to as “ADC mothers” in this article,

The average ADC mother has three children and
applied for assistance when she and her husband
separated because she had no income and needed
financial help. I have never had an ADC case
where the woman received alimony. According to
a lawyer I know, the vast majority of divorces do
not involve alimony, but often do involve child
support payments, However, when the courts track
down a father to, pay for his children (which isn’t
too often) he will have o pay only about $10-15
a week per child. None of the ADC mothers I
serviced ever got more than $1S a week, if they
got that. Child support payments ordered by the
courts are well under subsistence level and so ADC
is available and pays the woman very little more.

In Michigan the budgets are set up to include
$44 per month per person in the family, A maxi-
mum budget for a four-person family (one parent
and three children) looks like this:

$176 food, clothing, incidentals
100 maximum for rent or home purchase
29 nvtilities (heat, electricity, and water)
Total $305 monthly allotment
(If the woman gets support payments
from the man they are subtracted
from this fofal and she gefs the re-
mainder—she’s not ahead.)
That's hardly enough to live on, and there's noth-
ing for an emergency. On top of that, the ADC is
“given” aut by the Department of Social Services

*Pan name of Elizabeth Demitrieff, a feminist in the Paris
Commune of 1871,

as if the mother is begging for it, and the state is
doing her a “favor” by doling out money to
“help” her family.

A social worker next to me at work said,
“These women have no pride. Why don’t they go
out and work instead of getting handouts from
ADC?" That same social worker's mother never
“worked.” But she is proud of her mother and
would be thoroughly insulted if you said to her,
“Why didn’t your mother have enough pride to go
out and work instead of taking handouts from her
husband?”

The fact is that ADC is just a substitute MAN
and 1 will refer to ADC as “The Man™ from now
on as it makes the whole issue a lot more clear.
Let me explain.

“Woman’s Work"

The principal economic fact about this society
is the division of labor between male and female
with “man’s labor” being paid for and “woman’s
work” not. Women's work is defined as child bear-
ing, child raising, and housework. That's what ev-
ery little girl is told she will do when she “grows
up.” She is taught to think of “women’s work” as
her main goal in life, and to be proud of thinking
this way—since everything in the culture engraves
this image upon her mind. Probably her mother
was a housewife and she will be one too. Such is
the rigidity of the sexual caste system.

In the conventional image the girl will become
a housewife and child raiser only if she lands a
man in marriage. The man has to bring in the
bread for her to play house. So the essential thing
to being a housewife and child raiser is having a
man to dole out the money for food, clothes, and
rent from his check which he gets from “work-
ing”

Work has been defined by male-dominated cul-
ture to mean work which you get paid for. House-
work has been excluded from this definition of
work because male-controlled society has made
sure that women do not get paid for their labor
as housekeepers and child raisers. All things in this
materialistic society are given a monetary value,
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but household work and child raising have no
monetary value if done by a wife and mother for
& man. The only time women get paid for house-
work is when they go to another woman’s house
and do “her” work for her, either because she’s
working outside her home (and she certainly can’t
get a househusband to do this work for her), or
because her husband is wealthy enough to give her
money to get out of the low-status housewifely
chores. Rich or poor, the woman still has the re-
sponsibility to do the housework or to get some-
one else to do it for her.

The fact that housework is low-status work is
important. Housework when done by a “domestic
paid for—is one of the lowest paid
s society. But really, what is the differ-
ence between the actual work done by a house-
wife and the work done by a maid or domestic
worker? It’s clear that almost all women are do-
mestic workers, whether paid or unpaid. Women in
male-dominated society are primarily a servant
caste. With the passing of the days of cheap and
plentiful servants, one vast class of servants still
remains with us: women. Women are servants in
their roles as wives, housekeepers, child raisers,
etc. Women's real and ancient servant status and
function in male society remains basically un-
changed in spite of industrialism and modern tech-
nology.

The male-dominated Left also defines work as
what you get paid for, When talking about the
“working class,” they include those domestic la-
borers who work for other women for pay. But
they conveniently exclude all women who work as
housewives full- or part-time for men, because
they don't get wages—only room and board and
handouts now and then from their man (employ-
er). The male supremacism of the Left has time
and again interferred with the development of a
clear perception of how women are economically
in bondage to men of all classes and races.

The Working “Unemployed”’

What if a housewife and mother, working with-
out pay, is suddenly without that man who got
paid for his work? Does it enter this woman’s
mind to now demand pay for the work she is
doing? No. She has been too well conditioned to
think that her work is “special women’s work,”
“you can’t put a price on motherhood,” and “it's
not a job—it's unselfish devotion,”

But where would she go, who would pay her

for her work, if she did demand pay? No one.
They’d even laugh her out of the unemployment
security commission offices if she applied for un-
employment compensation. Besides, she’s still do-
ing “her work” and not getting paid for it. It's the
only layoff where the employee has o keep right
on working.

So she goes to the only place that is available,
to the S.S. (Social Services, that is) to get “wel-
fare.” She is made to feel that she is being “giv-
en” something for nothing. Meanwhile she’s still
doing that housework and child raising she was
supposed to devote her life to. But now she’s bad,
lazy, and a leech for doing all that hard work.

The ADC mother leams that there are two
kinds of housewives, the “good” ones and the
“bad” ones. The “good” ones do the same work
as she does but they are still living with a man
who “provides” them their needs from his
pay from his work. The “bad” anes are those wha
are not living with or being paid for by a man
and so the state replaces him in the form of an
ADC check (“The Man”).

“They Should All Go To Work"

What about the argument that ADC mothers
could find jobs to support their families if they
had enough pride to get off welfare? The stigma
of ADC is so great that many ADC mothers be-
lieve this themselves. But the argument is shallow
and does not hold up for the majority of ADC
mothers. If a woman has a large family (two or
more children), she will most likely not be able to
support her family on a woman's wage rate, If
you don’t believe this, here are figures on wom-
en's wages (they are for 1966 but the situation
has gotten worse for female labor since then): In
1966 the median income for a white man was
$7,164; for a nonwhite man, $4,528; a white
woman, $4,152; a nonwhite woman, 52,949 (full-
time year-round work only).

Things are getting worse, and the gap between
men’s and women’s income has been widening.
More than two thirds of all women working full-
time, year-round jobs had incomes under $5,000,
while fewer than one fourth of all men were in
this bracket. Men often make more money than
women in the same job. Women sales workers earn
60 percent less than male sales workers. Women
managers, officials, and proprietors earn 45 percent
less than men in those same jobs. Women clerks
eam 44 percent less than male clerks. Besides,
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women are systematically kept out of the labor
market and discriminated against more strongly
than any other group; their unemployment rates
are highest.

Even if a woman does get a job, she’s likely to
get more money on ADC than from work outside
her home. She will also have problems finding and
paying for baby-sitters or day care. This has been
a very effective way, so far, for this male-con-
trolled economy to keep mothers with pre-school
children out of the labor market. When she has
finally got her job, she will realize why so many
ADC mothers stay home. Now she has two full-
time jobs, and only one for pay! Her life will be
a continual round of back-breaking labor with
hardly any time for leisure or the enjoyment of
her children. And all that for poverty-level wages.

The Man and Patriarchal Society

When you put all these facts together some cu-
rious patterns begin to emerge. “The Man” (ADC)
has been set up to preserve the family system in
which men get paid and the women are unpaid
and kept in a colonized position economically and
psychologically. This is done by refusing to pay
women for honest work done in the home, but
rather treating them as “welfare recipients™; by
making ADC checks so low that women have to
live with a man to be adequately “provided” for;
by not providing child care centers, and, in fact,
making it difficult to set them up; by perpetuating
sex discrimination in the Work Incentive Program

and throughout the agency; etc. ADC makes a
concerted effort to strengthen the patriarchal fam-
ily system and works to prevent the development
of other forms of social structure for child raising
and work division. The agency literature is full of
patriarchal male-supremacist dribble all sugar-coated
in terms of “helping” these women who are ADC

mothers.

There is no just solution to the situation of
women under welfare within the present male-
dominated family system. The only way out is for
women to get together themselves and to create
new. structures which do not treat women as a
caste labor group or oppress children. Structures
where women and men share all tasks and deci-
sions of the society for equal rewards and treat-
ment. The wormen’s liberation movement has al-
ready begun to bring women together to try to
work out alternatives to the present family system;
women on welfare are also beginning to organize
themselves to confront the welfare system. The
two groups need to work more closely with each
other as they are confronting many of the same
issues—and the same white male-controlled system.

The saddest thing about “The Man” is that
“he” tums woman agiinst woman. Some women
say with pride, “Well 7 got along without ADC
[The Man], why can’t they?” But chances are,
those same women couldn’t have made it without
some man to pay for them. For remember, sister,
if you have a child or the potential to bear a
childin other words, if you're a woman—you are
a potential recipient of “The Man.”

Slavery or Labor of Love
by BETSY WARRIOR

This is part of a longer article published in A Journal of Female Liberation — The First Revolution by Cell 16, 2 Brewer St.,
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138, Betsy Warrior s a feminist and an anarchist.

In every period of labor reform, the lot of the
houseworker has lain outside the sphere of interest
of reformers and radicals alike, and has remained
untouched by any improvements accruing to those
workers whose jobs are outside the home. This
continues to be the case today. Energy is being
directed at improving the conditions of the mi-
grant worker, minority groups in the labor force,
and even women if they happen to be in the

“outside” labor force, ie., in work situations anal-
ogous to male workers. No such energy is being
directed at the situation of the household worker.
The oppression of females who work outside the
home is more easily recognizable because general
standards that ate accepted for male workers can
theoretically be applied to females also. Thus their
inequality in relation to male workers can be ex-
posed. There are o, such standards for house-

Copyriant ©1971 by Bstsy Warrior




workers nor has the labor they perform ever been
recognized as such,

The most obvious reason that no attention has
‘been given to the situation of the houseworker is
simply the fact that men aren’t engaged in this
work. As this position is unigue o women, men
dom’t see any direct benefit for themselves in the
improvement of it; therefore, it remains un-
changed. In this respect, as in many others, men
copstitute an upper caste who have a monapoly
on economic and political power and will use it
only when it is directly in their interest. Females,
on the other hand, although they would benefit
from improvements in this area, are relatively pow-
erdess and so unable to implement the necessary
changes. The failure of men to use their power to
improve the situation of the houseworker is also
due to the fact that they rightly feel that any
major changes in this area would undermine male
supremacy. Men now have their domestic work
done for them free. 1f a change occurred in this
area it might mean that men would have to share
this now low-prestige work andfor pay 1o have
someone else do it.

It has been suggested that women will gain
equality only when they are all employed in the
“public” labor force and that this step will by
some magic free them from the status of unpaid
domestic slavery, The solution to this dilemma
can’t lie in the hope that all women will leave the
home and join the outside paid labor force. First
of all, women working outside the home receive
the lowest wages and fill the lowest positions in
the paid labor force, Secondly, even in times of
economic expansion when new jobs are created,
there aren’t enough jobs to go around.

Besides these two factors that deprive women
of incentive to join the “outside™ labor force,
there are other deterrents. One of the main deter-
rents is the fact that there are no facilities set up
by society for child care or home maintenance in
the event that a woman decides to work outside
the home, The few existing facilities can’t even be
considered by the majority of women because of
their prohibitive cost and their inability to accom-
modate more than a tiny percentage of those wha
might have use for them. Someone has to perform
the vast amount of labor entailed in raising chil-
dren and maintaining living quarters. This labor
continues to devolve on women even when they
have jobs outside the home. Doubly burdened,
women are unable to devote their full attention to

L

cither job and are effectively kept at the lowest
levels of the paid labor force. On top of that they
have been used as scapegoats for every il of so-
clety because they are unable to give their Full
attention to the roles of mother, wife, and house-
Keeper.

There are other equally discouraging deterrents
of a paychological nature such as the belief that it
is the duty of a woman to be solely a wife and
mother and that she can’t overstep these limits
except at the risk of losing her “true” identity.
Also a woman's education isn’t geared to facilitate
a successful or fulfilling career outside the home.
Indoctrination and tracking take care of this. If in
spite of this, a woman decides to work outside
the home, it can be taken for granted that some
of the psychological deterrents have been at least
partially overcome. But having decided to work
outside the home, she comes up against other ob-
stacles that are impossible to remove by a mere
change of thinking.

This brings us back to the problem of child
care and housework. In other countries attempts
have been made to improve the status of women
and release them from their wnpaid drudgery by
drawing them into the paid labor force. These at-
tempts failed and were doomed to failure from
the outset because no adequate provisions were
made for housework or the care of children. Be-
cause of the reformist nature of the changes in
the role of women in these societies, the very
basis of woman’s oppression remained untouched.
Females didn’t actively share in the decision-mak-
ing of these revolutions and in fact weren’t equal-
ly represented in any important areas of these rev-
olutions.

I don’t think the feebleness of these reformist
attempts is wholly attributable to innocent error
or a faulty analysis on the part of male socialist
planners but more likely fo the unwillingness of
males to share the responsibility for home mainte-
nance and child care and an indifference on their
part to something they think need not concern
them. To equalize the status of the female would
have entailed such major and drastic reorganization
of saciety that, judging by the results of the revo-
lutions, it was something the “revolutionary” lead-
ers were unwilling or afraid’ to undertake. This at-
titude led them to attack only a symptom of the
problem (iie., the inequality of women in the paid
labor force) rather than its root, woman's primary
oppression as unpaid domestic—the underlying rea-
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son for this inequality. The revolutionary goal of
complete emancipation for the female half of the
human race has in all revolutions been a goal of
low priority which has later been neglected and
finally betrayed. But this is an old story to the
woman’s movement.

The reorganization of ordinary home maintenance serv-
ice is long overdue, Housshold workers have, historically,
been low paid, without standards of hours and working
conditions, without collective bargaining, without most of
the protections accorded by legisation nd accepted as or-
mal by other workers, and without means and opportunity
adequately to maintain their homes. (From American Wom-
en (1963-1968): Report on the Status of Women — Inter-
departmental Committee)

This quote from The Report on the Status of
Women gives an understated and inaccurate ac-
count of the situation of houseworkers: In fact it
is meant only to apply to the tiny minority of
houseworkers who actually do get paid! To say
that a segment of the labor force is low-paid is
quite different from stating that roughly half of
the labor force is un-paid—the half that produces
and maintains all labor power. Also the quote
doesn’t recognize that this situation will exist by
necessity under the present economy and a real
change can be effected only along with a complete
change in the sex role system. The situation of
the paid houseworker is indelibly tainted by the
economic status of the majority of unpaid house-
workers. How much remuneration is society willing
to give for a service that is usually provided free?

In another pamphlet put out by the Woman’s
Bureau of the US Department of Labor, this ques-
tion is posed, “What is Equal Pay?” It goes on to
explain that “Equal pay means payment of ‘rate
for the job® without regard to sex—in the factory,
in the office, in the school, in the store—and in
all other places where men and women perform
work of a comparable character,”

In other pamphlets put out by the Department
of Labor, it is cited that women on an average
work anywhere between 36 and 99.6 hours a
week in the home. This is a job at which all
women are employed at one time or another in
their lives, if not all their lives. But there is no
mention of “rate for the job” for this work, and
this oversight holds true for socialist publications
as well. The socialist analyses, including those by
women, state that woman’s oppression arises at
the point of production. What production? They
mean, of course, the production that men are en-
gaged in—the production of the “public” sector of
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the economy! The maddening persistence of this
oversight lies in the male orientation of all this
literature which does not -recognize labor except
“where men and women perform work of a com-
parable character.”

The phrase “comparable character” betrays the
pseudo-equality offered by these analyses. The
main function of women, which she is confined to
because of sex and which distinguishes her from
the male, is just what is responsible for her infe-
rior status in the outside labor force and every-
where, This function is in no way comparable to
anything done by males. To offer the illusion that
women will be equal by receiving equal pay for
work that is also done by males, is a conscious
effort to keep women’s slavery intact. Women are
not just laborers in the male-defined sense of the
word. Women are the source of all labor in that
they are the producers of all laborers. This is the
basic means of production (reproduction) in any
society. It creates the first commodity, female and
male laborers, who in turn create all other com-
modities and products. Men as the ruling class
profit from this commodity through its labor.
These profits come in two sizes: king-size and su-
per. The individual man who is king of his castle
(the patrilinial family) has his labor power pro-
duced, prepared, and maintained for him free.
When he sells his labor power on the market he is
selling a commodity he owns but did not produce,
thereby profiting from the slave labor that went
into the making of this product, The male capital-
ist class makes a super-profit when it buys this
labor power and then receives the surplus value of
its “outside” economy production.

It is clear to me that women will not be freed
from their sexual status (slavery) by being given
equal opportusity in’ the “outside” labor force; it
has been tried already and has failed. Rather they
will be given the basis for equal opportunity by
being freed of their function as domestic slaves
and its form, the patelinial family. If we attempt
to improve the situation of the houseworker with-
out attacking the economy and sex role attitudes
which make this situation possible, then, in effect,
we will” be trying to make the slavery of women
more palatable.

As it is not possible to make any improvements
in the institution of slavery, and this is the only
accwrate counterpart we can find for housework,
we must take housework out of the realm of slav-
ery and thereby change its very nature and social




meaning, This means, in effect, the sbolition of
“housework” and “domestic” service in the sense
that it is now known. Once this work has to be
paid for, it will be incorporated into the “‘public”
economy, This means that the work that was for-
merly done in separate, duplicated, single units
will be collectivized and industrialized on a large

basis with a more efficient use of both time and
labor and without the waste, alienation, and dupli-
cation now involved in child care and home main-
tenance. Only when this is accomplished will wom-
en be able to fight for their equality on a more
nearly equal footing with men.

Prostitution
by PAMELA KEARON and BARBARA MEHRHOF

Pamela Kearon and Barbara Mehrhof were founding members of Redstockings and are now active in THE FEMINISTS; they were
contributors to Notes From the Second Year. The following is the second part of a longer article by the authors arising out of

the group’s sctivities on the issue of prostitution, The function theory first presented in “The Rise of Man

here given further

development and has become basic to THE FEMINISTS' theoretical analysis of women's oppression.

Prostitution, Marriage, and Motherhood’ are the
three institutions which exist solely for the exploi-
tation of women. These institutions are related in
our oppression because they encompass all the op-
pressive functions imposed upon Women by men.
We cannot discuss prostitution and what it real-
ly is without reference to the Function/Activity
Theory. This theory differs significantly from the
Role Theory of women's oppression. The theory
states that a person's power in society is relative
to the activity shefhe performs, and that the es-
sence of woman’s oppression is neither arbitrary
assignment of roles nor an artificial status attached
to what she does, but instead can be found in the
activity itself. An activity is defined by us as an
on-gaing and integrated set of acts which have a
purpose and to some extent define the actor.
There are three categories of human activity, in
ascending order of power and influence:?
1) Labor: “the activity which corresponds to
the biological process of the human body,
whose spontaneous growth, metabolism and
eventual decay are bound to the vial necessi-
ties produced and fed into the life process by
labor.”
2) Work: “the activity which corresponds to

the unnaturalness of human existence . . . work
provides an ‘artificial’ world of things, distinct-
ly different from all natural surroundings,”

3) Action: “the only activity that goes on di-

rectly between human beings without the inter-

mediary of things or matter. ... Action, in so

far as it engages in founding and preserving po-

litical bodies, creates the condition for remem-

brance, tha
The hierarchy of power among these activities de-
pends on the amount of influence over things and
people infierent in them. Influencing people is
more powerful than having control of things.

By Function we mean an activity which is as-
sumed to be “natural” or fitting for a particular
group in society without the consent of the group,
and which defines the nature of group members.
A function is usually a form of Labor and never &
form of Action. Men as men have no Function in
society. Men are not a priori totally defined, es-
pecially in @ society in which upward mobility is
possible. Although some men are eventually stuck
in fabor activities, the definition of the human
male is originally open: to create the world of
things, to control the world of human events.

Women are obligated to perform four basic
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functions in male society. They all come under
the heading of Labor and together they can be
understood as the single function of Servant. The
four functions are:

1) child-bearer: not as a biological ability but

as an imposed obligation

2) child-rearer: attending to children coupled

with the duty to instill in them male ideology.

3) personal servant to the male: the obligation

to care for the biological needs of the male so

that he is free for Work or Action.

4) sex object: the obligation to service the

male sexually and to act as Object to the male

Subjectivity.
These functions are by their nature powerless ac-
tivities and when assigned exclusively to one of
two groups, demeaning.

The root of our oppression is the imposition of
these four functions, not the “role™ we are forced
to play nor even the institutions. The role of
women is rather the behavioral form dictated by
the four functions. The institutions are the partic-
ular political forms which embody these funct
and standardize their performance. We are forced
to perform these functions, though in a less strin-
gent way, even if we manage to avoid these insti-
tutions.

Prostitution is limited to the performance of
only one of these functions: sex object. The wom-
an involved is customarily entitled 10 a set fee for
her services. Marriage, on the other hand, includes
all four functions (by law) and the woman is en:
titled to room and board and medical expenses—or
just what a slave was legally entitled to in the
South. Further, she is obligated to live in the resi-
dence established by her husband and is by law
subject to forced. sexual intercourse—otherwise
known as rape. Motherhood outside of marriage
includes the functions of child-bearing and rearing.
Neither wife nor mother is entitled to pay for her
services.

The function of sex object is two-fold. First, it
is the obligation to serve men sexually, to gratify
their physical desires. But it is also the obligation
to serve as “object” for the male. There is a basic
difference between the object status of women
and that of other oppressed groups. For example,
white supremacy is ideologically based on the
physical fact of white skin. In the ideology of
sexism, male supremacy is based on the physical
fact of the possession of a penis. But there is no
act intrinsic to the white/black dichotomy. A
white person can beat, rape, castrate, or lynch a
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black, but he could do the same to an Oriental or
another white. However, there is an act intrinsic
to the male/female dichotomy. That act is sexual
intercourse. Every male can engage in it repeatedly
throughout his lifetime. (This does not mean that
sexual intercourse is inherently oppressive to wom-
en. If women were the oppressors of men, the
same act might serve just as well to express that
oppression, because ‘it perfectly expresses the di-
chotomy.) Therefore, sexual intercourse is not
merely a means for men of obtaining physical
gratification. 1t is most significantly the easiest and
most incontrovertible way of defining himself as a
member of the upper caste. It renews a sense of
power for him and a sense of powerlessness for
the woman. It is the daily means of reminding the
sexes of their relative positions.

The “object” part of the sex object function
can be seen more clearly in the street scenes be-
tween men and women: the cat-calls, obscenities,
molesting, and worst of all, the conversations they
start up with us on the assumption that we are
their collective and always available confidantes.
Here there is no question of sexual gratification, It
is purely the expression of woman's “object-ness’
couched in the convenience of sexual terms. Pros-
titutes exist 1o satisfy both these aspects of the
sex object function.

A person wsed as an object and denied the
right of reciprocity is degraded. Prostitution exists
to meet the desie of men to degrade women.
Studies made by men reveal that very few even
pretend they frequent prostitutes primarily. for sex-
ual gratification. Young boys admit they g0 to
achieve a sense of male camaraderie and freedom.
They usually go in groups and gossip about it at
length afterward in a way that is good for their
egos. Other men have expressed the prime motive
as the desire to reaffirm the basic “filth” of all
or to clearly separate “good” from “bad”
women in their own minds, or for the opportunity
to treat another person completely according to
personal whim,

Most men cannot treat their wives completely
as objects because the main inducement to wife-
hood is a certain measure of respect relative to
other women. In addition, a wife belongs to her
husband and her total degradation would reflect
upon himself. Wifehood is slavery with a measure
of status and security; prostitution is a bit of free-
dom coupled with the stigma of outcast. That sex-
ual gratification is not the prime motive for males
frequenting prostitutes is further demonstrated by
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the fact that although both marriage and free love
have been on the increase, so has prostitution.
Economic depression and war always cause an in-
crease of prostitution because both these situations
impel men more furiously than ever to define
their male status.

Laws concerning prostitution have always been
part of the institution. They either define females
engaged in it as ciiminals or regulate their activi-
ties and even dress in such a way that they are
clearly distinguishable from other women. The
United States for the most part outlaws prosti-
tutes, (An exception is Neyada, where prostitution
is legalized. Here prostitutes must live in brothels
and are forbidden by law to mingle with the gen-
eral population.) In New York State prostitutes
are arrested under four laws:

1) Prostitution: defined as sexual relations for

a fee.

2) Soliciting for the purpose of prostitution;

this is a Class B misdemeanor carrying a sen-

tence of up to six months.

3) Loitering: A much vaguer and easier means

of rounding up prostitutes, loitering is a viola*

tion with a maximum sentence of fifteen days.

4) Disorderly Conduct: An even more encom-

pessing law, it refers to causing public incon-

venience by annoyance or alarm, abusive or ob-
scene language, physically offensive acts, etc.

There is another law in New York State known
as PINS (persons in need of supervision) which
can be used against girls who are “potential” pros-
titutes. Under this law boys up to the age of six-
teen, and girls until they are eighteen, can be
jailed for actions that would not be crimes for
adults, such as truancy and something called “i
corrigibility.” However, only females are jailed un-
der PINS for acts of promiscuity or pregnancy.

It might strike one as odd that males, who use
prostitutes, also outlaw them. The reason for these
laws, and for laws that come under the heading of
“legalized prostitution,” are 1o regulate and restrict
the activity of prostitutes. (Where prostitution is
illegal, this is done through graft, bribery, and un-
even enforcement of the laws.) But these laws also
serve to degrade women who engage in prostitu-
tion and to intimidate “‘our wives and daughters™
into not dipping into it.

Male explanations of these laws are quite differ-
ent. Males are constantly referring to prostitution
as an “affront to public decency” and giving this
as the reason for laws regulating, restricting, or

even outlawing prostitutes. The impression they
hope to create is that the sight of prostitutes is
somehow offensive to “nice” women. Some wom-
en have given in to this male pressure and are, or
pretend to be, offended. Actually, the sight of
prostitutes standing passively on street comers, like
slaves on the block, could clue women in to the
basic shame of our existence. Or, the sight of
prostitutes aggressively pursuing a client might turn
a woman onto the idea of acting aggressively and
hostilely herself. Both these impressions are poten-
tially radicalizing. That is the reason men want 1o
hide these women away, to confine them to
houses or certain districts as an “affront to public
decency.

Ultimately, however, the real affront is to men
themselves. Males generally walk the streets in the
pleasant anonymity of one who meets the norm.
Women are “different” and therefore conspicuous,
But prostitutes make men feel conspicuous—eyed,
peered at like objects, They invade male privacy.
A recent English government paper on the sub-
ject states that the aggressive behavior of prosti-
tutes is hateful because it is an expression of
man-hating, Prostitutes on the street often put
males in the position usually reserved for us. We
are told to take uninyited touching, comments,
and soliciting as “flattery.” When it happens to
men it is called “harassment” and the wheels of
justice turn.

The money element in prostitution is somewhat

ambiguous. Males feel they debase the prostitute
by offering money. Yet prostitutes feel vindicated
by the fact that they get money for their work,
which, unlike “love,” can get you on the subway.
This ambiguity upsets men, who then complain
that prostitution actually exploits fhem. The laws
against prostitutes have often emphasized this
money element.*
women are nearly always economic in nature, be-
cause women are able to make much less money
in this man's world. Marriage for women is basi-
cally a means for economic survival, security, or
well-being.

How the Existence of Prostitution
Affects all Women

To see the way the oppression of women really
operates in male society, it is necessary to under-
stand that each woman is not merely oppressed by
the particular institution in which she is trapped
(Marriage, Motherhood, Prostitution); rather. each
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woman is oppressed by all of these institutions at
once.

The institution of Marriage is bad for the class
of women. The “status” of wife depreciates the
position of other women. The desire for “status™
is nothing petty for members of oppressed groups.
Thus, prostitutes and spinsters enjoy at best a
fringe existence in society, the prostitute being rel-
egated to the underworld, the spinster often de-
prived of an ordinary human and continuous con-
nection to the heart of the world she inhabits.
Marriage provides a minimum of security for wom-
en, which militates against the drive to achieve ec-
onomic power for the class of women. Marriage
also divides women from one another by ensuring
loyalty above all to a male, since he is the means
to both status and security. Therefore, it weakens
any political movement women attempt to create
for themselves. Most importantly, it devalues and
discourages the need for freedom and independ-
ence in women.

Motherhood is a male institution which confines
women to the duty to bring up properly trained
citizens for their place in male society. According
to men, just as we are all really whores at heart,
so we are all supposed to be born mothers, The
result is that an apolitical sentiment and posture is
imposed upon all women. We are obliged to for-
give and understand even the rapist, since he was
once only a lonely, confused boy himself. What's
more, women are “naturals” for all low-paying
jobs that require service, especially with respect to
children.

Prostitution, too, does not just oppress prosti-
tutes. Since there is no physical sign at birth to
distinguish prostitutes from other women, all wom-
en are potential prostitutes. The existence of pros-
titution is co-relative to the existence of the cate-
loose woman,” or even
“sexually liberated woman.” The judgment of
women'’s sexual behavior is still dominated by the
virgin/nonvirgin dichotomy. No woman knows just
how much sexual experience will be sufficient to
push her over the line into the debased class. This
depends au the surounding male opinion. Accord-
ing to male whim, the prostitute and the sexually
liberated woman can be considered indistinguish-
sble. On the street, any woman unaccompanied by
3 male is assumed to be a prostitute/loose woman
—that is, up for grabs.

A spinster is always subject to this accusation
in her personal life. The individual male, however
insignificant, is the final arbiter of who is and
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who isn’t a “tramp.” You can be his beloved one
minute and the next, nothing but a “stut.”
women, including wives, are potentially “fallen
women.” A man is never defined in these terms.
The existence of a category of women defined by
this function of sex object, plus the fact that
every woman must guard against “slipping” into
this category or being assigned to it (and the ab-
sence of a comparable group of men), is sufficient
to understanding prostitution as oppressive to all
women. By the ubiquitous “threat” of being treat-
ed like a “common prostitute,” we are Kept in
our places and our freedom is further contracted.

The unabashed hatred and scorn men freely ex-
press toward and about prostitutes is thinly dis-
guised hatred of women. The wife and the mother
are associated with individual males and conse-
quently cannot be so openly degraded. Remember,
she has in some way to be induced to carry out
all those other powerless and depressing activities
for the male,

Yet men have it both ways. When convenient,
they can throw it up to women that they do not
have the “spirit” a prostitute exhibits in flouting
society’s rules—they are cowardly and convention-
al. Wives are ridiculed for the pettiness and frivol-
ity which are actually part of the nature of their
servitude and dependence on men. Mothers are ac-
corded the responsibility for every evil in society
from juvenile delinquency to the war in Viet Nam.
Worse, both wives and mothers are spuriously rep-
resented as powerful in society. This is really a
double bind: damned if you do, damned if you
don't. Men never experience this essential dilem-
ma: to choose a bit of security and respect and
forego freedom, or to choose a Kind of freedom
(freedom from personal servitude, not freedom to
accomplish aims and wield power) and have to live
in conspicuous ostracism from the mainstream of
society and from the majority of women.

Feminist Strategy

The first thing we must do is to fight for the
repeal of all laws against prostitutes. At the same
time we must see to it that prostitution is not
legalized. Legalization of prostitution always indi-
cates a lowering of the status of women in a so-
ciety. Our goals can be accomplished anly through
raising the consciousness of all women on prostitu-
tion and by making sure that the women’s move-
ment continues with meaningful political action on
this issue.

We are opposed to legalization because it is the



ultimate in degradation for women and legally
sanctions this kind of abuse of women by men. It
would mean forced examinations, licensing, and in-
spections. Women who did not comply with the
regulations would, of course, still be subject to
arrest. From the evidence of countries that have
Jegalized prostitution, this would be most women.
We do not want women photographed, fingerprint-
ed, and identified for life by this trade. At least
now women are free to move in and out of it
according to need. As long as prostitution exists
we want it as free 4§ possible from any male regu-
lation and laws that would punish women for it.

This does not mean that we are in favor of
prostitution, any more than we support the insti-
tution of marriage. Needless to say, this is what
the women’s movement is all about! women get-
ting together and creating enough power to throw
off these institutions (and the functions particular
to them) which oppress us all. But this must begin
with every woman who can do so leaving these
institutions now, even if it means a lower standard
of living or months of emotional distress. Sacrifice
and courage are necessary to change the world sig:
nificantly. Therefore, we call upon all women who

possibly can to leave prostitution as we have
called upon women to leave marriage. Those who
cannot leave now must begin to work at 4 plan to
achieve independence. This will not only weaken
the institution but will strengthen the women’s
movement. Finally, right now it is important for
prostitutes to realize our common oppression as
women and to become actively involved in the
movement. We must all work together to devise an
effective strategy for action.

FOOTNOTES
'We are referring not to the physical nh:!m(: of con-
eption, carrying, bearing, and suckling childsen, but to

e insitation of motherhood s & paliical nfm(cpr which
defines women as the bearer and rearer of man's Lh\!dren
2The following distinction between Labor, Work,

tion is quoted from Hannah Arendt, The Human Conditon
(New York, Doubleday mhar 1959), pp. 9-10

Wolfenden Report: Report of the Committee on
Ha»w:rxual Offenses and Prasicrio (New Yok Ste
d Day, 1963).

i the Breitung Case of 1923, Magistrate Moses R, Ryt-
tenberg held that customers cannot be subject 1o asmest
since “a man cannot participate in an act of prostitution
becuuse prostitution is a practice of women only ... one
cannot be said to_participate in unlawful acts vnléss he
profits therefrom.” If “profit” means money, then of
course any crime not involving money would by this deci-
sion go by the board.

The Spiritual Dimension

of Women’s Liberation
by MARY DALY

Mary Daly belongs to NOW and is active in the task force on women and organized religion. She is also active in women’s
liberation st Boston College, whers she teaches, and is one of the organizers of the Catholic Women's Caucus. She holds several
degrees in theology and philosophy and is the author of The Church and the Second Sex (Harper & Row, 1968) which explores

sexism in the

istory of the church.

Women who are committed to achieving liberation
and equality often turn away from organized reli-
gion, seeing it either as irrelevant or as a stubborn
and powerful enemy, placing obstacles to all they
seek to atfain. Having been turned off by institu-
tional religion they choose to leave it behind and
forget it, except when it really shows muscle—as
in the struggle over abortion laws. Some, on the
other hand, have opted to continue their relation-
ship with church or synagogue in the hope of
changing sexist beliefs, laws, and customs in these
institutions. The second choice is based upon a
conviction that there are important values trans-
mitted through these institutions that make it
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worth the pain and effort of staying in and fight-
ing the system.

These are personal choices and 1o one can set
down hard-and-fast rules for everyone to follow.
However, it is important that women be aware of
the issue of religion. First of all, it is necessary to
understand institutional religion’s role in the op-
pression of women, which it continues to exercise
in this culture whether they personally selate to it
or not, Second, women should be sensitive to the
fact that the movement itself is a deeply spiritual
event which has the potential to awaken a new
and' post-patriarchal spiritual consciousness.
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Institutionalized Christianity and the
Oppression of Women

The Judaic-Christian tradition has been patriar-
chal down through the millenia, although some-
times this has been modified or disguised." The
Bible reflected the oppressed condition of Women
in ancient times. In the Decalogue of the Old Tes-
tament a man’s wife is listed among his posses-
sions, along with his ox and his ass. The biblical
story of Eve's birth, which has been called the
hoax of the ages, fixed woman’s place in the uni-
verse. The story of the Fall of Adam and Eve
perpetuated the myth of feminine evil, giving a
powerful image of woman as temptress—a domi-
nant theme in Western culture for thousands of
years. In the New Testament, the Apostle Paul put
women in their place: veiled, silent, and subordi-
nate. In the early centuries of Christianity the Fa-
thers of the Church classified women as fickle,
shallow, garrulous, weak, and unstable. In the Mid-
dle Ages, Thomas Aquinas decreed that they are
misbegotten males, and theologians dutifully taught
this for centuries.

In the modern period Popes and theologians
greeted the first wave of feminism with the dou-
ble-talk of the feminine mystique: Women should
be equal but subordinate. On childbirth, Pope Pius
XII pontificated: “She loves it [the child]
more, the more pain it has cost her.” Today,
some liberal Catholic and Protestant theologians
admit that sexism exists in the churches but show
little inclination to do anything about it. All of
this, of course, is in blatant contradiction to Chris-
tian teaching about the worth and dignity of every
human person.

Although there have been outstanding “excep-
tional women™ in every period of Christian his-
tory, their existence has had almost no effect
upon the official ideology and policies of the
churches. This fact can be understood when it is
realized that the Judaic-Christian tradition has
functioned to legitimate male-dominated society.
The image of God as exclusively a father and not
a mother, for example, was spawned by the hu-
man imagination under the conditions of patriar-
chal society and sustained as plausible by patriar-
chy. Then, in turn, the image has served to per-
petuate this kind of society by making its mecha-
nisms for the oppression of women appear right
and fitting. If God in “his” heaven is a father
ruling “his” people, then it is in the “nature” of
things and according to divine plan and the order
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of the universe that society be male-dominated.
Within this context a mystification of roles takes
place: the husband dominating his wife can feel
that he represents God himself. A theologian such
as Karl Barth could feel justified in writing that
woman is “ontologically” subordinate to man.

It might seem that intelligent people do not
really think of God as an old man with a beard,
but it is quite possible for the mind to function
on two different and even contradictory levels at
the same time. For example, many speak of God
as spirit and at the same time, on the imaginative
level, envisage “him” as male. The widespread con-
cept of the Supreme Being has been a not very
subtle mask of the divine father figure, and it is
not too surprising that it has been used to justify
oppression, especially that of women, which is said
to be “God’s plan.”

In the third chapter of Genesis:
“...And thy desire shall be to thy husband
and he shall rule over thee .

Doctrines about Jesus also have often reflected
a kind of phallic obsession. Some theologians have
argued that since Jesus was male and called only
males to become apostles, women should not be
ordained. The doctrine of a unique “incarnation”
in Jesus reinforced the fixed idea of patriarchal
religion that God is male and male is God. So also
did the image of the Virgin kneeling in adoration
before her own Son. The mechanism that can be
seen in all of this is the familiar vicious circle in
which the patterns of a particular kind of society
are projected into the realm of religious beliefs
and these in turn justify society as it is. The be-
lief system becomes hardened and functions to re-
sist social change, which would rob it of its plausi-
bility. (In a matriarchal or a diarchal society, what
credibility would the image of a divine patriarch
have?)

Patriarchal religion tends to be authoritarian,
Given the fact that the vicious circle is not fool-
proof, there is always the possibility that beliefs
may lose their credibility. For this reason they are
often buttressed by notions of “faith” that leave
no room for dissent. For example, the believer is
often commanded to assent blindly to doctrines
handed down by authority (all male). The inculca-
tion of anxieties and guilt feelings over “heresy”
and “losing the faith” has been a powerful meth-
od used by institutional religion to immunize itself
from criticism. Women especially have been victim-
ized by this.




Traditional Christian ethics also have been to a
great extent the product and support of sexist
bias. Much of the theory of Christian virtue ap-
pears 1o be the product of reactions on the part
of men—probably guilt reactions—to the behavioral
excesses of the stercotypic male. There has been
theoretical emphasis upon charity, meekness, obe-
dience, humility, self-abnegation, sacrifice, service.
Part of the problem with this moral ideology is
that it became generally accepted not by men but
by women, who have hardly been helped by an
ethic which reinforced their abject situation.

This emphasis upon the passive virtues, of
course, has not challenged exploitativeness, but
supported it. Part of the whole syndrome has been
the reduction of hope to passive expectation of a
reward from the divine Father for following the
rules. Love or charity has been interpreted to
mean that people should tum the other cheek to
their oppressors. Within the perspective of such a
privatized morality, “sin” often becomes an of-
fense against those in power, or against “God”—
the two being more or less equated. The structures
of oppression are not seen as sinful.

It is consistent with all of this that the tradi-
tional Christian moral consciousness has been fix-
ated on the problems of reproductive activity to a
degree totally disproportionate to its feeble con-
cern for existing human life. The deformity of
perspective was summed up several years ago in
Archbishop Robers's remark that “if contraceptives
had been dropped over Japan instead of bombs
which merely killed, maimed, and shriveled up
thousands alive, there would have been a squeal of
outraged protest from the Vatican to the remotest
Mass center in Asia.” Pertinent also is Simone de
Beauvoir’s remark that the church has reserved its
uncompromising humanitarianism for man in the
fetal condition.

“...But | suffer not a woman to teach, nor
1o usurp authority over the man but to be in
silence; for Adam was first formed, then Eve;
and Adam was not deceived, but the woman
being deceived, was in the transgression,”
(Timothy 1,2:12-14)

Although both of these remarks are directed at
the Catholic Church, the same attitudes are wide-
spread in Protestantism. Many theologians today
do, of course, acknowledge that this passive and
privatized morality has failed to cope with struc-
tures of oppression. However, few seriously face
the possibility that the roots of this distortion are

deeply buried in the fundamental and ail-pervasive
sexual alienation which the women’s movement is
seeking to overcome.

The Spiritual Potential of the Movement

As the women’s revolution begins to have an
effect upon the fabric of society, beginning to
transform it from patriarchy into something that
never existed before—into a diarchal situation that
is radically new~it will, I think, become the great-
est single challenge to Christianity to rid itself of
its oppressive tendencies or go out of business. Be-
liefs and values that have held sway for thousands
of years will be questioned as never before. The
movement, if it is true to its most authentic and
prophetic dimensions, is possibly also the greatest
single hope for the survival and development of
authentic spiritual consciousness over against the
manipulative and exploitative power of technoc-
racy.

The caricature of & human being which is repre-
sented by the masculine stereotype depends for its
existence upon the acceptance by women of the
role assigned to them~—the eternal feminine. By be-
coming whole persons women can generate a coun-
terforce to the polarization of human beings into
these stereotypes, forcing men to reexamine their
own self-definition. This movement toward the be-
coming of whole human beings, to the degree that
it succeeds, will transform the values and symbols
of our society, including religious symbols.

The women’s liberation movement is a spiritual
movement because it aims at humanization of
women and therefore of the Species. At its core it
is spiritual in the deepest sense of the word, be-
cause it means the self-actualization of creative hu-
man potential in the struggle against oppression.
Since the projections of patriarchal religion serve
to block the dynamics of creativity, self-actualiza-
tion, and authentic community by enforcing reduc-
tion of people to stereotyped roles, the challenge
to patriarchy which is now in its initial stages is a
sign of hope for the emergence of more genuine
religious consciousness. The becoming of women
may be not only the doorway to deliverance from
the omnipotent Father in all of his disguises, but,
to many, also a doorway o something, namely, to
a more authentic search for transcendence, that is,
for God.

Women's liberation is an event that can chal-
lenge authoritarian, exclusivist, and non-existential
ideas of faith and revelation. Since women have
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been extra-environmentals, that is, since we have
not been part of the authority structure which
uses “faith” and “revelation” to reinforce the
mechanisms of alienation, our emergence can un-
mask the idolstry often hidden behind these idess.

.. The hesd of every man is Christ; and the
head of every woman is man . . .
Saint Paul: (Connm ns 1,11:3)

There could result from this becoming of women
a remythologizing of Western religion. If the need
for parental symbols for God persists, something
like the Father-Mother God of Mary Baker Eddy
will be more acceptable to the new woman and
the new man than the Father God of the past. A
symbolization for incarnation of the divine pres-
ence in human beings may continue to be needed
in the future, but it s highly unlikely that women
or men will find plausible that symbolism which is
epitomized in the Christ-Mary image. Perhaps this
will be replaced by a bisexual imagery which is
non-hierarchical.

The becoming of women can bring about a
transvaluation of values. Faith can come to be un-
derstood in a non-authoritarian and universalist
sense. Hope, rather than being restricted to expec-
tation of rewards for conformity, can come to be
experienced and understood as creative, political,
and revolutionary. Love will mean uniting to over-
come -oppression. It will be understood that the
most loving thing one can do for the oppressor is
to fight the oppressive situation that destroys both
the oppressor and the oppressed. Suffering, which
has been so highly esteemed in Christianity, will
be seen as acceptable not when abjectly and sub-
missively endured, but when experienced in the
struggle for liberation.

“And if they will learn anything, let them ask

their husbands at home; for it is a shame for

women to speak in church,”
(Corinthians 1,14:35)

The ethic emerging in the strugele has as ity
main theme not prudence but existential courage.
This is the courage to risk economic and social
security for the sake of liberation. t means not
only risking the loss of jobs, friends, and social
approval, but also facing the nameless anxieties en-
countered in new and uncharted territory. There is
the anxiety of meaninglessness that can be over-
whelming at times when the old simple meanings,
role definitions, and life expectations have been
rooted out and rejected openly, and a woman
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emergos into a world without models. There is
also the anxiety of guilt over refusing (o do what
society demands, an anxiety which can still hold a
woman in its grip long after the guilt has been
recognized as false. To affirm oneself and one’s
sisters in the face of all this requires courage.

“Likewise, ye wives, be in subjection o your
own husbands .
Saint Peter (Peter 1,3:1)

Such courage expresses itself in sisterhood,
which is not at all merely the female counterpart
of Sisterhood is a i fact.
It is the bonding of those who have never bonded
before, for the purpose of overcoming sexism and
its effects, both internal and extemal, It is the
coming together of those who are oppressed by
sexual definition. The Christian churches have been
fond of preaching the “brotherhood of man,”
which included women incidentally, a5 beggage
However, the concept has never been realized be-
cause brotherhood in patriarchy, - despite frequent
attempts to universalize the term, is exclusive and
divisive, “Brother” means us versus them,. It begins
by excluding women as “the other” and continues
its divisiveness from there, cutting off “the other™
by familial, tribal, racial, national, economic, and
ideological categories.

Women are learning to be aware that brother-
hood, even when it attempts to be universal,
means a male universalism. The churches, the
peace movement, the New Left, for the most part
fail to notice the need for change in the situation
of the more than SO percent female membership
of the groups to which they would extend their
brotherhood.

The “sisterhoods™ of patriarchal society have
really been mini-brotherhoods, following male
models and serving male purposes. The religious
sisterhoods within the Catholic Church, for exam-
ple, have been male-dominated according to Canon
Law. These communities, though they have offered
an alternative to marriage and attracted some gift-
ed women, have used the word “sister” in an elit-
st and divisive sense and have supported the ideol-
ogy of sexism.

The sisterhood of women’s liberation involves a
strategic polarization which is different from all of
this. It implies polariation for the sake of women’s
internal wholeness or oneness, because as in the
case of all oppressed groups, women suffer from a
duality of consciousness. We have internalized the




image that the oppressor has of us and are there-
fore divided against ourselves and against each
other by selfhatred. We can only overcome this
by bonding with cach other. Sisterhood implies
polarization also for the sake of political oneness,
to achieve liberation. However, its essential dy-
namic is directed to overcoming the stereotypes
that reduce people to the role of “the other.”
That is, it points toward a unity deeper than most
theologians are capable of envisaging, despite the
great amount of ink that has been spilled on the
subject of “the bonds of charity.”

Sisterhood is an event that is new under the
sun. It is healing, revolutionary, and revelatory—

which is what Christian brotherhood was claimed
to be but failed to be. It is at war with the idols
of patriarchal religion, but it is in harmony with
what is authentic in the ideals of the religious tra-
ditions. In this sense, the movement in its deepest
dimension s itself both anti-church and church: It
has the potential to release the authentic values
that have been distorted and suppressed by the
sexism of synagogue and church.

FOOTNOTE

1A documented historical study and criticism of this can be
found in my book, The (lnmh and the Second Sex (New
York: Harper and Row, 1968)

Rape: An Act of Terror

by BARBARA MEHRHOF and PAMELA KEARON

To see rape within the system of female oppression
s to understand its non-accidental and non-arbitrary
nature and to gain insight into its special purpose
for the class of men. There is no group other than
slaves that has been singled out for such systematic
and total exploitation and suppression as the class
of women. The condition of women exceeds the
bounds of the definition of oppression and in the
modern Western world her situation is unique.

We are given to understand that in Western soci-
ety the rule of law operates in contradistinction to
the rule of men. This implies that society is built
upon principles derived from Nature or God which
are generally assented to by the governed. By its
nature law deals in generalities; the governed are
viewed as equal and indistinguishable. Women and
slaves, however, have traditionally existed outside
this rule of law, since law is the means by which
the public affairs of freemen are stabilized. The
public realm is where male interest groups vie with
each other to create history and the world of
things, Its essence is visibility and therefore it con-
stitutes accepted Reality. Women and slaves are rele-
gated to the private sphere which is the vague,
hidden, unseen world of superior/inferior relation-
ships. The definitive activity of the private sphere is
labor—that is, the maintenance of biological life for
oneself and others. This is the function of women
and slaves.

The imposition of the duty to labor exemplified
in marriage cancels out whatever “paper rights”
(i.e., legal or public) women might possess because
it maintains her private status—servant to the male.
It is in this that women are distinguished as a group
and subjected to a rule of governance by which
they are treated differently from other citizens. This
rule of governance is the direct rule by men. This
fact, that woman qua woman exists outside the
protection of the law, is crucial in understanding
rape and how it can be used by men as a terror
tactic.

The justification of this rule of women by men is
the Ideology of Sexism, which from @ single as-
sumption seeks to explain the meaning of human
life. It posits the human male as the highest expres-
sion of Nature, his destiny as Nature’s development.
‘Thus, anything which interferes with this destiny, or
his needs or desires, must be controlled or sup-
pressed—all of the natural world, including the hu-
man female. Male dominance over the female is
therefore a natural condition. If man is the highest
expression of Nature, it follows that man is the
Good. Woman, having a will and her own self-
interest, is a potential obstruction to male destiny
and is therefore @ priori Bad, Evil, the Criminal—
and consequently the justifiable Victim.

The Ideology of Sexism is totally inured to ex-
perience or history. Its basis is not male achieve-
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“This is part of a longer article on rape by the authors.
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ment but rather maleness itself. So the ideology is
not subject to criticism or adjustment despite the
obvious existence of droves of grotesque or pa-
thetic male individuals. Like Nazism and racism
which also posit superiority @ priori, sexism is
grounded in a physical manifestation of the as-
sumed superiority. For Nazism it is blond hair and
blue eyes, for racism skin color, for sexism the
penis. But skin, eye, and hair color are physical
traits which are—simply exist. They cannot engage
in activity. There is, then, no unique aef which
affirms the polarity Aryan/Semite or white/black.
Sexual intercourse, however, since it involves the
genitals (that particular difference between the sex-
es selected by the Ideology of Sexism to define
superiority/inferiority), provides sexism with an in-
imitable act which perfectly expresses the polarity
male/female. The Reality created by the Ideology
makes the sexual act a renewal of the feeling of
power and prestige for the male, of impotence and
submission for the female. Rape adds the quality
of terror.

Terror is an integral part of the oppression of
womien. 1ts purpose is to ensure, as a final mea-
sure, the acceptance by women of the inevitability
of male domination. The content of terror in-
cludes the threat of death, destitution, and/or in-
human isolation for the female. The most impor-
tant aspect of terrorism is its indiscriminateness
with respect 1o members of the terrorized class.
There are no actions or forms of behavior suffi-
cient to avoid its danger. There is no sign that
designates a rapist since each male is potentially
one. While simple fear is utilitarian, providing the
impetus to act for one's safety, the effect of ter-
ior is v make all action impossible.

The earlier and more thoroughly the woman is
terrorized, the more completely she is incapable of
acting against the existing Reality modeled on the
Sexist Ideology and brought into being by the
power of the male class. As long as one is free to
act one can invalidate and transform reality. When
free action is eliminated one can only incorporate
reality as created by others, or go mad or die.
The woman assaulted by a rapist is not merely
hampered by real or imagined lack of kinefic en-
ergy relative to the attacker; she is also restricted
by her fragile sense of her own reality and worth.
Rape is a punishment without crime or guilt—at
least not subjective guilt. It is punishment rather
for the objective crime of femaleness. That is why
it is indiscriminate. It is primarily a lesson for the

whole class of women—a strange lesson, in that it
does not teach a form of behavior which will save
women from it. Rape teaches instead the objec-
tive, innate, and wnchanging subordination of
women relative to men,

Rape supports the male class by projecting its
power and aggressiveness on the world. For the
individual male, the possibility of rape remains a
prerogative of his in-group; its perpetration rekin-
dles his faith in maleness and his own personal
worth.

Rape is only a slightly forbidden fruit. It is
assumed to be condemned by law in our society,
yet an examination of law reveals that its forbid-
den quality is more of a delectable fantasy than
reality. In New York State, for instance, the law
stipulates that the woman wmust prove she was
raped by force, that “penetration” occurred, and
that someone witnessed the rapist in the area of
the attack. Although the past convictions of the
defendant are not' admissible evidence in a rape
trial, the “reputation” of the rape victim is. The
police will refuse to accept charges in many cases,
especially if the victim is alone when she comes in
to file them. In New York City only certain hos-
pitals will accept rape cases and they are not
bound to release their findings to the courts. Fi-
nally, the courts consistently refuse to indict men
for rape

i1 is clear that women do not come under the
law on anything like an equal footing with men—
or rather, that women as women do not enjoy the
protection of law at all. Women as victims of
rape, unlike the general victim of assault, are not
assumed to be independent, indistinguishable, and
equal citizens. They are viewed by the law as sub-
ordinate, dependent, and an always potential hin-
drance to male action and male prerogative. Rape
laws are designed to protect males against the
charge of rape. The word of a peer has a special
force; the word of a dependent is always suspi-
cious, presumed to be motivated by envy, revenge,
or rebelion

Rape. then, is an effective political device. It is
not an arbitrary act of violence by one individual
on another; it is a political act of oppression (ney-
er rebellion) exercised by members of & powerful
class on members of the powerless class. Rape is
supported by a consensus in the male class. It is
preached by male-controlled and all-pervasive me-
dia with only a minimum of disguise and restraint.
It is communicated to the male population as an
act of freedom and strength and a male right nev-




er to be denied.

Women, through terror unable to act, do not
test the Reality dictated by Sexist Ideology. When
an individual woman manages to experience rape
as an act which oppresses and degrades her and
limits her freedom, when she sees it as political
and useful to all males, she cannot count upon
support from other women. Many women believe
that rape is an act of sick men or is provoked by
the female. Thus women as a class do not yet
have a consensus on a counter-reality which de-
fines the true meaning of rape for us. Women do
not yet have the means of communication to
build such a consensus. We have no media provid-
ing instant and constant communication; we are
physically, economically, and socfally isofated by
the institution of marriage which requires lonely

labor in service to the male and primary loyalty
to him.

The first step toward breaking the debilitating
hold on us of the Sexist Ideology is the creation
of a counter-reality, a mutually guaranteed support
of female experience undistorted by male interpre-

tation. We must build a consensus among us. Pow-
er for a group is consensus and organization. Ter-
ror depends upon the scattered, confused character
of the terrorized class. We must understand rape
as essentially an act of terror against women—
whether committed by white men or minority
group males. This is the only means of freeing our
imagination so that we can act together—or alone
if it comes to it—against this most perfect of po-
litical crimes.

The Woman Identified Woman
by RADICALESBIANS

What is a lesbian? A lesbian is the rage of all
women condensed to the point of explosion. She
is the woman who, often beginning at an extreme-
ly early age, acts in accordance with her inner
compulsion to be a more complete and freer hu-
man being than her society—perhaps then, but cer-
tainly later—cares to allow her. These needs and
actions, over a period of years, bring her into
painful conflict with people, situations, the accept-
ed ways of thinking, feeling and behaving, until
she is in a state of continual war with everything
around her, and usually with her self. She may
not be fully conscious of the political implications
of what for her began as personal necessity, but
on some level she has not been able to accept the
limitations and oppression laid on her by the most
basic role of her society—the female role, The tur-
moil she experiences tends to induce guilt propor-
tional to the degree to which she feefs she is not
meeting social expectations, and/or eventually
drives her to question and analyze what the rest
of her society more or less accepts. She is forced
1o evolve her own life pattern, often living much
of her life alone, learning usually much earlier
than her “'straight” (heterosexual) sisters about the
essential aloneness of life (which the myth of mar-
riage obscures) and about the reality of illusions.
To the extent that she cannot expel the heavy
socialization that goes with being female, she can
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never truly find peace with herself. For she is
caught somewhere between accepting society’s view
of her—in which case she cannot accept herself-
and coming to understand what this sexist society
has done to her and why it is functional and nec-
essary for it to do so. Those of us who work that
through find ourselves on the other side of a tor-
tuous journey through a night that may have been
decades long. The perspective gained from that
journey, the liberatiori of self, the inner peace. the
real love of self and of all women, is something to
be shared with all women—because we are all
women.

It should first be understood that lesbianism,
like male homosexuality, is ‘a category of behavior
possible only in a sexist society characterized by
rigid sex roles and dominated by male supremacy
Those sex roles dehumanize women by defining us
as a supportive/serving caste i relation 0 the
master caste of men, and emotionally cripple men
by demanding that they be alienated from their
own bodies and emotions in order to perform

their economic/political/military functions effective-
ly. Homosexuality is a by-product of a particular
way of setting up roles (or approved patterns of
behiavior) on the basis of sex; as such it is an
inauthentic (not consonant with “reality™) cate-
gory. In a society in which men do not oppress
women, and sexval expression is allowed 10 follow
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feelings, the categories of homosexuality and heter-
osexuality would disappear.

But lesbianism i also different from mate ho-
mosexuality, and serves a different function in the
society. “Dyke” is a different kind of put-down
from “faggot,” although both imply you are not
playing your socially assigned sex role . .. are not
therefore a “'real woman” or a “real man.” The
grudging admiration felt for the tomboy, and the
queasiness felt around a sissy boy point to the
same thing: the contempt in which Women—or
those who play a female role—are held. And the
investment in keeping women in that contempty-
aus role is very great. Lesbian is the word, the

label. the condition that holds women in line.
When a woman hears this word tossed her way,
she knows she is stepping out of line. She knows
that she has erossed the terrible boundary of her
sex role. She recoils, she protests, she reshapes her
in approval. Lesbian is 4 label invent-
ed by the Man to throw at any woman who dares
to be his equal, who dares to challenge his prerog-

atives (including that of all women as part of the

ictions 10

inge medium among men), who dares to as-
he primacy of her own needs. To have the
abel applied to people active in women’s libera-
tion s just the most recent instance of a long
history; older women will recall that not so long
ago, any woman who was successful, independent,
not orienting her whole life about a man, would
hear this word. For in this sexist society, for a
woman to be independent means she can't be a
woman—she must be a dyke. That in itself should
tell us where women are at. It says as clearly as
can be said: women and person are contradictory

terms. For a lesbian is not considered a “real
woman.” And yet, in popular thinking, there is
really only one essential difference between a los-

bian and other women: that of sexual orientation
which is to say, when you strip off all the pack-
aging, you must finally realize that the essence of
being a “woman” is to get fucked by men.
“Leshinn” is one of the sexual categories by
which men have divided up humanity. While all
women are dehumanized as sex objects, 45 the ob-
jects of men they are given certain compensations:
identification with his power, his ego, his status,
his protection (from other males), feeling like a
“real woman,” finding social acceptance by adher-
ing 1o her role, etc. Should a woman confront
i by confronting another woman, there are
fewer rationalizations. fewer buffers by which to
avoid the stark horrar of her dehumanized condic
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tion. Herein we find the overriding fear of many
women toward being used as a sexual object by a
woman, which not only will bring her no male-
connected compensations, but also will reveal the
void which is woman’s real situation. This dehu-
manization is expressed when a straight woman
learns that a sister is a lesbian; she begins to relate
to her lesbian sister as her potential sex object,
laying a surrogate male role on the lesbian. This
reveals her heterosexual conditioning to make her-
self into an object when sex is potentially involved
in a relationship, and it denies the lesbian her full
humanity. For women, especially those in the
movement, to perceive. their lesbian sisters through
this male grid of role definitions is to accept this
male cultural conditioning and to oppress their sis-
ters much as they themselves have been oppressed
by men. Are we going to continue the male classi-
fication system of defining all females in sexual
relation to some other category of people? Affix-
ing the label lesbian not only to a woman who
aspires to be a person, but also to any situation
of real love, real solidarity, real primacy among
women, is a primary form ‘of divisiveness among
women: it is the condition which keeps women
within the confines of the feminine role, and it is
the debunking/scare term that keeps women from
forming any primary attachments, groups, or asso-
ciations among ourselves.

Women in the movement have in most cases
gone to great lengths to avoid discussion and con-
frontation with the issue of lesbianism. It puts
peaple up-tight. They are hostile, evasive, of try to
incorporate it into some ‘“broader issue.” They
would rather not talk about it, If they have to,
they try to dismiss it as a “lavender herring.” But
it is no side issue. It is absolutely essential to the
success and fulfillment of the women’s liberation
movement that this issue be dealt with. As long as
the label “dyke™ can be used to frighten women
into a less militant stand, keep her separate from
her sisters, keep her from giving primacy to any-
thing other than men and family—then to that ex-
tent she is controlled by the male culture. Until
women see in each other the possibility of a pri-
mal commitment which includes sexual love, they
will be denying themselves the love and value they
readily accord to men, thus affirming their sec-
ond<lass status. As long as male acceptability is
primary—both to individual women and to the
movement as a whole—the term lesbian will be
used effectively against women, Insofar as women
want only mote privileges within the system, they



do not want to, antagonize male power. They in-
stead seck acceptability for women’s liberation,
and the most crucial aspect of the acceptability
is to deny lesbianism—i.c., to deny any fundamental
challenge to the basis of the female. It should a
be said that some younger, more radical Women
have honestly begun to discuss lesbianism, but so
far it has been primarily as a sexual “aftemative”
to men. This, however, is still giving primacy to
men, both because the idea of relating more com-
pletely to wommen occurs 4s 4 negative reaction to
men, and becsuse the leshian relationship is being
characterized simply by sex, which is divisive and
sexist. On one level, which is both personal and
politi
val energies from men, and work out various alter-
natives for ‘those energies in their own lives. On 2
different political/psychological level, it must be
understood that what s crucial is that women he-
gin disengaging from male-defined response pat-
tems. In the privacy of our own psyches, we must
cut those cords to the core. For irrespective of
where our love and sexual energies flow, if we are
male-identified in our heads, we cannot realize our
autonomy as human beings.

But why is it that women have related to and
through men? By virtue of having been brought
up in a male society, we have internalized the
male culture’s definition of ourselves. That defini-
tion consigns us to sexual and family functions,
and excludes us' from defining and shaping the
terms of our lives. In exchange for our psychic
servicing and for performing society’s non-profit-
making functions, the man confers on us just one
thing: the slave Status which makes us legitimate
in the eyes of the saciety in which we live. This
femininity” or “being a real woman” in
our cultural lingo. We are authentic, legitimate,
real to the extent that we are the property of
some man Wwhose' name we bear. To be a woman
who belongs to o man is to be invisible, pathetic,
inauthentic, unreal. He confirms his image of u
of what we have to Be in order to be acceptable
by him—but not our real selves; he confirms our
womanhood~as he defines it, in relation to him-
but cannot confirm our personhood, our own
selves as absolutes. As long as we are dependent
on the male culture for this definition, for this
approval, we eannot be free

The consequence of intenalizing this role is an
enormous resenvoir of self-Hate. This s not to say
the self-hate s recognized or accepted as such; in-
deed most women would deny it. It may be expe-

I, women may withdraw emotional and sex-

=

rienced as discomfort with her role, as feeling
empty, as numbness, as restlessness, as a paralyzing
anxiety at the center. Alternatively, it may be ex-
pressed in shrill defensiveness of the glory and des-
tiny of her role. But it does exist, often beneath
the edge of her consciousness, poisoning her exist-
ence, keeping her alienated from herself, her own
needs, and rendering her a stranger to other wom-
en. They try to escape by identifying with the
oppressor, living through him, gaining status and
identity from his ego, his power, his accomplish-
ments. And by not identifying with other “empty
vessels” like themselves. Women resist relating on
all levels to other women who will reflect their
own oppression, their own secondary status, their
own self-hate. For to confront another woman is
finally to confront one’s self~the self we have
gone to such lengths to avoid. And in that mirror
we know we cannot really respect and love that
which we have been made to be.

As the source of self-hate and the lack of real
self are rooted in our male-given identity, we must
create a new sense of self. As long as we cling to
the idea of “being a woman,” we will sense some
conflict with that incipient self, that sense of I,
that sense of a whole person. It is very difficult
to realize and accept that being “feminine” and
being @ whole person are imreconcilable. Only
women can give to each other a new sense of self.
That identity we have to develop with reference
to ourselves, and not in relation to men. This con-
sciousness is the revolutionary force from which
all efse will follow, for ours is an organic revolu-
tion. For this we must be available and supportive
to one another, give our commitment and our
love, give the emotional support necessary 10 sus-
tain this movement. Our energies must flow o~
ward our sisters, not backward toward our oppres-
sors. As long as woman’s liberation tries to free
women without facing the basic heterosexual struc-
ture that binds us in one-to-one relationship with
our oppressors, tremendous energies will continue
1o flow into trying to straighten up each particular
relationship with a man, into finding how to get
better sex, how to tum his head around—into try-
ing to make the “new man” out of him, in the
delusion that this will allow us to be the “new
woman.” This obvioudy splits our energies and
commitments, leaving us unable to be committed
to the construction of the new patterns which will
liberate us.

It is the primacy of women relating to women,
of women creating a new consciousness of and




with each other, which is at the heart of women’s
liberation, and the basis for the cultural revolu-
tion. Together we must find, seinforce, and vali-
date our authentic selves. As we do this, we con-
firm in each other that struggling, incipient sense
of pride and strength, the divisive barriers begin to
melt, we feel this growing solidarity with our sis-
ters. We see ourselves as prime, find our centers
inside of ourselves. We find receding the sense of

Female homosexua becoming an increasingly impor-
ot robléa, 18 1 Belioved by, mime! Ll worsonsaio bo-
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alienation, of being cut off, of being behind a
locked window, of being unable to get out what
we know is inside. We feel a real-ness, feel at last
we are coinciding with ourselves. With that real
self, with that consciousness, we begin a revolution
to end the imposition of all coercive identifica-
tions, and to achieve maximum autonomy in hu-
man expression,

Lesbianism and Feminism
by ANNE KOEDT

was involved with a man, she feared being consi
ered Unfeminine and Unwomanly, and thus being
rejected. There was also the larger threat: the fear
of male rejection in general. Since it is through a
husband that women gain economic and social se-
curity, through male employers that they earn a
living, and in general through male power that
they survive, to incur the wrath of men is no
small matter. Women knew this long before they
put it in feminist terms. Thus it is not just vanity
and personal idiosyncrasy for women to wish to
remain in the good graces of men. It is a practical
reflection of reality.

For feminists the main educational value of les-
bian baiting has been its exposwre of the very
clear connection in men’s minds between being
“unfeminine” and being independent. Being called
unfeminine is a comparatively gentle threat inform-
ing you that you are beginning to waver, Whereas
being called a lesbian is the danger signal—the final
warning that. you are about to leave the Territory

Lesbian Baiting

Feminists have been called “lesbian” long be-
fore they may have, in fact, considered its applica-
tion in their personal lives; it has been an insult
directed at them with escalated regularity ever
since they began working politically for women’s
liberation. Their reaction to lesbian baiting has
been mixed. On the one hand it was clear that
feminism was threatening to men, and that men
were retaliating with whatever verbal weapons were
at hand. But the threat of being called lesbian
touched real fears: to the extent that a woman
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of altogether.

Acts of feminine transgression may take differ-
ent forms. A woman may appear too self-reliant
and assertive; she may work politically for wom-
en’s rights; she may be 0o smart for her col-
leagues; or she may have important close friends
who are women. Often women have been called
“lesbian” by complete strangers simply because
they were sitting in a cafe obviously engrossed in
their own conversation and not interested in the
men around them. (Curiously enough it is precise-
ly on the most seemingly “feminine” women that
men will frequent this kind of abuse, since the




purpose is more to scare the women back into
“place” than to pinpoint any actual lesbianism.)

The consideration of lesbianism as a personal
option grew out of very different reasons. For
many feminists there had always been a logical,
theoretical connection between the elimination of
sex roles and the possibility of loving other wom-
en. With some this became a reality when they
met a woman they were attracted to. For others,
lesbianism has meant a freedom from male rela-
tionships in general, a release from the task of
looking for that elusive “special” man who wasn’t
a male chauvinist. Other feminists saw a love rela-
tionship with a woman as a positive thing because
they felt other women could not encourage the
passivity and submissiveness that they had previ-
ously found themselves falling into with men.
Most important of all, perhaps, women found that
there were other women to love in their own right
as persons.

Definitions

With the increased interaction between the gay
and women’s liberation movements, a heightened
consciousness about lesbianism has evolved among
feminists—and along with it a corresponding dis-
agreement and confusion as to what exactly it
means to be a lesbian. It is clear that more is
being implied than the straight dictionary defini-
tion of women sleeping with members of their
own sex. Some women define it as meaning having
sex exclusively with women, a more rigid defini-
tion than the one commonly used. Other gay
women see lesbianism as much more than a defin-
ing term for the sex of your bed partner; to them
it is a “total life commitment to a life with wom-
en” and “an entire system of world view and life
living”" Indeed, some gay women seek to equate
their lesbianism with vanguard radical feminism
since “we rejected men and sex roles long before
there even was a women’s liberation movement.”
For the purposes of this discussion the meaning of
the word lesbianism is restricted to its simplest
definition of “women having sexual relations with
‘Women,” so that the various “life style” arguments
which are sometimes added to the basic definition
can be looked at separately,

I think that the first thing to do is to define
radical feminism: To me it means the advocacy of
the total elimination of sex roles. A radical femi-
nist, then, is one who believes in this and works
politically toward that end.* Basic to the position

of radical feminism is the concept that biology is
not destiny, and that male and female roles are
learned—indeed that they are male political con-
structs that serve to ensure power and superior
status for men. Thus the biological male is the
oppressor not by virtue of his male biology, but
by virtue of his rationalizing his supremacy on the
basis of that biological difference. The argument
that “man is the enemy” is then true only insofar
as the man adopts the male supremacy role.

What then is the relationship between lesbian-
ism and radical feminism? Taking even the most
minimal definitions of lesbianism and feminism,
you can find one major point of agreement: biol-
ogy does not determine sex roles. Thus, since roles
are leaned there is nothing inherently “masculine”
or “feminine” in behavior.

Beyond these basic assumptions, however, there
are important differences. Radical feminism natu-
rally incorporates the notion of lesbianism*t-but
with strict reservations. Mainly 1 think that many
radical feminists have resented the whole baggage
of assumed implications that some gay women
have tagged onto lesbianism. It has been presented
100 often as a package deal where if you accepted
the idea of lesbianism, you would necessarily also
have to accept a whole gay position which fre-
quently runs contrary to radical feminism.

The following are some of the points of dis-
agreement:

Homosexuality as “Sick" or “Healthy"

The agreement that there is nothing innately
sick about persons having sex with someone of
their own sex does not mean that therefore all
gay behavior is healthy in feminist terms. A les-
bian acting like a man or a gay man acting like a
woman is not necessarily sicker than heterosexuals
acting out the same roles; but it is not healthy.
All role playing is sick, be it “simulated” or “au-
thentic™ according to society’s terms.

The fact that there has occurred & role transfer,
and that now it is being acted out by the
“wrong” sex, does not change the nature of what

*She does not by this definition live a life un-
touched by sex roles; there are no “liberated™
women in that sense.

T *Reform feminism which envisions only an “equal
partnership with men” clearly has in mind im-
proved male-female relationships, not new possibil-

ities for loving and relating sexually to women as

well.




is being acted out. A male homosexual who dress-
es up with make-up, makes catty remarks about
other women, worries excessively about boy friend
approval, and in general displays the insecurity and
Delplesstess that have been the symptorms of wom-
en's oppression, is 4s far away from being the full
person he could be as the woman acting out that
same role. The point is that they are, in a sense,
both in drag.

On the ofher hand, two lesbians who have
chosen not to fall into imitative roles, but ar¢ in-
stead exploring the positive aspects of both “mas-
culine” and “feminine” behavior beyond roles—
forming something new and equal in the process—
would in my opinion probably be healthy.

Gay as Radical Feminist Vanguard

One position advanced by some lesbians is the
idea that lesbians are the vanguard of the women’s
movement because 1) they broke with sex roles
before there even was a feminist movement, and
2) they have no need for men at all. (Somehow
they are the revolution)) The following is one ex-
ample of this position:

Feel the real glow that comes from “our” sisterhiood. We
can teach you something about being gentle and kind for
o never (it competiive. Reraomber WE Jong before Y00
Have knowa discantent with male society and. WE lot

fore YOU knew and appreciated the full potential of evrry-
thing female .. .. It is WE who say welcome to you, long
blind and oppressed sisters, we have been Tighting against
male supremacy for a long time, join US! We ate not in-
timidated by relational differences, for we have never felt
mortgaged by society.

Several points scem to be ignored with this
kind of argument. For one, there is a confusion of
4 personal with a political solution. Sex roles and
male supremacy will not go away simply_by wom-
en becoming lesbians. It will take a great deal of
sophisticated political muscle and collective energy
for women to eliminate sexism. So at best a les
bian relationship can give a woman more happiness
and freedom in her private life (assuming both
women are not playing roles). But a radical femi-
nist is not just one who tries to live the good
nonssexist life at home; she is one who is working
politically in society to destroy the institutions of
sexism.

Another assumption implicit in the argument of
*“lesbian-os-the-vanguard-feminist” is that having
balked at one aspect of sexism-namely, exclusive
heterosexuality—they are therefore radical femi-
nists. Any wbman who defies her role—be it refus-
ing to he a mother, wanting to be a biochemist,
or simply refusing to cater to a man’s ego—is de-
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fying the sex role system. It is an act of rebellion.
In the case of lesbianism, the act of rebellion of-
ten has earned the woman severe social ostracism.
However, it becomes radical only if it is then
placed in the context of wanting to destroy the
system as a whole, that is, destroying the sex role
system as opposed 1o just rejecting men. Indeed,
there can be reformism within lesbianism too;
when a lesbian says “} have nothing against men; I
just don’t want to be involved with them,” she is
really describing an accommodation within the sex-
st system even though she has performed the re-
bellious act of violating that system by being a
lesbian. It is also in this context that a statement
like “feminism is the theory; lesbianism is the
practice” is erroneous. For not only is the sex of
a woman’s lover insufficient information to infer
radical feminism, but there is also the false impli-
cation that to have no men in your personal life
means you are therefore living the life of fighting
for radical feminist change.

The notion that lesbians have no need for men
at all also needs clarification. First of all, since we
ate alf women living in a male society, we do in
fact depend regularly upon men for many cruci
things, even if we do not choose to have men in
our personal relationships. It is for this reason that
one woman alone will not be fully liberated until
all women are liberated. However, taking the state-
ment to mean having no need for men in personal
relationships (which can be an important achieve-
ment for women, since one should obviously want
the person, not the man), one must still ask the
question: has the male role been discarded? Thus
again the crucial point is not the sex of your bed
partner but the sex role of your bed partner.

Gay Movement as a Civil Rights Movement

The organized gay movement seeks 1o profect
the freedom of any homosexual, no matter what
her or his individust style of homosexuality may
be. This means protection of the transvestite, the
queen, the “butch™ lesbian, the couple that wants
a marriage license, or the homosexual who may
prefer no particular role. They are all united on
one thing: the right to have sex with someone of
one’s own sex (ie., “freedom of sexual prefor-
ence”).

As is clear from the wide range of homosexual
behavior, not all modes necessarily reflect a dislike
for sex roles per se. Nor was the choice neces-
sarlly made deliberately. The boy who grew up
trained as a girl, or the girl who was somehow



socialized more toward the male role, did not in
their childhood choose to reverse sex roles. Each
was saddled with a role (as were we all) and had
to make the best of it in a society that scorned
such an occurrence. Merle Miller in an article in
the New York Times (January 17, 1971), where
he “came out” as a homosexual, said: “Gay is
good, Gay is proud. Well, yes, I suppose. If I had
been given a choice (but who is?), I would prefer
to be straight.” His point was not that gay is sick
but rather that he did not choose his gayness.
And, furthermore, had he been trained heterosexu-
ally, society would have been a great deal easier
on him. Which is a very understandable sentiment
given the cruelty and discrimination that i prac-
ticed against homosexuals. In such cases the brav-
ery and rebelliousness is to be found rather in the
ability to act out homosexuality in spite of social
abuse.

In uniting to change oppressive laws, electing

officials who will work toward these ends, and
changing social attitudes which are discriminatory
against homosexuals, the gay movement is address-
ing itself to its civil rights. [t is my feefing that
the gay liberation issue is in fact a civil rights
issue (as opposed o a radical issue) because it is
united around the secondary issue of “freedom of
sexual preference.” Whereas in fact the real root
of anti-homosexuality is sexism. That is, the radi-
cal gay person would have to be a feminist. This
tracing of the roots of gay oppression to sexism is
also expressed in Radicalesbians’s “Woman Identi-
fied Woman:
It should first be understood that lesbianism, like male
‘homosexuality, is & category of behavior possible only in a
sexist society characterized by rigid sex roles and domi-
nated by male supremacy ... In a society in which men
do nat oppress women, and sexual expression is allowed to
follow feeling, the categories of homosexuality and hetero-
sexuality would disappear.

Bisexuality

One position taken by some lesbians is that
bisexuality is a cop-out. This is usually arged in
terms like “until all heterosexuals go gay, we are
going to remain homosexual,” or “lesbianism is
more than having sex with women; it is a whole
life style and commitment to women. Bisexuality
is a sign of not being able to leave men and be
free. We are women- (not men-) identified wom-
en”

The fizst position mentioned is an apparently
tactical argument (though it has also been used by
some, 1 think, to dismiss the discussion of bisex-
uality altogether by safely pushing it off into the

Millennium), and makes the case for politically
identifying yourself with the most discriminated
against elements—even though you might really be-
lieve in bisexuality.*

Taking that argument at face value (and 1 don’t
completely), 1 think it is a dangerous thing to ad-
vocate politically. For by, in effect, promoting ex-
clusive homosexuality, they lend political support
to the notion that it does matter what the sex of
your partner may be. While I recognize the abso-
lute necessity for the gay movement to concen-
trate on the freedom of people to sleep with
members of their own sex (since it is here that
discrimination exists), it must at the same time
always be referred back to its larger, radical per-
spective: that it is oppressive for that very ques-
tion even to be asked. As a matter of fact, if
“freedom of sexual preference™ is the demand, the
solution obviously must be a bisexuality where the
question becomes irrelevant.

1 think in fact that the reason why bisexuality
has been considered such an unpopular word by
most gays is not to be found primarily in the
arguments just discussed, but rather in gay adher-
ence to a kind of fierce homosexual counter-defi-
nition which has developed. That is, a counter
identity—a “life style” and “world view"—has been
created around the fact of their homosexuality.
This identity is so strong sometimes that to even
advocate or predict bisexuality is considered “gen-
ocide.” The following is an example: In @ response
0 a statement by Dotson Rader that “as bisexual-
ity is increasingly accepted as the norm, the posi-
tion of the homosexual qua homosexual will
fade,” one gay response was that “The homosex-
ual, like the Jew, is offered the choice between
integration or the gas chamber.”®

It is not with the actual gay counterculture
that 1 want to quarrel; I think it is a very under-
standable reaction to an intolerable exclusion of
homosexuals from society. To be denied the ordi-
nary benefits and interaction of other people, to
be stripped of your identity by a society that rec-
ognizes you as valid only if your role and your
biclogy are “properly”™ matched—to be thus denied
must of course result in a new resolution of iden-
tity. Since gays have been rejected on the basis of
their homosexuality, it is not surprising that ho-
mosexuality has become the core of the new iden-
tity,

*See for example A Gay Manifesto by Carl Witt-
man (Gay Flames Pamphlet No. 9.)




The disagreement with feminism comes rather
in an attempt to make a reyolutionary political
position out of this adjustment. The often heard
complaint from feminists that “we are being de-
fined once again by whom we sleep With™ is cor-
rect, | think. The lesson to be learned from a
feminist analysis of sex roles is that there is no
behavior implied from our biology beyond, as Wil-
ma Scott Heide has noted, the role of sperm do-
nor and wet nurse® A woman has historically
been defined, on the basis of biology, as incom-
plete without a man. Feminists have rejected this
notion, and must equally reject any new definition
which offers a woman her identity by virtue of
the fact that she may love or sleep with other
women.

It is for this reason, also, that I disagree With
the ian concept of the identi
fied-woman.” For we ought not to be “identified”
on the basis of whom we have relationships with.
And there is a confusion in such a term; it seems
to mix up the biological woman with the political
woman. | think the often used feminist definition
of “woman-identified” as meaning having identified
with the female role in society is more useful; it
refers to a specific political phenomenon of inter-
nalization. So far as finding a term which de-
scribes women’s solidarity or sisterhood on the ba-
sis of our common oppression, the term is femi-
nism. Beyond that, what is left is the biological
female-an autonomous being who gains her iden-
tity by virtue of her own achievements and char-
acteristics, not by virtue of whom she has a love
selationship with.

Once we begin to discuss persons as persons (a
word which doesa't ask the sex of an individual),
even the word “bisexuality” may eventually be
dropped, since implicit in its use is still an eager-
ness to inform you that it is both sexes. Perhaps
we will finally retum 10 a simpler word like “sex-
uality,” where the relevant information is simply
“sex among persons.”

1 you don't sleep with women . ...

If you are a feminist who is not sleeping with
a woman -you may risk hearing any of the follow-
ing accusations: “You're oppressing me if you
don't sleep with women”; “You're not  radical
feminist if you don’t sleep with women”
don't love women if you don’t sleep with them.”
1 have even seen a woman's argument about an
entirely different aspect of feminism be dismissed
by some lesbians because she was not having sex-
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ual refations with women. Leaving aside for @ min-
ute the motives for making such accusations, there
is an outrageous thing going on here stricily in
terms of pressuring women about their personal
lives.

This perversion of “the personal is the politi-
cal” argument, it must be noted, was not invented
by those gay women who may be using it now;
the women’s movement has had sporadic waves of
personal attacks on women-always in the guise of
radicalism (and usually by a very small minority
of women). 1 have seen women being told they
could not be trusted as feminists because they
wore miniskirts, because they were married (in one
group quotas were set lest the group’s quality be
lowered by “unliberated women™), or because they
wanted to have children. This rejection of women
who are not living the “liberated life” has predict-
ably now come to include rejection on the basis
of the “unliberated” sex life.

The original genius of the phrase “the personal
is political” was that it opened up the area of
women’s private lives to political analysis. Before
that, the isolation of women from each other had
been accomplished by labeling a woman’s experi-
ence “personal” Women had thus been kept from
seeing their common condition as women and
their common oppression by men.

However, opening up women’s experience to
political analysis has also resulted in a misuse of
the phrase. While it is true that there are political
implications in everything a woman qua woman
experiences, it is not therefore true that a wom-
an's life is the political property of the women’s
movement. And it seems to me to show a disre-
spect for another woman to presume that it is any
group’s (or individual’s) prerogative fo pass revolu-
tionary judgment on the progress of her life.

There is & further point: Even the most radical
feminist is not the liberated woman. We are all
crawling out of femininity into a new sense of
personhood. Only a woman herself may decide
what her next step is going to be. I do not think
women have a political obligation to the move-
ment to change; they should do so only if they
see it in their own self-interest. If the women’s
movement believes that feminism i in women’s
self-interest, then the task at hand is to make it
understood through shared insights, analysis, and
experience. That is, feminism is an offering, not a
directive, and one therefore enters a woman's pri-
vate life at her invitation only. Thus a statement
like “you don’t love women if you don’t sleep



with them™” must above all be dismissed on the
grounds that it is confusing the right to discuss
feminism with the right to. uninvited, discuss a
woman’s private life and make political judgments
about it

However, taking the issue presented in the
above accusation (outside of its guilt-provoking
personal context*), there are several points to con-
sider. One element of truth is that some women
are unable to relate sexually to other women be-
cause of a strong self-hatred for themselves as
women (and therefore all women). But there may
also be many other reasons. A woman may not be
interested in sleeping with anyone—a freedom
women are granted even less often than the right
to sleep with other women. She may not have
met a woman she’s attracted to. Or she may be
involved with a man whom she likes as a person,
without this necessarily being a rejection of wom-
en. It should also be noted that the women who
suffer from strong sell-hatred may not necessarily
find it impossible to relate sexvally o women.
They may instead find that taking the male part
in a lesbian relationship will symbolically remove
them from their feminine role. Such a woman
then may become one who “balls” women o as
not to be orie.

All in all, as has been noted earlier, there is no
magic that makes lesbianism proof positive of any
high feminist motives. Rather, what  the woman
brings to her relationship as far as relinguishing
sex roles will, I think, determine her ultimate atti-
tude about really loving other women.

Conclusion

Homosexuality, with its obvious scom for the
“rules” of biology. challenges a comerstone of sex-

ist ideology and consequently makes most men
nervous. There is at this time less fear of female
homosexuality than of male homosexuality, possi-
bly because men still feel secure that isolated fes-
bian examples will not tempt most women away
from their prescribed feminine roles, and perhaps
also because lesbianism is frequently seen by men
as something erotic (it seems, alas, we can still
remain sex objects in men’s eyes even when mak-
ing love to each other).

With male homosexuality, however, men (and
thus male society) are more personally threatened
The precise irony of male supremacy is that it is &
system rationalized on the basis of biology but

*Regarding motives: provokir is a tactic not
so much for informing as it is for controlling oth-
ers.

actualized through socialization. Deviants who in-
advertently were socialized differently, or who
chose differently, are thus a threat to the premise
that biology is destiny. Thus, fo have anothier man
break rank is to threaten all men’s group-suprem-
acy status. Also, for a man to leave the “superior”
group is to go down—that is, become “inferior” or

feminine.” Frequently male homosexuals may
touch on the unspoken fears in many men that
they are not powerful and “manly” enough to ful-
fill their supremacy destiny, and the gay male thus
becomes the symbol of total male “failure.” Still
other men display 2 robust camaraderie (2 la Mail.
er) where “buggering” a fellow male obviously
means that one would have to play woman, and
g00d fellowship wouldn't allow another man Such
degradation.

To understand men’s fear of homosexuality,
then, is above all to understand men’s fear of los-
ing their place of power in society with women.
And to hold that power, men must preserve both
the “absoluteness™ of their ideology and the group
unity of their members.

It must be kept in mind that while homosex-
uality does contain an implicit threat to sexist ide-
ology, it is, at best, only a small part of the
whole fight to bring down the sex role system.
(Indeed, if the gay movement were to be seen as
only the demand for the right of making role
transfers within society, for example, it would
work against feminism by supporting a reformed
version of the sex fole system.)

Thus it is only in the most radical interpreta-
tions that lesbianism becomes an organic part of
the larger feminist fight. In this context it joins
the muftitude of other rebeflions women have
been making against their prescribed role—be it in

work, in law, or in personal relationships. As with
all such rebellions, they are only personal accom-
modations to living in 4 sexist society unless they
are understood politically and fought for collec-
tively. The larger political truth is still that we are
women sociely where men have
the power and w emale role” is
a creation that is nothing more than a male polit-
expediency for maintaining that power: and
that until the women’s movement alters these an-

cient political facts we cannot speak of being free
collectively or individually

FOOTNOTES
! Anon., Vortex, Lawrence, Kansss.

1x.n.. letter, Everywoman, March 26, 1971
3Letter to the Editor, Evergreen, May, 19

*Judith Hole and Ellen Levine, erm»p ;)/ Feminism (Chi-
cago: Quadsangle, 1971), p. 76.
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A Woman’s Place
is in the Oven

by SHERRY SONNETT TRUMBO

Sherry Sonnett Trumbo is 8 writer who lives in California.

One of the most valuable qualities of television is
its ability to keep us in touch with the past. Tune
in any time and there, in the form of countless
old movies, the American past, unadorned and
without comment, unwinds before our eyes. The
movies of the past forty years provide a history of
what this country was thinking, feeling, valuing,
admiring, and condemming at any given time. The
message may not be at all what was intended,
since time has a way of distilling intentions until
only actualities remain. But intended or not, the
message is there and it is ours if we sit back and
bear with the commercial interruptions.

The other night I watched a movie called “The
Bachelor Party.” Made in the middle 1950s, it's
about a young married couple in New York. He
works as a bookkeeper during the day and attends
school four nights @ week to qualify as a CPA.
She discovers she’s pregnant and that means of
course she'll have to stop working (her job is so
inconsequential that we never learn what it is),
which is a blow both to the current finances and
their future plans.

The wife, upset at ficst, quickly adjusts to the
idea of parenthood and looks forward to it. The
prospect of fatherhood, however, throws the hus-
band into 3 eri Does he love his wife, does he
want to be a CPA, is it all worth it?—*it all”
meaning the emptiness, the boredom, the fatigue.
In the course of a single night, he works it out
with the help of assorted neurotics, including the
standard nympho (“Just say you love me!”). In
the end, he returns to his own bed and board,
reaffirmed in his love for his wife, his desire for
the baby, and the rightness of the course of his
life. Somehow, the film seems to inform us, he
has come through, he has grown up, he has ac-
cepted responsibility.

Copyriant ©1972 by The New Vork Times Company.
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Well, what can you expect? The movie was
made in the Fifties, right? And things have.
changed: if the movie was made now, the young
man would see it's all hype—empty, pointless—and
he would split, searching out who knows what,
but at least free and together. Progress, right? May
1 now draw your attention to the little woman?

In both the actual and hypothetical versions of
this story, it is the woman who represents home,
family, and duty. Whether this is seen as security
hence good, or security hence stultif
woman's role and position have not actually
changed. In spite of all the progress we are eager
to tell ourselves has been made in the last few
years, we can count on the depi
place to be pretty much the same. (“A woman's
place is in the oven.”)

Lately, we have had a rash of “tell it like it is”
movies—all with men as the central characters.
These movies are about men who try the System
and leave, or men who from the beginning have
nothing to do with the System, or System men
who somewhere toward the last reel begin to see
the light. (Whether they really tell it like it is
remains a question worth asking.) These men are
at odds with society in one way or another and
the story of each movie is the coming 10 terms
with that conflict. Above all, the important char-
acteristic these men share is their awareness that
something is very wrong with the society as it
reveals itself to them; they sense that the fault
does not lie entirely within themselves. that it also
lies in a society which forces them into dehuman-
izing, dead-end, and even unnatural roles.

To men watching these movies, it is relatively
unimportant what & particular hero’s problems are
or what particular answers he finds, if any. The
important thing is that the male audience has a




chance to see a man, some man, trying to work
out solutions and pursuing alternatives. Characters
like Bobby in “Five Easy Pieces” and the driver in
“Two-Lane Blacktop” give their male audience a
model and a starting point. Depending on the de-
gree of response and identification, men who see
these movies are at least made aware that other
men in other places are trying other possibilities.
This almost subconscious transmission of abstract
ideas is where the real power of any art form lies.

But where is the movie about a woman going
through the same processes? Where is the movie
that shows us what alternatives and possibilities
are open to us as women? A script for that movie
is probably lying right now on some female writ-
er's desk—or more likely in her head, unwritten,
because who would make it anyway?

For women, there are very few relevant models
offered by movies or the rest of the culture that
will help ease the fear and pain of liberation. Con-
sider the movies just mentioned as useful to men.
The girl in “Two-Lane Blacktop” screws her way
around the country; if she didn’t, it isn’t likely
the men in the movie would want her around for
very long. At no time are we given 3 clue to who
this girl is. She is not permitted to express a sin-
gle desire, thought, or feeling. She is totally non-
person, without even the single emotion credited
to the driver and the mechanic—love for the car,
an inanimate object. In all fairness, it should be
noted that no one in the movie is alive—it has a
certain kind of austerity and super-coolness that is
no more real in our time than college movies of
the Thirties and Forties were in theirs.

In “Five Easy Pieces,” Rayette, the waitress, is
4 typical dumb broad, great for shacking up with
but you wouldn't want to introduce her to your
family. She loves the lug even though he treats
her mean. We've. seen her many times before (Shir-
ley MacLaine in “Some Came Running,” for in-
stance) and she’s more than a bit dull. The second
woman, the musician, is more interesting and for a
while it looks as if she might have something orig-
inal to say to us. On the surface, she is the new
woman-—active, purposeful, sure of herself. But, af-
ter all, she tumns out to be what we know all
women really are; tumed on and conquered by
brutality, she is a cold-hearted security seeker Who
denies our hero his one apparent chance of happi-
ness.

Perhaps the most interesting female character in
a recent movie is Olive, the wife in “Drive, He

Said.” Sister to Catherine in “Jules and Jim,” she
very clearly exemplifies the waste and confusion
that make up the lives of most women. The fact
that she must be described as the wife, while the
men are the basketball player, the revolutionary,
the professor, etc., is the sum of her problem. She
is the victim of men’s attitudes toward her. In-
dulged, placated, protected, she is partially forced
and partially allowed to remain in a virtual state
of childishness—irresponsible, unpredictable, with-
out direction or purpose. Expected to do nothing,
allowed to do nothing, she slips into boredom and
apathy, the central emotions of her life.

This seeming contradiction is at the heart of
the dilemma in which women often find them-
selves—prized yet ignored, prized as object, ignored
as person. It is this that makes it extremely diffi-
cult for many women to perceive the prison in
which they live and compels them to attribute
their unhappiness to faults and neuroses within
themselves. Suffering from that particular despair
which comes from having nothing to do, unable to
account for her condition or to see how she ¢an
change it, Olive can only alleviate it through tem.
porary distractions—adultery and, finally, preg-
nancy. Of course she has contempt for the men
around her; it is they who, through unconscious
conspiracy, keep her there.

By this time we can all cite the discrimination
and the prejudices with which we as women are
confronted every day. But if we are to go beyond
this awakening, we must deal with the ways in
which this discrimination has damaged us. Above
all, we must realize that it has left us without any
structures, traditions, or guidelines to support us
in the search for freedom. Perhaps the bravest, the
most determined and the luckiest of us can make
it on our own, but most of us, in order even to
start on the road to liberation, need some sort of
help. We need suggestions of possibilities. We need
to know that we are not alone and that we are
not peculiar. We need to know that others have
tried, are trying, or want to try.

The fact is that almost nowhere in our culture
and society are women exposed to this knowledge.
Women’s Lib spokeswomen, as presented by the
media, are often the sort who alienate the average
woman, {ocked in as she is by concern for male
reaction and approbation—a concern only natural
since in most cases she thinks her very existence
depends on a man. Indeed, so many Women are so
afraid of the ideas of liberation that any direct
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approach is too threatening. Never taught to func-
tion as total, independent beings, these women
don’t believe they can assume full and total re-
sponsibility for their own lives. For them, if is
safer to remain in a familiar prison than to ven-
ture out into an unfamiliar freedom.

This is not cowardice. It is the understandable
fear of, say, a woman, married, out of the labor
market or perhaps never in it, totally dependent
and totally defined by the man to whom she is
married. How is she to deal with the challenges
thrown at her by young women who have turned
away from the ideas and values which she has
been told make her life worthwhile? How is she
to face the possibility that most of her life has
been, if not exactly wasted, then at least a lot
duller and emptier than it needed to have been?
What is she to think of the women who tell her
this? And how is she to prefer them to the men
who tell her that she is right not to respond to
these women who challenge her?

For these reasons we must realize that while a
direct battle cry mobilizes some, it alienates oth-
ers. We must make certain that the message is sent
out in all sorts of ways, directly and indirectly,
gently and stridently, subtly and outrageously.

Unfortunately, it is the subtle, gentle, and in-
direct voice that is completely smothered by the
culture at Jarge. Because the ideas of Women's Lib
are so foreign and threatening to the people who
control the dissemination of ideas in this society
(men and some bamboozled women), and because
they threaten very basic structures of the society,
those ideas are rarely presented as a natural, com-
pletely integrated part of life. Rather, the process
of liberation is always made to seem as if it re-
quires special circumstances, special strength. We
are made to think that any try at change and
development will leave us isolated, irrevocably cut
off from what has given us comfort and support
in the past. No attempt is made to show how all
of us can help each other, can support each other
through shared experience with compassion and
sympathy.

And yet it is this very idea of the necessity of
shared experience and mutual aid that is at the
heart of all aspects of Women's Lib—from equal
pay for equal work to lesbian liberation. Only
through mutual support and concerned action will
all women, no matter what their political and so-
cial preferences, gain the right and know they
have the right to live their fives in the way they

choose. No one claims that all women must live in
a certain way, but every woman must be free to
select from all possibilities. All options must be
open to her: it is she, and not society, who will
close some of them. Women as a group will find
liberation only through unity, but what we make
of that liberation depends on who we are as indi-
viduals.

In the past, we were told that if we were good,
quiet and didn't make any trouble, some of us
would be allowed into the real world, the man’s
world. We were told that if we wanted to be
among those few, we had better play by the rules
and make the required adjustments. It was, for
example, a woman who wrote “Five Easy Pieces,”
a fact which says a great deal about what women
are forced to do in order to compete.

What we need now e women who speak,
write, and act as women. There have always been
women who have managed to “beat the system”
and “make it in a man’s world.” But too often in
the past, these women have jealously guarded their
success and purposely disassociated ~themselves
from other women. These are women whose iden-
tity and selfassurance comes precisely from view-
ing themselves as different from and better than
other women, Tell them they think like a man
and it is a compliment; tell them they are like a
woman and it means weak and emotional. They
would not wish 1o work for another woman, but
are puzzled when they are not promoted or given
jobs of real responsibility.

This must stop. Those of us who manage, de-
spite all the odds, to achieve some influence and
to speak where we can be heard, must leam to
help each other. We must temember that we are
only one of a larger group and that our strength
as individuals is directly proportional to our
strength as a group. We must learn to speak to
each other, to make each other aware of our pos-
sibilities, capabilities, and alternatives. Our freedom
will not be handed 1o us by society, but it will be
taken when we as a group have the strength and
force to demand it.

We must all do what we can, either by address-
ing ourselves directly to the issues of Women’s Lib
or by making sure that in all areas of our lives we
don't bow to the demands and expectations of
conventional male (and often female) thinking. No
matter which road we follow, we all have two
things to do: to liberate ourselves and to liberate
each other. We can’t do one without the other
and we can’t do either unless we do both.




4. BUILDING A MOVEMENT

Free Space
by PAMELA ALLEN

Introduction

I joined my group, Sudsofloppen, at its second
meeting in September, 1968. I was new to San
Francisco, having moved from New York City
where I had been active in women’s liberation. I
brought to the group a political commitment to
building a mass women’s movement. The group ex-
perience has helped me to synthesize and deepen
my emotional and intellectual understanding of the
predicament of females in this society and of the
concerns with which we must deal in building a
women's movement.

We have defined our group as a place in which
to think: to think about our lives, our society,
and our potential for being creative individuals and
for building a women’s movement. We call this
Free Space. We have had successes and failures in
utilizing this space. Usually our problems stem
from our failure to be completely honest with
ourselves and each other—failing to question and
disagree with another's ideas and perspectives and
to say what we think is an alternative. Our failure
to be truthful has always had a negative effect on
the functioning of our group. Thus individual in-
tegrity—intellectual and emotional honesty—
goal. It has been a difficult struggle.

Precisely because the group does become so
meaningful to our lives as we start to separate
ourselves from dependence on male values and in-
stitutions, it is a temptation to transfer our identi-
ties onto the group, to let our thinking be deter-
mined by group consensus rather than doing it
ourselves. Although we are not sure that full au-
tonomy is a possible goal, we believe that our
hope lies in developing as individuals who under-
stand themselves, their own needs, the workings of
our society, and the needs of others. Thus we try
to resist the temptation to submerge our individu-
ality in the group and struggle instead to miake
contact with our own feelings and thoughts. Free-
dom is frightening and difficult to use. We are
always struggling to take advantage of the Free
Space we have created for ourselves.

We have developed four group processes 1o help

our
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us in our endeavor to become autonomous in
thought and behavior. We call these processes
“opening up,” “sharing,” “analyzing,” and “ab-
stracting,” They are our way of keeping in touch
with our emotions, giving one another information
about experiences we have had, trying to under-
stand the meaning of those events, and finally fit-
ting that understanding into an overview of our
potential as human beings and the reality of our
society—i.e., developing an ideology.

The group progesses are described below. It
should be understood that they are not totally
separate processes; rather there is a great deal of
overlap. But the emphasis in opening up is on our
feelings; in sharing, on our experiences; in analyz-
ing, on our thinking; and in abstracting, on our
evolving theory.

I have chosen to write about one structure that
has developed in the womens movement, the
small group, because I think the small group is
especially suited to freeing women to affirm their
own view of teality and to think independently of
male-supremacist values. It is a space where wom-
en can come to understand not only the ways this
society works to keep women oppressed but ways
to overcome that oppression psychologically and
socially. It is Free Space.

e

The group processes described in this paper
were discussed and identified by Sudsofloppen af-
ter we had been meeting for over a year. This was
one of the first times that we turned our growing
ability to analyze onto ourselves and our own ac-
tivity. The experience of working out these con-
cepts collectively was very exciting for us all. For
some, the procestes may seem a little arbitrary
and too structured, but we are a group which be-
lieves that there is always a structure, that the
issue is to consciously choose one that will en-
courage our growth rather than just hope that it
will happen. We think this way because our early
activity was consciously unstructured—we thought
—and we - found that letting things just happen
meant that the strongest personalities controlled

L

Free Space by Pam Allen, publisned by
23
Copyright © 1970 by Pamela Allen,

Sixth ‘Ave, NY. NY 10018.




the meetings and that it was very easy to avoid
areas of discussion that were difficult.

The group processes as described here are im-
personal and they ensure that those of us who
find it hard to open up about our feelings will be
challenged to do so. The same is true for women
who fear analysis and would rather remain only
on the subjective level. The total process is not
easy but we feel that each process is necessary to
understanding the human experience. We believe
that theory and analysis which are not rooted in
concrete experience (practice) are useless, but we
also maintain that for the concrete, everyday expe-
riences to be understood, they must be subjected
to the processes of analysis and abstraction.

Opening Up

This is a very individual need: the need for a
woman to open up and talk about her feelings
about herself and her life. In the beginning of a
group experience opening up is a reaching out to
find human contact with other women. Later it
becomes 2 way to communicate to others about
one’s subjective feelings—about the group, about
the women’s movement, about one’s life.

Our society alienates us from our feelings. How-
ever, this is less true for women than for men. It
is imperative for our understanding of ourselves
and for our mental health that we maintain and
deepen our contact with our feelings. Our first
concemn must not be with whether these feelings
are good or bad, but what they are. Feelings are a
reality. To deny their existence does not get rid
of them. Rather it is through admitting them that
one can begin to deal with her feelings.

Opening up is an essential but difficult process
for a group. In its early stages a group usually
fosters a feeling of intimacy and trust which frees
women to discuss their fears and problems. This is
because most women have been isolated and alone
and the group experience is the first time they
have found others who like themselves are frus-
trated with their lot as women in this society.
Every woman who has fried to articulate her loss
of a sense of identity to her husband knows the
despair of not being understood. Any Woman who
has tried to explain her driving need to have a life
of her own and sees her words falling on the un-
comprehending ears of family and friends knows
the horror of being alone, being seen by others as
some kind of freak. Any woman who has admit-
ted that she is unhappy and depressed but can’t
explain why knows the pain of not being taken
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seriously. Isolated, always getting negative respons-
es to her attempts to communicate her feelings
about her condition, the woman finds.it easy to
begin to question herself, to see her problems as
personal ones,

The group offers women a place where the re-
sponse will be positive. “Yes, we know.” “Yes, we
understand.” It is not so much the words that are
said in response that are important as the fact
that someone listens and does not ridicule; some-
one listens and acknowledges the validity of an-
other’s view of her life. It is the beginning of
sisterhood, the feeling of unity with others, of no
longer being alone.

The early group experience of closeness—the
honeymoon period as some call it—fosters opening
up about one’s feelings toward oneself and one’s
life. But as the group begins to fonction on a
long-term basis and the members participate in ac-
tivities in a women’s movement, it becomes harder
to be honest about one’s feelings for sometimes
they sre negative and may involve another woman.
Yet such disclosures are necessary if trust and sis-
terhood are to become long-term realities. Neither
a group nor a movement can function if there is
latent distrust and hostility or overt backbiting go-
ing on. In addition an individual cannot be free to
trust in herself and in others if she is suppressing
feelings and allowing them to cloud her thinking
and activity.

Opening up is a personal need to admit to and
express one's emotions—her joys as well as her sor-
rows. In addition it is a group need in that no
group can continue to function over a long period
of time which does not deal with the feelings of
its members. Unless women are given a non-judg-
mental space in which to express themselves, we
will never have the strength or the perception to
deal with the ambivalences which are a part of us
all. It is essential that the group guarantee confi-
dentiality, that we know that our feelings will not
be revealed elsewhere or used against us. This is a
group commitment without which there can be no
trust.,

Sharing

The opening up process is centered on the indi-
vidual’s expressive needs, and carried to an ex-
treme it can become selfinduigence. However,
there is another experience that can take place in
the group which is similar to the first yet differ-
ent, for the emphasis is on teaching one another
through sharing experiences. Not only do we re-




spond with recognition to someone's account, but
we add from our own histories as well, building a
collage of similar experiences from all women pres-
ent. The intention here is to arrive at an under-
standing of the social conditions of women by
pooling descriptions of the forms oppression has
taken in each individual’s life. Revealing these par-
ticulars may be very painful, but the reason for
dredging up these problems is not only the thera-
peutic value of opening up hidden areas. Through
the common discussion comes the understanding
that many of the situations described are not per-
sonal at all, and are not based on individual inade-
quacies, but rather have a root in the social order.
What we have found is that painful “‘personal”
problems may be common to many of the women
present. Thus attention can tum to finding the
real causes of these problems rather than merely
emphasizing one’s own inadequacies.

Almost any topic can be used for the sharing
process. All that is necessary is that women have
experience in that area. Some of the topics we
have used for discussion have been communal liy-
ing, job experiences, experiences in the civil rights
movement, SDS, and the peace movement, rela-
tionships with men focusing on examples of male
chauvinism, relationships with women with empha-
sis on our adolescent experiences and how these
affect our present feelings toward women, and our
self-images—how we perceive ourselves and how we
think others perceive us. Agreeing on @ topic and
preparing for the discussion for a week or so seem
to ensure the most productive sharing discussion.

The sharing occasions have shown us that the
solutions to our problems will be found in joining
with other women, because the basis of many of
our problems is our status as women. It was not
only sharing the stories of our childhood, school,
marriage, and job experiences that led us to this
realization, It was as much the positive feelings,
the warmth and comradeship of the small group
which reinforced the conviction that it is with
other women both now and in the future that
solutions will be found. The old stereotypes that
women can't work together and don’t like one an-
other are shown in practice to be false.

After sharing, we know that women suffer at
the hands of a male-supremacist society and that
this male supremacy intrudes into every sphere of
our existence, controlling the ways in which we
are allowed to make our living and the ways in
which we find fulfillment in personal relationships.
We know that our most secret, our most private

problems are grounded in the way women are
treated, in the way women are allowed to live,
Isolation turns frustration into self-doubt, but join-
ing together gives women perspective that can lead
to action. Through sharing they can see that they
have been lied to, and begin to look critically at a
society which so narrowly defines the roles they
may play. But before they can take their destinies
into their own hands, they must understand the
objective condition of women and the many forms
that oppression takes in the lives of women.

Analyzing

A third stage now takes place in the grou
experience of analyzing the reasons for and the
causes of the oppression of women, This analysis
rises out of the questions which are posed by the
basic raw data of the opening up and sharing peri-
ods. It is a new way of looking at women’s condi-
tion: the development of concepts which attempt
to define not only the why’s and how's of our
oppression but ways of fighting that oppression.
Because the analysis takes place affer the sharing
of individual examples of oppression, it is based
on a female understanding of the reality of wom-
en’s condition.

This period is important because it is the begin-
ning of going beyond our personal experiences.
Having gained a perspective on our lives through
the sharing process, we now begin to look at
woman's predicament with some objectivity. This
new approach is difficult for many of us, for as
women we exist predominantly in the realm of
subjectivity; we perform functions but seldom get
on top of a situation to understand how some-
thing works and why, Analyzing is a new and dif-
ficult procedure to learn.

In analyzing the role the group has played in
our lives, for example, we have come to under-
stand the ways in which women are kept from
feeling they are worthwhile. We have discussed the
need to have a social identity and the ways wom-
en are prevented from acquiring one. Women's
roles as wife and mother have been analyzed. We
have come to see that women are relegated to a
private sphere, dependent both psychologically and
financially on their husbands. The group is a first
step in transcending the isolation. Here, sometimes
for the first time in her life, a woman is allowed
an identity independent of a man’s. She is allowed
to function intellectually as a thinker rather than
as a sex object, servant, wife, or mother. In short,
the group establishes the social worth of the wom-










en present, a necessity if women are to take them-
selves seriously.

We have had to face realistically the inability of

many of us to think conceptually.. This inability
comes from being encouraged to stay in the pri-
vate sphere and to relate to people on personal
levels even when working. We are training our-
selves o get out from under our subjective re-
sponses and to look at our reality in new ways.
Although this is ot easy for us, we see the abso-
lute necessity of analysis, for our oppression takes
both obvious and subtle forms which vary with
our class and educational status. The complexity
of women’s situations necessitates our bringing in-
formation outside our individual experiences to
bear on our analysis of women's oppression. This
is the period when questions can be asked shout
how the entire society functions. This is the peri-
od when books and other documentation become
crucial.

11 is our contention, however, that this period
of analysis belongs affer the opening up and shar-
ing experiences, for concepts we find must answer
the questions which come from our problems as
women. It s not in our interest (0 fit experiences
into preconceived theory, especially one devised by
men. This is not only because we must suspect all
male thinking as being male-supremacist, but be-
cause we must teach ourselves to think independ-
ently. Our thinking must grow out of our ques
tions if it is to be internalized and if we are to

“have the tools to look objectively at new. experi-
ence and analyze it correctly. Thus a period of
analysis will come after each new experience and
will add new thinking to an ever growing ideology

Abstracting

A synthesis of the analyses is necessary before
decisions can be made as to priorities in problems
and approach. For this to happest @ certain dis-
tance must exist between us and our concerns
When we remove ourselves from immediate neces-
sity. we are able o take the concepts and analysis
we have developed and discuss abstract theory. We
are able 1o look at the totality of the nature of
our condition, utilizing the concepts we have for-
mulated from discussions of the many forms our
oppression takes. Further we begin 10 build (and
10 some extent, experience) a vision of our human
potential, This does not mean we become more
"ke men. Rather we come to understand what we

could be if freed of social oppression. We see this
abstracting experience as the purest form of Free
Space.

We are only beginning to experience this Free
Space, abstracting, now that we have had a year
of opening up, sharing, and analyzing behind us
We are beginning to see how different institutions
fulfill or prevent the fulfillment of human needs
how. they work together-and how they must be
changed. We are beginning to gain an overview of
what type of women's movement will be necessary
to change the institutions that oppress women.

Specifically we have begun to have a clear un-
derstanding of what role the small group can and
cannot play in this social revolution, It is clear to
us that the small group is neither an action-orient-
od politicel group in and of itself nor s it an
alternative family unit. Rather, this is where ideol-
ogy can develop, And out of this emerging ideol-
ogy will come a program grounded in a solid un-
derstanding of women's condition that will have
its roots, but not its totality, in our own experi-
ence. Intellectually. this is the most exciting stage.
It is a joy to leam o think, to begin to compre-
hend what is happening to us. Ideas are experi-
ences in themselves, freeing, joyous experiences
which give us the framework for formulating our
actions.

It s important to stress that opening up, shar-
ing, analyzing, and abstracting are not limited to
certain periods of time. One never completes any
of the processes. Opening up is not limited to the
past and one does not graduate through the vari-
ous processes until one is abstracting to the exclu-
sion of all else. Analyzing and abstracting are only
valid processes if they continue o be rooted in
the present feclings and experiences of partici-
pants. The order may be fixed but the processes
themselves are ongoing.

The total group process is not therapy because
we try to find the social causes for our experi-
ences and the possible programs for changing
these. But the therapeutic experience of momen-
tarily relieving the individual of all responsibility
for her situation does occur and is necessary if
women are to be free 1o act. This takes place in
both the opening up and sharing phases of the
group activity and’ gives us the courage to look
objectively at our predicament, accepting what are
realistically our responsibilities to change and un-
derstanding What must be confronfed societally.

“Santa Claus must have been a woman. Who else would have done so much for so little?”

Joreen, Chi




Consciousness Raising:
A Dead End?
by CAROL WILLIAMS PAYNE

Carol Payne is  relative newcomer to the women’s movement. She has been a member of an unaffilisted consciousness-raising

group in New York for a year and a half.

For almost a year and a haif [ have been a mem-
ber of a group of women which has met regularly
on Thursday evenings. Some of us are marri
some! single, sorme divorced, some’ with! children;
some without, some established in professions,
some trying to decide what kind of work to do.
Our ages range from mid-20s to mid-30's. Mem-
bership in the group has shifted; some people have
moved away; others became frustrated with the di-
rection the group was taking or felt that they
didn’t want to contribute,

The group was formed when two women began
talking to each other about starting a group to
talk about starting a group to talk about problems
women have in working and wondering whether
their self-<doubts and lack of self:confidence were
related to their being women. They found enough
friends and friends of friends interested in the
same problems to start a group. There were seven
of s to begin with; then two more joined. The
number has remained between six and nine.

We have talked about many problems which
concern us-work, competitiveness with other
women, jealousy, relationships with men, our
childhood, our parents. We have tried to under-
stand how we have been shaped by society’s ex-
pectations of s, how we share problems and fears
and how we can help each other.

Sometimes we used the approved consciousness-
raising technique of choosing a subject and having
everyone speak about it. More often, whoever
wanted to speak about something initiated the dis-
cussion. Doing this created problems because the
people who were the most vocal or the most com-
petitive tended to dominate meetings and we spent
many evenings strugeling with destructive tenden-
cies and personality conflicts.

Periodically, we asked ourselves, “What is the
purpose of this group? What are we trying to ac-
complish? What direction should we be going in?”

We argued about this, A women’s group
shouldn’t be group therapy, we decided. But there

were elements of group therapy i what we were
trying to do, to help cach other deal with person-
al problems. We finally realized that we could not
handle confrontation and hostility in the manner
of group therapy because we did not have a
trained leader who could remain objective and call
a halt if someone was being hurt. We decided that
we should be supportive and avoid confrontation.

We never resolved the question of what a wom-
en’s. liberation group was supposed to do. There
was always a conflict between those who favored
the personal, psychological approach and those
who felt that a women’s group should be building
a bridge between the personal insight gained by
being in a small group and political action with a
larger body of women,

We would discuss one person’s problem in bal-
ancing work and family responsibilities, another’s
in handling the aftermath of a divorce, another’s
with her husband who felt threatened by her be-
longing to a women’s liberation group, but we
never tried to relate these problems to the struc-
tural problems of women in society nor did we
think about how they could be dealt with beyond
the personal level of these particular women in
their particular situations.

Some women in our group were engaged in po-
n or work which involved them with
other women and they looked upon the group as
a haven from the hassles they were going through
elsewhere. All of us were busy and could noi
spare much more than one evening a week. And it
was easier to continue the way we had Started
than to find some meaningful action that we
could all agree we wanted to do

1 kept asking myself, “What is the point of just
continuing to talk about ourselves? Why bother?
Where is it leading?” Some evenings we didn't get
down to serious discussion until 10:30 or 11:00
when everyone was ready 1o go home. Some meet-
ings degenerated to the level of comparing bra
sizes and talking about what vitamins we bought
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at the health food Store. At these meetings we
were all unconsciously expressing our frustration
with our purposelessness.

I continued to come for several months after I
had realized that things would probably not
change and that the majority of the members were
not as frustrated as | was with what the group
was doing. Because 1 had become attached to the
woup and didn’t want to leave, I kept hoping that
we would come to a fesolution.

I left because the group did not change and I
needed to relate to the women’s movement in a
different way. [ felt that nothing could be sccom-
plished by becoming more and more intimate with
a small group of women and that if women’s
groups are not political then they are nothing
more than amatewr goup. therapy or social clubs.

The consciousness-raising group Was one of the
great successes of the beginning of the women's
liberation movement. It was a great way to reach
large numbers of women and to provide a setting
in which women could develop self-confidence and
a realization of what they shared. The groups met
a need and they proliferated

But now, my staying in a small group which
just talks and which does not relate to the rest of

the movement is stagnation. It is pointless to de-
velop the self-confidence to challenge assumptions
about women's roles and an understanding of the
way society channels women without then collec-
tively doing something about these problems.
There must be a way to retain the intimacy and
sense of belonging that comes from being part of
a small group and link it to a sense of purpose
and relationship with other groups

1 am not sure where to go from here, I feel
isolated because I was not connected with any
women's organization except the small group. Be-
yond the group 1 am selated to nothing but the
barrage of distorted images of women’s liberation
projected by the mass media.

Where should I fit in among the ideological
schisms which are dividing the movement? What
organizations are still in existence? At this point,
is developing a theoretical base and a strategy for
action more important than specific actions? And
if action, what action?

1 don’t think my fime in the group was wasted
but now I need to work with women in a differ-
ent way on specific projects with tangible results
The question is what? and how? and with whom?

The Selling of a Feminist
by CLAUDIA DREIFUS

Claudia Dreifus is a writer and an active mémber of Media Women in New York. She has worked as ‘one of the few female labor

union organizers” for Local 1199 of the New York Hospital Workers,

(Review of THE FEMALE EUNUCH by Germaine Greer)

Early last year, when the high priests of publishing
began to discover that their female readers were
insatiably curious about the women's liberation
idea, there was much discussion as to which of
the bountiful crop of feminist authors would be-
come the big femme 1ib superstar. Betty Friedan
had no appeal for the literary lions—she was too
old, too bourgeoise, 100 organization-conscious.
Shulamith Firestone, the author of The Dialectic
of Sex and organizer of New York Radical Femi-
nists, was strikingly attractive; but alas, antilove,
perhaps even antimen. Ti-Grace Atkinson, an ad-
vocate of extra-uterine birth, was considered too
far out for 2 whirl through the major networks.
For a while it seemed as if the brilliant and beau-

tiful Kate Millett, whose Sexual Politics was for a
short time on the bestseller list, might be star
material. But she made the mistake of openly as-
serting her bisexuality, Time took due note of this
state of affairs, and that finished Millett. So who
was feft o launch on the Dick Cavett-Sohnny Car-
son-Virginia  Graham-Time-Life circuit? American
feminists, with their dogged determination to be
themselves, were a publicity man’s nightmare
Someone more palatable would have to be found.

Or even imported. On a warm spring day, Ger-
maine Greer, the author of the English best sell-
er, The Female Funuch, jetted -into New York
from London. Miss Greer was everything those
messy American feminists were not: pretty, pre-
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ictable, aggressively heterosexual, media-wise, clev-
er, foreign, and exotic. Her background was fasci-
nating. At thirty-two, she was an accomplished ac-
tress, & Ph.D. who lectured in Shakespeare at War
wick University, edifor of the European porno-
graphic journal, Suck, and contributor to various
London underground newspapers. Her philosophy,
as outlined in The Female Eunuch, could be ex-
pected to appeal to men: women’s liberation
means that women will be sexually liberated; femi-
a libbie a man

nism equals free love. Here wi
could like.

Fullpage ads announced that Miss Greer had
written the women's liberation book of the year,
and that despite this achievement, she was “a fem-
inist leader who admittedly loves men.” Six feet
tall, fashion-model beautiful, Miss Greer was the
toast of The Tonight Show. Dick Cavett was en-
thusiastic about her. Norman Mailer suggested that
her book was worth reading.

There is a cateh to this fairy tale. Germaine
Greer is not the feminist leader she is advertised
to be. Back home in London she has no active
connections with any women's liberation group.
And the book she has written is hardly feminist.
True, The Female Eunuch does contain an obliga-
tory enumeration of the many economic and
psychological horrors that women are subjected to.
But Miss Greer's information is hardly new, and
could be gleaned from a half-dozen other books.
What's more, the whole tone of The Female Eu-
nuch is shallow, antiwoman, regressive, three steps
backward to the world of faise sexual fiberation
from which so many young women have fled.

Miss Greer quite rightly asks women to abn-
don the institution of marriage, but she means to
replace it simply with the dehumanizing, anony-
mous, and spiritually debilitating thrusting that
men call sex. In her view, sex is something to be
collected-like money. The more of it you get, the
richer you are. The difficulty is that many femi-
nists have been to that movie before. Many of the
younger women in the movement recall a period,
four o five years ago, When in Order (0 qualfy 55
hip, females, their al
brothers insisted they perform as sexual gymnasts.
Resentment at this treatment is one powerful mo-
tive for the current women's movement

The author's insistence that “sexual Jiberation™
is the prerequisite for women’s liberation has a lot
to do with the fact that she thinks like a man.
She has done very well in the male world, and she

has yet to identify herself with the essential condi-
tion of women, From her book, one learns that
Germaine Greer has rarely (cxcept during a misera-
ble youth) had to suffer the kinds of misfortune
that most women endure. She was always accepted
in the world of men. She was always treated as an
equal. That good fortune just about disqualifies
her for writing a feminist book. She has had no
experience of what it means to be aduit and fe-
male in the world inhabited by most women, and
she does not have the gift of imagination that
could make up for that lack. Indeed, she consis-
tently takes a viewpoint that is not merely male
but inimical to women. Her book is littered with
unkind and unfeminist snipes at her sisters. Most
of the women in her book are described as whiny,
simpy, and boring. “As a female lecturer at a pro-
vincial university,” she complains in a typical pas-
sage, “I have to tolerate the antics of faculty
wives, but they are strikingly easy to ignore.”
What separates Germaine Greer from women’s i
erationists is that a sensitive feminist would regard
a faculty wife’s failings as the end product of a
useless, oppressive, and unfulfilling life. A feminist
would feel sisterly sympathy for the faculty wife,
and be interested in working with her to help
change her condition.

Aside from the author’s obvious misogyny. she
exhibits very little respect for those women who
are organizing against sexual oppression. Her chap-
ters on “Rebellion” and “Revolution™ are packed
with contradictory ranting about how the women’s
revolution must be part of The Bigger Revolution,
how the feminist movement is not militant
enough, how the movement is too middle class.
On the one hand, she exhorts the women’s libera-
tionists 0. be more militant in_ their fight against
5 On the other, she suggests that women
make love, not war. “Women cannot be liberated
from their impotence by the gun . ... The process
has to be the opposite: Women must humanize the
penis, take the steel out of it and make it flesh
again.”

If Miss Greer has no patience with the state of
the feminist movement, she has even less Jove for
the literary women who have aligned themselves
with it. Betty Friedan is described as middle class
and boring. Kate Millett “persists in assuming that
[Norman] Mailer is a cretin.” Anne Koedt, author
of the important Women’s Liveration pamphlet,
“The Myth of the Vaginal Orgasm,” is dismissed
this way: “One wonders just whom Miss Koedt
has gone to bed with.”
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On the whole, The Female Eunuch is a grossly
ne Greer says all

inconsistent book. Yes, Germa
the right things about the economics of sexism.
Yes, she is extraordinarily observant about some
of the physiological results of our sexual conven-
tions, Her chapters on female anatomy are bril-
liant. Where she falls down is in her inveterate
dislike of women, her idiotic exhortations o revo-
lution and nonviolence alike, and her passionate
identification with all things male.

Throughout history there have always been a
few women who have been able to fight and se-
duce their way to the top of the patriarchy. In
pre-revolutionary France, these women were highly
educated, highly cultivated courtesans who pro-
vided intellectual and sexual stimulation for the
male nobility. (What self-respecting noble would
ty to camy on an inteligent discussion with his
wife?) Germaine Greer is the closest thing we have

1o this old-world, old-style courtesan, Nor would
she be offended by this description. By her own
admission, she i a groupie, a supergroupie~which
means that she is a sexual and intellectual consort
10 the royalty of rock music. On television pro-
gams she has made comments like: “Fm really

just an intellectual superwhore!”
The Female Eunuch is designed to provide in-
tellectual and sexual thrills to those men who
would like 1o see a feminit revolution because it
would take that one woman off their back and
make a lot more women available to them. How
nice to be told that women’s liberation will mean
the liberation of more women for bed service!
One reading of The Female Eunuch suggested to
me that it had been written to assuage the fears
of jittery male chauvinists. A second reading con-
vinced me that if Germaine Greer didn't exist,
Norman Mailer would have had to invent her.

The Fourth World Manifesto

by BARBARA BURRIS

In agreement with Kathy Barry, Terry Moon, Joann DeLor, Joann Parent, Cate Stadelman.

Barbora Burris had an early involvement in the civil rights movement, the peace movement, and SOS. She became a feminist in
1966 and joined the women’s movement in early 1967, where she became very active, She is currantly “irying to find myself as

 complete persan—now writing and learning sculpture,
Background

The “Fourth World Manifesto™ was originally writ-
ten partly as a reply to the way in which a
“women's liberation” conference was planned. We

were upset at the dishonesty of the call for a
“women’s liberation” conference with Indochinese
women in the spring of 1971.

The women who planned and worked on the
conference defined themselves s anti-imperialist
women. Some of them have also been active in
the women’s movement. While stating in one of
their planning leaflets that it was necessary to be
“upfront about our politics.” they discussed, some-
times subtly and sometimes very blatantly, the use
of the women's liberation movement to further
their own political ends

As we stated in the original “Manifesto,” we do
not concede to the women who planned the con-
ference the title of “anti-imperialists.” We feel

they used a very narrow definition of imperialism
taken without question from the male-dominated
Left. We find it self-evident that women are a col-
onized group who have never—anywhere—been al-
lowed self-determination. Therefore, all women
who fight against their own oppression (colonized
status) as females under male domination are ant

st by definition. In the second part of
is a detailed discussion of women

imperi
this “Manifesto”
as 4 colonized group.

It should go without saying that those of us
connected with the “Fourth World Manifesto” are
deeply opposed to the war in Indochina. As indi-
viduals all of us have strong commitments against
this war. There are plenty of anti-war groups
(however male-dominated) that women, as individ-
uals. can relate to if they wish. But it would be
disastrous to turn the independent feminist move-
ment into simply another adjunct to the anti-war
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and antiimperialist movements—with the same
male-dominated perspective which those move-
ments have.

The anti-imperialist women, like the rest of the
anti-war and anti-imperialist Left movement, never
question war and national imperialism as male-
supremacist institutions. They ignore the roots of
domination, aggression, imperialism, and war in
male-supremacist society. Because they do not see
imperialism and war in their deepest aspects as
male-supremacist institutions in all societies, the
anti-imperialist women are anxiously concerned
that an “anti-imperialist consciousness™ be injecied
into the women's movement. They make a strong
effort to change the direction of the women’s
movement from independent feminist issues to
anti-imperialist activities as these have been nar-
rowly defined by the male Left.

The anti-imperialist women were less than hon-
est in calling their conference a women's liberation
conference with the Indochinese women. We
would have had no objections to their conference
if they had stated honestly that they were calling
an anti-imperialist conference for women interested
in antiwar work. It was the dishonesty of the
anti-imperialist women’s attempt to use and con-
vert the women’s liberation movement (o their
brand of antiimperialist politics that roused our
anger. We have experienced too much of this kind
of manipulation of the women’s movement by
Left groups.

Most of our criticism of the conference was de-
veloped in the original “Manifesto.” We do not
want to go over the details of it here. However,
we do feel that it is crucial to open up 2 discus-
sion of the emotional and ideological reasons un-
derlying attempts to co-opt the women'’s move-
ment into other “more important” struggles.

In an expanded edition of the “Manifesto” we
have worked out a deeper analysis of the emotion-
al, psychological, and social assumptions underlying
the attitude that women’s liberation is less impor-
tant than black liberation, anti-imperialism, anti-
capitalism, etc. In the expanded “Manifesto” we
criticize the male definition of oppression Which
does not recognize the unique position of females
a5 a subjugated group.

But we feel it is necessary in this limited space
to focus strongly on the male-dominated Left. The
anti-imperialist women are criticized here only as
they are one of the most recent examples in a
series of attempts to re-direct the women’s move-
ment into male Left-dominated priorities.

Now that the women'’s movement (thanks to
independent women) has become a force 1o be
reckoned with in society, there are many Left
groups trying to get a finger in the women's
movement pie. Over the last year and a hal
SWP-YSA (Socialist Workers Party-Young Socialist
Alliance) has made a nationally coor
tempt to infiltrate and take ov
and organize women’s liberation groups (which
they hope to mold to their “single issue” ap-
proach and subordinate to their organizational
aims). This “Manifesto” is not simply directed at
the “anti-imperialist” women, What is said of the
anti-imperialist women's manipulation of the worr
en’s movement applies equally well to every other
Left group—the Communist Party, Socia
ers Party,
Socialists, Students for a Democratic S
gressive Labor, Youth Against War and [

nated at-

women's centers

‘oung Socialist Alliance, Intern

etc. The criticisms we make of the anti-imperial
women apply equally to all of the male Left
the women in the male-dominated Left

The Iny

ble Audience

In an horiest article in the
Radical America, Marlene Dixon described
pressures on women radicals (o confor
male-dominated movement

ebruary isso

In discussing the First Natior
Women’s Liberation near Chica

says:

The Invisible Audience at the Chicago Ce
ery “male heavies™ who had do

the existence of a radical Women's Fem
Moyement

adical women were decimated by the
walonce, Thag the sa) Spft sawor the womon bl

ddressed: of

women, or Movement men. [p. 28]
But why were th
a “male prese
women'’s liberationists at a camp near Chic
with no Left males for miles around?

se Women SO SUper-conseion
e at an all-women confe

Because women had learned from 1964 to 1968 that 1
fight for or even sympathize with Women's Liberation wi
to pay a terrible price: what little credit a woman might
have eamed in one of the Left organizations was wiped out
in a storm of contempt and abuse. [p. 27]

But perhaps becoming a “success” in the male
Left is not the highest of all possible goals for a
woman~—or for anyone.

Women must face facts, Men will never, until foreed by
cireumstances, place first, Or even urgent, priority upon a
struggle against the oppression of women. Witness the fact
that there is not one male dominated organization, from
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the Leftiberal New University Conference to- the radical
Youth Movement, that has been willing to place top prior-
ity upon the women's strugele. Indeed the idea is 50 repug-
nant to many men that they cannot tolerate a woman who
refuses male leadership in order to address her energies pri-
marily to the liberation of her sisters. (p. 33]

Women who still are acting for the Left male
invisible gudience but who now form women’s col-
lectives to organize women in relation to the pri-
orities set up by a male Left are little more inde-
pendent than they were working with the males.
They are somewhere between fear and open rebel-

lion. They fear to work on their own definition of *

wormen and women's issues and o still relate pri
marily to the invisible audience of “male heavies.”

What a difference it would make—in terms of
male approval—if the women working in “anti-
imperialist” collectives or on “anti-imperialist” is-
sues were working on their own women’s issues.
~If they themselves developed a perspective on
how women are a colonized group in relation to
men all over the world, in all classes and races,
including the Third World. With that perspective
they would 1o longer be a part of the male Left.
But it doesn't even seem to occur to the “anti-
imperialist™ women that the male definition of im-
perialism may be extended and perhaps truly was
originally applicable to women.

The “anti-imperialist” women are trying to get
women to work on “anti-mperialist” issues in a
certain way in which they are defined by the male
Left. We quote an article describing the last plan-
ning meeting that was held in Baltimore (October
2425). “In order to spread the word about the
Conferences [planning] more widely and to get
women involved in anti-war activities, a series of
actions are being planned as part of a whole anti-
imperialist offensive of women.” (From “Battle
Acts,” published by Women of Youth Against War
and Fascism.)

It is one thing to be against the Vietnam War
and all wars and quite another for a group of
women to try to draw women working in their
own Movement away from it into the male-domi-
nated, very narowly defined anti-war and anti-
imperialist movements. The same mistake happened
at one point (there's always something more “im-
portant” than female liberation) when a large seg-
ment of the earlier Feminist Movement went into
the Women's International League for Peace and
Freedom and fizzled out as a threatening force in
the society.

The demand for an end to sex roles and male
imperialist. domination is a real attack on the mas-
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culine citadel of war. After all, women don’t de-
clare or fight in offensive wars. War is a male
institution—as are all other institutions in the so-
ciety—and war is simply an extension of the co-
lonial policy of the subjection of the female cul-
ture and “weaker” male cultures, ie., “weaker”
national cultures. Women, who have nothing to
say about running the country or fighting in the
war, will never end war except by attacking and
ending male domination and the sex roles where
men learn their war mentality. The women who
went into WILPF took the safest and therefore
totally ineffective and reactionary (for women)
way out. They opted to reinforce the split be-
tween male and female and to use their “feminine
myths” to act as adjuncts to the male peace
movement and claim that women’s voice was need-
ed (in the same old role, of course) to save men
from themselves—their own self-imposed slaughter.
The oppressed are going to “save” with their op-
pressed “virtues” (defined by males and unsifted
and unquestioned) their own oppressors.

The anti-imperialist women, in a new refrain to
an old song, are in essence asking that women in
the independent Women’s Movement focus. their
energies on “anti-imperialism” as the male Left de-
fines it. This is like asking the Women’s Movement
to move from a position of independence to a
position of subsérvience to the male-dominated
Left.

But the Women’s Liberation Movement started
out from the Civil Rights Freedom Movement,
Student Movement, and Anti-War Movement. Wom-
en got the notion working in these movements
that the idea of freedom should apply to women
too. But the males in these movements never i
tended the freedom struggle to extend to women.
It is still too subversive an idea for any of these
movements (o tolerate on any real level. So many
women who got the freedom bug too bad left to
relate to women in a Female Movement.

And just as the freedom and anti-war struggle
never applied to women, so neither does the pres-
ent Left anti-imperialist movement. Is there any
analysis about imperialism against women? I there
any recognition in writing or action that women
are a colonized group, brutally exploited by their
colonizers—men—and that this is a primary fact of
women’s existence? No. And this kind of analysis
will never happen in the male-dominated Left or
its periphery because males are the colonizers. And
the colonizer has never yet defined his privileges
out of existence—only the colonized will.




The male Left has absolutely no interest in a
:male revolution. Rather, the male Left has a di-
2¢t interest in perpetuating the status quo, ie.,
nale privileges, and preventing any real threats to
nale supremacy from both within the Left and
vithout it.

A Specter is Haunting the Left—
The Specter of Feminism

The only real threat to male supremacy is the
independent Women’s Movement. Therefore the
male Left has done a great deal to impede the
development of independent Women’s Liberation
and tried in numerous ways to co-opt the energies
of women away from working independently with
other women on women’s issues. There have been
numerous devices used by the Left to this end
depending on the situation and the consciousness
of the women involved.

The first tactic in reaction to Women's Libera-
tion was laughter, But that didn’t stop some wom-
en—in fact it made some of them so furious they
left and began “organizing” other women. The
next tactic was anger. “You castrating bitches.”
“What do you women want anyway?” And that
didn’t work cither—even more women left to join
the newly emerging independent Women's Move-
ment.

i couldn’t live with myself
if i didn't fight the oppression
of all those 3rd world people .

Then the men began to get really nervous—after
all women were leaving the Left in increasing
numbers—and the men began to play guilt games.
“So what makes you think you're oppressed, you
white middle-class chick?” (Notice the order of
the defining words the male Left uses—*chick” is
last.) That tactic made some women even madder
but it began to cut deep into many women. And
this tactic began to work on some of the less
strong women—those who were still full of white
male-imposed guilt and self-hatred. The Left males
realized that they had struck a tender nerve. And
they began to manipulate women’s guilt and start-
ed becoming very liberal toward the Women’s Lib-
eration Movement—that is, when they weren't
chuckling about those “frustrated bitches” in
male-only company. And they had to be liberal
anyway because that God-damned Women’s Libera-
tion Movement composed only of females was put-
ting the heat on them and they might lose “their”
women to it if they didn't play it cool. So they
put up with the discomfort of women’s caucuses
rather than lose all “their” women to the inde-
pendent Women’s Movement. At first it was pretty
rough and more than one male Left organization
folded under the pressures of the women’s caucus-
es.

But then the Left males began to see that the
women’s caucuses could have some real value for
their organizations. They could be used as impor-
tant organizing tools for recruiting new members
and for working with women associated with the
mates whose problems the Left organization was
concerned with. Such as having the women work
with GI wives while the men worked at “organiz-
ing” the GUs in the army. Women in the caucuses
express best the male attitudes of the organization
toward “women's issues” and women’s struggle for
liberation. We give only two examples out of
many. One is a leaflet passed out by PAR (People
Against Racism) women at a women’s liberation
conference in Detroit in 1968. They list as one of
their concerns something which reveals the manip-
ulative way in which the Women’s Movement is
viewed: They wish to use Women’s Liberation “‘as
an organizing tactic for broader political move-
ment.”

Bernadine Dohrn’s equally blatant statement in
the New Left Notes special issue on women is
every bit as revealing. She says, “Everywhere
around us there are concentrations of women:
dorms, women’s schools, education and home eco-
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nomics departments, high schools, jobs—women
can be mobilized to fight against imperialism and
racism.” Maybe women’s caucuses were really a
boon to the male Left and not the threat they
had expected them to be and which they were at
first

So a pattern was generally established through-
out the male Left that women could stay in the
caucuses and organize other women into the Left
male-dominated Movement as long as they concen-
trated on:
(1) Raising women’s issues mainly as they relat-
ed to the structure of the male-dominated or-
ganization which the women remained working
for:
(2) Raising women’s issues on the periphery of
the male-defined “important” issues of the or-
ganization;
(3) Relating to the Women’s Liberation Move-
ment as caucus members only of the primary
male organization to “raise” the issues of the
male organization in the Women’s Movement,
and, if possible get its focus off independent
women’s struggle and onto how women can re-
late to male-defined Left issues.

Women's collectives, unless they are truly au-
tonomous women’s collectives working from their
own analysis on women’s issucs, can be and are
used in much the same manner as the Left wome
en’s caucuses. Because they 100 relate primarily to
the male Left Movement and only secondarily as
females to female liberation issues. They are one
step ahead of the women’s caucuses if only be-
canse they know they can no longer work with
the males in the organization—but they still remain
working for them even though now working in
women’s collectives. Also, “women’s collectives” is
now being used by a number of women as synon-
omous With caucus gioup-but a more “hip” term
than caucus.

The Myth of the White Middle-Class Woman

The male Left tries to intimidate Left women
into not taking a strong and independent stand on
the female liberation struggle with the “abusive”
statement, “They’re only a bunch of white, mid-
dleclass women." It would take another long arti-
cle to refute this statement, but we will do it in a
very cursory manner here.

White is the first defining word of “white mid-
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dle-class women.” This implies that the primary
position of women in the society is due to white
privileges. If this is so, then all whites must have
the same privileges, i.., all whites must control
the institutions, make the laws, control the army
and police, control the government, the religion,
education, and business, and have the very best
positions in jobs, etc. But it is white males only
who are in positions of power and control in all
of the institutions of the society. Women are ex-
cluded from control and decision-making, are dis-
criminated against in jobs more than any other
group, get the lowest pay, are defined as inferiors
and as a sexual caste, etc. Also, women were the
first group to be subjected as a caste all over the
world, thousands of years ago—long before blacks
were subjected to whites in America or anywhere
else. Obviously whiteness does not overcome the
caste position of being 4 woman in this society.
There are some incidental advantages to being
white for @ woman who is white, but there are
also adyantages for black males in being males in
this society. But the incidental advantages—which
are meaningless in terms of woman’s true caste
position @ a sex—come to her mainly in her affili-
ation with a dominant white male.

The Left very shallowly sees women associating
and living h white males and therefore assumes
that women share white male privileges. This is
false. Being integrated as subordinates does not
mean that women share the privileges of the ruling
caste—white males. Women get the crumbs. In
fact, as the black liberation struggle found out,
there are distinct disadvantages to being “integrat-
ed” with your oppressor, especially when he still
has all the power. The control over the oppressed
is just that much more complete.

The second defining word in the series, “white
middle-class women,” is middle-class. If class de-
fines women before her sex does, then she should
be able to compete with any male for any job on
an equal level. But this is not the case. Women
are almost in a different labor market than men
because of the extremely rigid female caste labor
role. The discrimination against females in the
economy is the most intense of any group. Female
labor is the lowest paid. Doesn't everyone know.
the statistics by now? In 1966, the median income
for a white man was $7,164; for a nonwhite man,
$4,528; a white woman, $4,152; a nonwhite wom-
an, $2,949 (full-time year-round labor). In 1955,
the median wage of women working full time was
64 percent of that of men; in 1967, it was down




to 60 percent. Things are getting worse and we
could go on and on quoting statistics you have
probably already heard. But it is clear that the
white male and the black male get paid more and
the white female and the black female get paid
less. The black female is doubly disadvantaged as a
female and black, and has the lowest pay level of
all. That “female” work is the lowest and the
caste lines of labor are most rigid in terms of sex
can be proved by the fact that black males—while
demanding integration in jobs in male fields, ie.,
better paying jobs—have never demanded to inte-
grate (sexually, that is) as secretaries, waitresses,
salesgirls, etc. When black males integrate into a
female job (which is rare) such as nursing, they
are paid more than the females doing the same
job.

A woman’s class is almost always determined
by the man she is living with. From her father’s
house to her husband’s house, his income deter-
mines her class. Her income and job are only “ex-
ra” In fact, if all women were to be put out of
all their men's houses and had to depend on their
own ~arning power, almost all of them would be
‘ower or working class—no matter what their class
positions were when living with the man. They
would be lower or working class because of wom-
en’s sexual caste position in the economy. Class is
therefore basically a distinction between -males,
while the female is defined by her sexual caste
status.

So we have only the last word left in the
“taunt” of “white middle-class women.” And
woman—a sexual caste subordinated to the domi-
nant ruling sex, man—is defined primarily by that
relationship.

But it is true that women—through self-hatred
and manipulation by male culture (as evidenced by
the male Left example above)—do not necessarily
identify with their true caste position as women.
She often identifies with her oppressor’s privileges
as white or middle or upper class or even as male.
But the Left, which is so upset about her identifi-
cation with whiteness and class, does not have a
comparable critique of black and Third World
male identification with male supremacy and privi-
leges (humorously referred to as “foreskin privileg-
es”). This is because the identification with male
privieges by black and Third World males—even in
their movements—fits in with white male move-
ment domination.

But as women, we are upset about any inequal-
ity—any identification with privileges—between

women or within the Women’s Movement, We
have tremendous barriers to overcome. As the Fe-
male Liberation Movement must cut across all
(male-imposed) class, race, and national lines, any
false identification of women with privileges that
are really male (such as whiteness or class, etc.)
will be fatal to our Movement. Any identification
with privileges will destroy the basis of communi-
cation which we females share as a suppressed
caste and will divide us up as enemies where we
should be friends and equals. And the male Right
and the male Left movements will manipulate
these differences among women to prevent women
from overcoming the barriers that keep us apart
and therefore unable to effectively change our sex-
ual caste position as females.

Many women do identify with white and class
privileges. Our task as women is not, as the male
Left does, to write them off as white bourgeois
but to patiently discuss and communicate with
women, as sisters, what our true caste position in
society is. Once we really understand our sup-
pressed caste status and begin to move to free
ourselves from it we women can then understand
other groups’ oppression—but not before. But it is
not an automatic result. People can see their own
oppression clearly and be blind to others’ oppres-
sion. So the understanding of the oppression of
other groups needs to be a very conscious and
important part of the Women’s Liberation Move-
ment, but only from the basis of an understanding
and struggle for our own freedom as l'emales—not
as an imposed lecture by some “movement’
ganizers” who will “raise our consciousness” aboul
oppression, and try to impose their white male
guilt on us.

The male Left tries, through guilt, to play one
oppressed group off against another oppressed
group in much the same way the Establishment
plays one against the other. They are always going
in circles with the “who’s most oppressed” musical
chairs. How does one decide who is “most op-
pressed”? Surely the male white Left—as oppres-
sors—cannot decide this. But they do and try to
impose their decision on everyone, especially wom-
en. And women are—of course—defined as “least
oppressed” by the male-dominated Left.

Let us suppose, for a moment, that we are in a
male Left meeting and they are trying to decide
who is “most oppressed,” therefore who most de-
serves their solicitous attentions and rhetoric. First
of all they decide that blacks are most oppressed.
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But then someone says that black females are
more oppressed than black males. Someone else
counters that black females in Third World coun-
tries are even more oppressed than are black fe-
males in the US. Then another person realizes
that a black female in the Third World who is in
the working class is more oppressed. But someone
else says that a black female in the Third World
country who is in the working class and under
eighteen years of age is even more oppressed. But
the most oppressed, and therefore logically and
morally the only people they should try to “or-
ganize” and work with, are black females in Third
World countries, in the working class, under eight-
een years of age, pregnant, and culturally defined
as ugly.

Such is the “logic” of the “most oppressed.”
But we can take one last look at it from another
angle.

A Dramatic Meeting of Two Oppressed/Oppressors,
or “Who is More Guilty?”

A black man meets a white woman on the
street. He is oppressed because he's black and so
need feel no guilt toward her. She feels guilty be-
cause she’s white. But then the balance shifts as
she realizes she’s a woman and therefore oppressed
and needn't feel guilt. But then he feels guilty
because he’s a male. Then she begins to feel guilty
because she’s middle class. Then he feels free of
guilt because he’s working class. But he begins to
feel guilty because hes older and she’s very young
and oppressed. She feels oppressed as a youth and
therefore doesn’t feel guilty . . .ad infinitum.

The fact that has to be faced by the male Left
at some point is that everyone in the society—in-
cluding the white male—is both oppressor and op-
pressed. Psychologically this could be a revolution-
ary concept for the Left. If we can only identify
with our oppression and not see how we also op-
press others we are fooling ourselves. If we feel
only guilty about being oppressors we are also
fooling ourselves.

The male Left is in a vicious circle of guilt and
righteousness, because people in the male Left re-
fuse to go deep enough into their own personal
processes of guilt and anger at their own oppres-
sion, which becomes a confused mixture of vio-
lence and revenge. The male Left has become so
hungup on guilt and “who's most oppressed” that
they have lost an elemental sense of justice for all
human beings.
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We, as women, do not want males to feel
guilty. We don’t care about guilt; what we want is
change. All we demand is justice for our sisters,
and that cannot come from a guiltridden move-
ment which has defined half of humanity’s free-
dom as 3 “side effect” of the “real” revolution
which will be made by other “vanguard,” “‘more
oppressed” groups.

The males in the Left continue, through control
of leadership, control of the Left organizations,
control of writing and publishing, to define the
issues which Left workers will concentrate on.
This often goes in fads. The latest one is anti-
imperialism. (Which is not to negate the impor-
tance of imperialism but to say it has been taken
up in a shallow and faddish manner and as an
escape from the realities of American society.) The
definition of imperialism is carefully male-con-
trolied and does not inchide women’s colonial sta-
tus.

The women who are organizing this “women’s”
Conference have accepted the male Left priorities
and their definition of “antiimperialism,” which
excludes women’s movements for self-determina-
tion.

The women who call themselves anti-imperialists
made this statement in their planning leaflet:

Discpsions followed concerning the Jeve of astbimperiast
consciousness within the Women's Liberation Movement in
he various clties represented. It was evident. that athough
there was both a high degree of women’s consciousness and
of antimperialist_consciousness in various parts of the
Movement, the relation between the two has not been
made clear to most women in the Movement. [p. 3]

Let us explain to the “anti-imperialist” women
what imperialism and anti-imperialism really are to
women,

There are two definitions of imperialism. The
Webster dictionary states that imperialism is:

the policy and practices of forming and maintaining an
empire; in modem times, it is chmmmzed hy 2 slm;gle
for the control of raw materials and world ts, the
B hlain o soabo o e (s s o
colonies, etc.

The imperialist is defined by Webster’s as a person
favoring imperialism.

Fanon and the whole black liberation struggle
have recently extended the dictionary definition of
imperialism or colonialism to mean a group which
is prevented from self-determination by another
group—whether it has a national territory or not.
The psychological and cultural mutilation is partic-
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ularly intense and the colonialism more brutal
when the group that colonizes and the group colo-
nized have different defining physical characteris-
tics that set them clearly apart.

All of the above definitions apply to the sub-
jection of women, as & sex.

The dictionary definition of imperialism includ-
ed “the subjection and control of territories .. .."
Women, set apart by physical differences between
them and men, were the first colonized group.
And the territory colonized was and remains our
women’s bodies.

Our bodies were first tumed into property of
the males. Men considered female bodies as terri-
tory over which they fought for absolute owner-
ship and control. Consider the imperialist implica-
tions of the language: He related his sexual “con-
quests,” she “surrendered” to him, he “took her,”
etc. Marriage (exclusive of property rights) and the
patriarchal family system are colonial institutions
created and controlled by males for the subjuga-
tion of females.

Our bodies are free territory to other male col-
onizers when not “protected” by an individual
male colonist. What is rape but an imperialist act
upon the territory of our bodies?

There are two forms of the colonization of our
bodies (territories) by males. Most males have an
individual colonial relationship to an individual fe-
male and most males identify with and act on the
group colonization of women. For instance, rape is
an individual male imperialist act against an indi-
vidual woman while the abortion laws are male
group control over their collective female territo-
ries. (We realize that we are generalizing here
about males and that some of them do ot per-
ceive women simply as open teritory for con-
quest. But unfortunately, there are too few males
who perceive females as equal human beings to
change the generalization much at this point.)

Another example of group colonization of
women is the way our bodies are defined as open
territory for exploitation (compare the exploitation
for sexual satisfaction of the male colonizer to ex-
ploitation for raw materials—female bodies are the
raw materials). In all forms of the dominant male

1 dvertising, the
press, literature, art, etc.—female bodies are ex-
ploited as territory to demean, subject, control,
and mock.

The fact that each male petty colonialist has an
individual interest in perpetuating the subjection of

his individual territory, i.e., woman, makes the col-
onization of women more complete than that of
any other group. The colonial rule is more intense
for females as we have no escape into a ghetto
and at all times are under the watchful eye of the
male colonizers, from father to lover to husband.
Therefore our suppression as a group (culture) and
as individuals has been more complete as has been
our identification with our masters’ interests
(much like the proverbial house nigger).

Fanon shows that it is not enough for the col-
onizer to control the territory and subject the in-
habiitants of it to his rule. The colonizer must de-
stroy the culture and self-respect of the colonized.
And colonialism’s condemnation of the colonized’s
culture transcends any national boundaries, for it
is the essence of the colonized physical and cul-
tural differences that threaten the colonizer.

Fanon says in The Wretched of the Earth that
“Colonialism . . . turns to the past of the oppressed
people, and distorts, disfigures and destroys it.”
[p- 210] He says that the colonized (in his book,
speaking of blacks) “must demonstrate that a Ne-
gro culture exists.”

The great mass of women have been totally ig-
nored in history except where they appear as ad-
juncts to men. And the history of Female Libera-
tion Movements has been distorted and almost
completely censored. Through the almost complete
censorship of the realities of women's condition
throughout history, women have been robbed of
the means to knowledge about the origins and ex-
tent of their subjugation. History (of art, politics,
literature, etc.) s related by males has engraved
upon women's minds a male image of the world.

Women Are Now in the Process of Having to
Prove that a Female Culture Exists.

Culture is defined by Webster's as the “con-
cepts, habits, skills, art, instruments, institutions,
etc. of a given people in a given period.” We will
show that the concepts, habits, skills, art, and in-
struments of women in any period have been dif-
ferent from men’s and have been ridiculed and/or
suppressed by them. We will show that in all the
major institutions of society women receive un-
equal treatment and the appearance that these in-
stitutions are the same for men and women is
false.

A female culture exists.

We also hold that female and male culture be-
gan with the definition of females as embodying
all those human atiributes which males as domi-
nators could not reconcile with their own self-
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image and therefore projected onto females, thus
causing & schizophrenic split of personality into
masculine and feminine. ~That women, defined by
these attributes (such as emotional, intuitive, etc.)
by males and further limited by their physical po-
sition in society as to work and tools, developed a
female or “feminine” culture, and a culture of re-
sistance to male domination. Although the concept
of the “feminine” was imposed upon women, we
have, through the centuries, developed and created
within the confines of the feminine, a female cul-
ture

Female and Male Culture

What do most people imagine when they think
of differences in culture? They most often think
of strange customs and a different language. The
traveler to a foreign culture will notice women
carrying pails of water on their heads or men rid-
ing donkeys, different and strange costumes and
white-washed houses. In another culture she will
people riding bicycles, small towns, side-
walks cafes, small shops, more chic dress, different
foods, etc. Especially will the traveler notice the
difference in language if there is one.

Although these are just a few of the differences
of national culture that distinguish the lives that
both women and men lead, and we respect these
differences, they are the superficialities that cover
up the fundamental similarity of all national cul-
tures the world over. This fundamental similarity
is the split between male culture and female cul-
ture.

Let us go back to some of those superficial
differences that the traveler noticed. In the first
culture, the women were carrying pails of water
on their heads and the men riding donkeys to
market. What was seen as one whole is now di-
vided up by sexual work role. The different cos-
tumes which were seen as a whole unit are now
divided up into male costumes and female cos-
tumes. The small shops noticed are owned by men
and sometimes staffed by women. A split is now
seen between male ownership and female workers.
The cafes are served by women, if cheap, and
staffed by male waiters if more expensive. A dif-
ference in value of work and pay between male
and female is perceived. The food production in
agriculture is done primarily by males but pre-
pared in each home by females. What was seen as
culinary differences now reminds the traveler of
the role of women in the home and woman’s
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caste work roles all over the world. The traveler in
this second look at the culture begins to notice
the basic sameness of the male-female cultucal split
under the superficial differences that were so strik-
ing to her at first.

The problem is that the split is so obvious and
taken for granted that practically nobody can see
it. Things which are conceived of as “natural” can-
not ordinarily be perceived. But the emperor had
no clothes in spite of what everybody “saw,” and
a female culture exists whether or not most peo-
ple will acknowledge the facts of its existence.

Let us again take up those things (habits, skills,
art, concepts, and institutions) which distinguish
one culture from another according to Webster’s
definition. Part of the customs of a culture are its
habits. Habits here means what people do in their
daily lives. It can also include how they go about
doing these things. It is clear that women and
men have very different daily habits. Women in
practically all parts of the world, whether they are
working outside the home or not, have responsibil-
ity for the cooking, cleaning, and child “raising”
chores of the society. This means that most wom
en spend their time with children. This in itself is
a cultural split, as men go out and mix mainly
with other males in the male world outside the
home. Generally males do not do any of the work
designated as “female work.” Women, mainly in
the company of other women and children, organ-
ize their time and routines and socializing on an
entirely different basis than males. Female work,
being so completely caste labor, is organized and
done by women in ways peculiar to the female
view of things (which is very much determined by
woman's secluded work place, ie., the home and
its environs). The whole daily routine of a man
and a woman is totally different.

The woman develops skills associated with her
work role. Her skills are usually entirely different
than the male’s. She usually knows a lot about
cooking, child care, washing, sewing, colors, deco-
rating, and cleaning, while he knows mechanical or
carpentry skills and anything he may learn as a
skill at his job. The instruments or tools a woman
uses are defined by the work and skills she is
allowed.

If the woman goes out to “work” she will have
all the home chores in addition to her outside
“job.” But women's skills outside the home are

limited by what the male-run economy will train
her for or let her do. She usually fills “service”
oles which utilize the “skills” she has learned in




her role as wife and mother. She is allowed limit-
ed acquisition of physical skills in such things as
typing and small tedious work. She fills complete-
ly different job roles than males in the male-domi-
nated economy and is segregated into “female
jobs™ almost completely. Males do almost all the
specialized skillful work—for higher pay.

At one time in the process of the cultures,
women did almost everything and men did nothing
but hunt and make weapons and war. As men had
free time due to women’s performing all the
drudge work for them (as slave labor, really), they
began to develop skills in certain things. As a skill
developed women were no longer allowed to per-
form the task and it was passed on from father to
son. As specialization increased women had more
of the skills and trades taken away from them and
were left only with the drudge chores of cleaning,
washing, cooking, “raising” children, etc. This cul-
minated in Europe in the all-male guilds of feudal
times.

When the feudal guild system broke down with
the onset of industrialism, cheap unskilled labor
was needed and women were used again—sewing,
weaving, mining, working metal in factories, etc. It
was on the backs of cheap “unskilled” female la-
bor (and child labor) that the grotesque edifice of
Western industrialism was built. Female slave labor
in the cotton mills and black slave labor in the
cotton fields produced industrialism for the white
male Western world.

And when industrialism was achieved, hordes of
women were sent back home and men replaced
them in the factories. So that now we have a
small body of lowest-paid female labor in the fac-
tories but almost totally female personnel in sales
and service roles (typing, nursing) which were once
male “skills” but are now just very low-paying
drudge work.

The final three parts of Webster’s definition of
culture are the art, concepts, and institutions of a
people.

Women have been excluded from contributing
to the art, philosophy, and science of all national
cultures. These things are in tight male control.
The male culture, which is the dominant culture
in every nation, ie., is synonymous with the na-
tional culture, cannot accept a female view of
things as expressed by female writess, artists, and
philosophers. When some women break through
male prejudice to create truly great art—which is
often very sensitive to the female culture and val-

ues—they are not given the recognition they de-
serve, because males, looking through their own
culturally distorted view of the world, cannot give
any credence to an art that expresses the female
view. In fact, most males cannot understand what
is going on in female culture and art. The worth
of female art is thoroughly suppressed in a male-
dominated society.

The female soul, suppressed and most often
stereotyped in male art, is defined by negative
comparisons to the male. The eternal feminine is
seen as a passive, carthy, malleable, mysterious,
unthinking, emotional, subjective, intuitive, practi-
cal, unimaginative, unspiritual, worldly, evil, lust-
ful, super-sexual, virginal, forever waiting, pain-
enduring, ~selfsacrificing, calculating, narcissistic,
contradictory, helpless, quivering mass of flesh.

The fact that women live under the power of
belief in these characterizations causes a certain
outlook which molds the female culture. Woman's
position in society, her economic and psychologi-
cal dependence, reinforce the female stereotypes.
Because of the belief in these attributes and wom-
an’s position in society-not because of our inher-
ent “female nature”—women’s concepts of the
world are much different than men’s.

Almost everything that has been defined as a
male view of the world has its opposite in a fe-
male view. Because of the child raising role and
the emphasis on personal relationships, women
have a more personal, subjective view of things.
Because of our subjection, women have a more
fatalistic, passive view of the world. We are more
in touch with our emotions and often find it nec-
essary to use emotions in manipulating men.
Through the imposition of a servant status on
women, the female culture has elaborated a whole
servile ethic of “self-sacrifice.”” As the major ethic
of the female culture, self-sacrifice has been one
of the most effective psychological blocks to wom-
en’s open rebellion and demand for self-determina-
tion. It has also been a major tool of male manip-
ulation of females.

The institutions of a people are an essential
part of their culture. The major institutions of
every culture are the same: the family, religion,
government, army, and economy. Men and women
have & completely different relationship to the in-
stitutions of “their” culture. In fact there are two
cultures hidden by the appearance of one culture
under one set of institutions.

Women are excluded, except sometimes in to-
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ken numbers and in the lowest working ranks,
from participation in government, the army, and
religion. There are busically two economic institu-
tions of a society: the substructure o family and
the superstructure of outside world of work. Worn-
en are limited to an economic dependence in
“their” easte work in the family. In work outside
the
est-paid drudge work. Women are kept from man-

amily, women are caste laboters i the low-

agement or decision-making in work outside the
home.

Though it appears that both men and women
live together within the institutions of a society,
men T
while' women live under their rule. The govern-
economy, and family are in-
stitutions of the male culture’s colonial rule over
the female.

lly define and control the institutions

ment, army, religio

A FEMALE CULTURE EXISTS! IT IS A CUL-
TURE THAT IS SUBORDINATED AND UNDER
MALE CULTURE'S COLONIAL, IMPERIALIST
RULE ALL OVER THE WORLD. UNDERNEATH
THE SURFACE OF EVERY NATIONAL, ETHNIC,
OR RACIAL CULTURE IS THE SPLIT BETWEEN
THE TWO PRIMARY CULTURES OF THE
WORLD-THE FEMALE CULTURE AND THE
MALE CULTURE

National cultures vary greatly according to the
degree of the suppression of the female culture.

The veil and seclusion of women and their almost
total segregation in Arab culture make for differ-
ences between them and, for example, Swedish
women. A Swedish woman may not be able to
tolerate the suppressed life of Arab women but
she also, if she s sensitive, may not be able to
toleats her suppression as a female in Sweden.
national boundaries often awakens a
woman’s understanding of her position in Society
We cannot, like James Baldwin, even temporarily
escape from our caste role to Paris or another
country. 1t s everywhere: there is 7o place 10 es-

Crossir

cupe.
The repression of female culture is only 4 ques-
tion of

ce all over the world; the underlying
seality is basically the same: the denial of self-
determination for women. Women traveling to a
foreign country can readily communicate and un-
derstand other women in that country because fe-
male work and roles (culture) are busically the
same all over the world. But it too often happens
that women falsely identify with “tlieir™ country's

dominant male culture and so cannot communicate
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with their sisters in subjection in other lands or in
other races. This female identification with male
cultural supremacy must be overcome if. the Wom-
en’s Movement is 1o be a truly liberating force.

Most males all over the world perceive and
compare females as a caste group. A male of any
culture perceives a woman as a woman first and
only secondly as “representing” @ national or ethe
nic culture. And he treats every woman as females
as a caste are treated. The “Miss World” and
“Miss Universe” etc. female flesh auctions, compar-
ing various nationalities of female flesh, are only
one example of manmy. The best way for any
woman to find out the truth of this statement is
to do some traveling to different countries.

“National” Culture is the Dominant Male Culture

Who de
society controls that society. Males define and
control all the institutions of all “national” cul-
tures—including every purportedly socialist nation

nes and controls the institutions of a

Because the male culture is dominant and in
control
comes synonomous with, and in fact is, the male
culture. The female culture exists “invisibly,” in
subjection 1o the male-defined “national” culture.

What appears as one national culture, due to
male propaganda, is in reality the male culture set-
ting itself up as rhe national culture through sub-
ordination of the female. The male army, the male
government, the male religion, the male:run econ-
omy, the male-defined institution of the family,
along with the male culture in the “narrower”
sense-i.e., the male arts, sciences, philosophy, and
technology—are defined as rthe pational culture
when in fact they represent nothing but the male
view and male interests

One national culture vs. another national cul-
ture s simply one mule-dominated society vs. an-
other male-dominated society, with women carried
along or used outside their subservient role tempo-
rarily if this is necessary for victory of the male
national culture. Women are obviously hurt doubly
by the imposition on them of two male-dominated
cultures-one “their” own males’, the other the
foreign males’. But the confusion comes when
“our™ own males, who dominate and define the
female culture, refuse to recognize that for women
it is simply two dominant male cultures that have
to be resisted. “Our’ own male dominators always
want us only 1o resist the orher males’ domination

n eyery nation, the “national” culture be-

whe
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in the guise of fending off the destruction of “our
common culture”-which they have always exclud-
ed us from and subordinated s to,

Because of this identification of the male cul.

ture with the national, ethnic, racial, or revolution

ary culture, some very oppressive male-supremacist
attitudes are widespread in national and racial lib-
eration movements. For this reason it is extremely
important to make a clear distinction between na-
tional or racial fiberation and female liberation, al-
though the basis is the same: self-determina
Fanon, for example, in the chapter called “Algeria
Unveiled” in A Dying Colonialism, makes the mis-
take of confusing the two and exposes his own
identification with male cultural supremacy. Fanon
takes the veil as the symbol of Arab and Algerian
culture:

on.

The veil worn by the women appears with such constancy
that it generally suffices o characterize Arab society

The way peaple clothe themselves, together with the tradi-
tion of dress and finery thit custom implics, constitutes the
most distinctive form of 4 society's uniqueness

Now the veil can be seen as a distinctly Arabi-
an cultural trait or a national cultural trait. We
have shown that the national culture is synono-
mous with the male culture. In this case the male
Arab culture has a unified way of defining and
limiting the female through the veil. The female
cultural suppression is symbolically represented by
the veil, which must be worn by females from the
age of puberty on.

Fanon is correct in saying that the French tried
to destroy Algerian (male) culture and that this is

a typical colonial tactic of one male culture vs.
another colonized male culture. But
a typical male inability to see the brutal coloniza-

‘anon shows.

tion of females by males. In his use of the veil &
a symbol of Algerian culture that the French were
trying to destroy. he oversimplifies in order to
avoid a recognition of his own male guilt and the
Algerian males’ culpability erian fe-
males® repressed and demeaned culture

If Fanon were more honest he would recognize
that the French, &5 a male culture, had no more

toward the Al

interest in the Algerian woman’s freedom than the
Algerian male had. But Fanon, who has such pas-
sionate anger aguinst the French colonizers, does
not extend his vision to demand justice for the
Algerian female, In fact he pooh-poohs the idea
that Algerian women are oppressed at all. No-
where, except in what he reveals unknowingly,
does he admit the fact of female oppression by

the male in Algeria. (We will later quote an Algeri-
an woman who, for obvious reasons, does not
share his bigoted blindness on the colonized status
of women in Algeria.) Fanon says:

To begin with there 3 the muchaiscussed status of the

e inement, her lack of im-
portance, ilent existence bordering on
quasiabsence. And “Mosiem society”" had made no place
for mputating her personaiity, allowing e oeithér
development. nor maturity, maintaining her in a perpetual
tenfilars .« Such affirsaicing, ifurmiigicd by Sechtife
works," are foday receiving the only valid challenge: the
expeience of sevolution. [pp. 65,661

For one who is 5o concerned with the psychologi-
cal mutilation of the colonized group, this state-
ment shows a callousness equaled only by colonial
French statements about the “non-oppression” of
French rule. Compare this to a statement Fanon
made about the mutilation of the Algerian person-
ality by the French

French colonialism has settled itsell in the very center of
the Algerian individual and has undertaken a sustained
work of cleanup, of expulsion of self, of rationally pursued
mutilation, [p. 65

But not only does Fanon deny the existence of
female oppression in Algeria, like any other colo-
nizer he must justify it as chosen by the colo-
nized!

The Algerian. Woman's ardeat love of the home i not a
limitation imposed by the universe [no, it was imposed by
males]. It is not flight from the world. The Algerian worn-
an, in imposing Such a restriction on herself [in not taking
off the veil, and staying home|, in choosing a form
existence limited in scope, was deepening her consciousness
of struggle and preparing for combat. [p. 66

I this & typical male-supremacist attitude emerges.
Women who give up their own struggle for free-
dom are the most “conscious” women if they are
then prepared 1o fight alongside their male oppres-
sors. Fanon says: “What was most essential was
that the occupier should come up against a united
front.” [p. 66] And @ united front means women
must give up their “silly, trivial” ideas of a female
anti-colonial movement and fight in the male-domi-
nated “anti-"colonial revolution

Fanon shows that the Algerian national libera-
tion struggle was a male strugele and that when,
qut of nece: re included, they wese
under male leadership and control

Until 19535, the combt was waged exclusively by the men,
The revolutionary: characteristics of this combat, the neces-
sity for absolute secrecy, obliged the militant (o keep his
woman in absolute ignorance. [p. 48]
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Fanon never questions what made possible the
male’s position of fighting and the female’s of be
ing kept in ignorance. He never questions male
control of the revolution. He states: “As the en
emy gradually adupted himself (o the forms of

combat, new difficulties appeared which required

original solutions.™ [p. 48] Among the “original

solutions” was the possibility of including women
in the fighting—but not really in the revolution
because women were not to be freed by it. The
excuse given before was male chivalry: after al
it get tortured and killed. But when it

women
was necessary to use women the chivalry argu
ntly forgotten.

ments were convenis
The decision to involve women was made
wholly by males. “The decision to involve women
as active clements of the Algerian Revolution was
ightly.” [p. 48] But before it was

decided to include women in the revolution, the

not reached |

inst the effects of

male
their own colonization of women, They pondered

revolutionists came up ag

how the Algerian woman's colonized status in rela-

tion 1o Algerian males might interfere with her

in the revolution. Fanon never says it oc-

curred o the Algerian males that Al

needed o engage in ¢

Algerian male domination. Women’s colonized st

fus was seen simply as an obstacle (o her “use

Havirig been dccustomed 0 onfing her body did not
I«

e the nomul mobiy

ot such o decision [to

succes of this mesure Would
iolve. Aliscian Women) hive Catustiophic: conicqusnces
for the progress of the Revolution? [p. 49]

Here the revolution is defined as male and women

are to be used: but female libe

N is never con-
sidered. In fact. the idea is how to use women

without too much upsetting their colonial status

In the final decision 10 “admit” them to the

revolution, women. naturally, were not consulted

After 4 final Neries of mectings among lesders, and especial
e i, of the daly probiens: tht th
ision 1o congretely involve women

in the national AR
added |
Fanon waxes euphoric in discussing Algerian wom-

anhood's rale in the revolution. Even though wom
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n's position in Algerian society did not change

during or after the revolution, he continues 10 Aly
state. that women fought as sisters alongside the Lan
Algerian brothers and this proves that the Algerian Fre
women qce nat staves of the Algerian men. ln fact fem
it only shows that the Algerian men needed them Alg
and were able to tolerate them outside of their o
traditional role in order to win the revolutionary el
battle. There are many quotes from Fanon to dos
show that women within the revolution had a sub- R

Fan

servient role. e makes some incredibly paterna
" women's “sup-

istic remarks about “accept
port”
conseious understanding on his part that it was a
revolution made by and for the Algerian males. He
says

1 the revolution. This seems to show a sub-

The marricd women whose husbands were militants wer
the first to be chosen. Later, widows or divorced women
were designated. In any case, there were never any unma
tied girls-first of ll, because a girl of even twenty or
twenty-three hardly ever his occasion to leave the family
domicile unaccompanied. But the woman's duties as mother
tnd spous, he s 0 i 1 the i the positie
equences of her arrest and her death, and also the
more and more Aumerous volunteering of Unmarried girls.
led the political leaders [mate] to make another leap, 10
semove il esiictions 10 aceept indicrimimtely th g
port of all Algerian women. [p. 51]

Notice that he said “support” instead of “equal
participation.”

The Algerian woman's role was limited and de-
fined by the males in spite of Fanon's glowing
lity in the revolution and

thetoric about her equ

how  this gave the lie to accusations of Algerian

male unfairness 10 her

i ar o oo Sbettae s Hoosh HbMS s e et s,
are conferring. [p. 53]

Conve
That the district and revolutionary leaders are all tus,

male and do not include women in the decision-

making is evident from a number of statements

(emphasis is added)

During those interminable minutes when she must avoid
standing stll, so a5 not 10 attract attention, and avoid ven-
turing 100 far since she is responsible for the safety of the
brothers within, incidents that_are at once funny and pi-
thetic are not infrequent. [p.

Meanwhile the woman who might be acting as & liaison
agent, as 4 bearer of tracts, as she walked some hundred or
two hundre

s ahead of the man wnder whose orders
P e i

Fanon reveals the hypocrisy of the male Third perver




World when he mocks the “allegations™ that the
Algerian female is oppressed. His defense of Algeri-
an male culture is every bit as smooth as the
French justification of colonial rule. And he denies
female oppression under the guise of defending the
Algerian national culture from vulture-like attacks
by the French. No one will doubt that the French
were brutal colonizers of the Algerians, but that
does not either deny or excuse the equally brutal
colonization of Algerian females by Algerian males.
Fanon says:

the dominant administration solemnly undertook to
efend this woman, pictured as humiliated, sequestered,
clostered, .. It described the Immerse posiblies of
man, unfortunately transformed by the Algerian man
into an Inert, demonctized, indeed dehumanized object,
The behavior of the Algerian was very firmly denounced
and described as medioval and barbaric.

Lamentations were organized. “We want to make the Al-
serian astamed of the fate tat he meles out to women

were invited to play a “functional, capital
5.0kt trnsforsatiom of S lor. Ty e pesed
10 say 10 0 & centuries-old subjection.

After it had been posited that the wom;
pivot of Algerian society, all efforts e
control over her. [p. 38]

n constituted the
made 0 obtain

Never once does Fanon see the Algerian woman
simply as a pawn of both the French male-suprem-
acist culture and the Algerian males, neither of
whom were interested in her humanity. What he
does instead is to deny her oppression and then t0
sympathize with Algerian male colonists who used
her oppression as a symbol of their manhood and
Algerian culture. In fact he is terribly moved by
the plight of the Algerian male in his fight to
retain control over “his woman." The Algerian
male has his manhood (synonymous with male cul-
ture and control) destroyed by any attempts 0
*“free” the Algerian woman. So he clings more ten-
aciously to his dominance, which he equates with
his culture.

Converting, the woman . .. wrenching her free from her sta-
tus, was at the same time achieving 4 real power over the
man and attaining  practical effective means of destructur-
ing Algerian culture.

The Algerian men, for their part, are a target of criticism
for Al Bucoean convades, oF mase affcslly for it
bosses. “Does your wife wear the veil? Why don't you take
your wife 1o the movies, to the fights, or to the cafe?
The boss will invite the Algerian employee and his wife.
Before this formal summons, the Alge
riences moments of difficulty. If he comes with his wife, it
means admitting defeat, it means prostituting his wife, ex-
hibiting her, abandoning a mode of resistance, . .. (There
are] traps set by the European in order to bring the Ak
0 declare; “My wife wears a veil,

she shall not g0 out” or else to betray: “Since you want
to see her, here she is," would bring out the sadistic and
perverse character of these contacts and. relationships and

would show in microcosm the tragedy of the colonial situ
ation on the psychological level, the way the two systems
disetly Confront each other, the epic of the coonized g

ways of existing, in the face of the
colonialist hydra: [pp. 39, 40]

It seems never to occur to Fanon that the “sadis-
tic and perverse character Of these contacts and
relationships” between the male and female in Al
gerian culture shows also the “tragedy of the co-
lonial situation” of females “on the psychological
level.” Fanon, for all his justified bitterness and
hatred of the French and European colonizer, does
not have a corresponding sense of justice for the
plight of the colonized Algerian female

Perhaps it would be too difficult, psychologi-
cally, to admit that the Algerian males have been
doing to the Algerian females for many centuries
what has been done to Algeria for 130 years by
the French. Perhaps it would not be 50 ¢
appear the “innocent” oppressed if the Algerian
males had also to admit their own colonial rule of
Algerian females. Because the Algerian male then
might have to identify consciously with his own
French oppressor to see his own role in relation
to “his” women. This is why Fanon reacts so ve-
hemently against the idea—the actual facts—of fe-
male domination by the Algerian male. And this is
probably why the French male colonizers knew
they could cut so deep on this issue.

But there is such a thing as justice, whether
our own personal guilt is touched or not. And if,
as Fanon so passionately argued, anything neces-
sary to win freedom for the oppressed colonial
culture is to be done, then he should honestly
accept that principle for the colonial oppression of
women. Otherwise he should reconsider whether
he himself as a male does not have a strong inter-
est in and identification with being a colonial op-
pressor. Perhaps he should then consider what this
means in terms of his philosophy of violence and
terrorism for the “unredeemable” oppressor. Per-
haps women too can achieve catharsis through ter-
rorism against the colonial male culture. But does
Fanon want that? Does any male “revolutionary”
want that?

to

The Betrayal of Female Culture in the
Anti-Imperialist Revolution

Al of Fanon’s emotional sympathy is wrapped
up with the male Algerian Wherever it is a ques-
tion of two male cultures—European and Algerian
—clashing over who will control the colonized sta-
tus of the female Algerian. But a female has a
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different view of things-that is, a female who can
see through both the European and Algerian colo-
nial male cultures.

A few years after Algeria won its independence,
Fadels M'Rabet, an Algerian woman, wrote a book
entitled La Femme Algérienne (published by Mas-
pero). In it she charged that the women who
fought
nationalist sevolution only o be setusned to theic
former subservience after “independence” was
gained. She said that not very many women par-
and their fives were never
affected in any way. She compared the position of
women in Algeria before and sfter the “revolu-
tion™ to the position of black Africans in South
Alrica, and cites case after case of the oppression
of women in “liberated™ Al

n the Resistance were used in the Algerian

geria. She says

In order 1o understand the situation of the woman (and her
reactions) it is necessary 1o start with the mans if she sub-
mits or revolts, i she accepts hier condition or does not

the Algerian woman has cvolved in 2 world which is made
by men, for men, and s ki advantage only. The Consti-
tution. withiout deubt. and the resolutions of the Congress
proclaim the equality of all citizens; but the gap is such

beqween the tests and the ficts that all is as if the texts
did not exist.

Saclly, the most hororbiogie de of the married wom-
i a5 that of the concubine
Rhe ot e i there i Tas i Skt am i
£ of S e Siiér ARG Il ot
o8 o5 Al s,
it is allowed 10

very cor

el

is nearly 4
him to completely domil

Let us listen to another Algerian woman con-
cerning the “cultural symbol” of the A
the veil. Clau
Times

ab culture.
in an interview. in a New York
article (October, 1967) after Al
gerian independence was won, said that she was
lucky that her father allowed her 10 g0 to school
anid ot wear the veil. Most Algeri

zi

girls get no
g-cven after the revolution—because, as
Fadela M'Rabet has said, 100 much schaoling for a
gin) i considered very dungerous by the male so-
ciety. But the local Mufti intervened when Clau-
dine was sixteen. By

at time there were only
two other girls in her class at the Iyeée, and twen-
ty-five boys. The other gils went veiled. The Muf-
G insisted that Claudine do the same of quit
school: her father would be banned from the
Mosque if she refused. She says:

o 1 had to agree. The Muft still complained though
Wi 151de (A1 TR i avs sloci watehing For ot
and . had to 2ot down Off my bicycle and kiss i hand on
my ‘way to and from school. It wasn't casy because in
Constantine they don't use the nose veil. There Is just

great big square you wrap all around you, covering every-
thing except one eye. You have 1o hold if closed with your
tecth and your hands
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1t is also interesting to note that Ben Bella in
1964—two years after independence—did not share
Fanon’s opinion that women’s oppression was a
fabrication of the French colonialists. Ben Bella
said at this time:

There ‘are in our country five million women who submit
to 4 servitude unworthy of Socialist and Mosiem Algeria,
The liberation of the woman is not a secondary aspect
which is to be put under our other objectives: it is & prob-
lem, the solu which is a preliminary to the whole
nature of sociulism, [quoted in La Femme Algérienie]

But Fadela M'Rabet lays the blame for women's
oppression on the Moslem tradition of male privi-
lege in the home, separation of the sexes in

ours has been
4 true revolution
of liberation—
we got rid of
the French

3 chauvinist
imperielist

fasciss. ..

school. and perpetuation of 4 racist notion that
women are objects worthy only of disdain. She
says, “If we really want to end our underdevel-
oped status, then let’s not wait. Let’s ban apar-
theid.” She argues eloquently for a female revolu-
tion now.

.
Mut e walt st el gepeiafons uode e pitext ko
society is not “ready™ We [Algerial are the product of
130 Yaurs of <okt Bt Aoy, many cenrutes of e
ploitation have women lived under: Their colonizers have
been the men. [Emphasis sdded]




We use the example of Algeria only to show
that a nationalist, anti-imperialist revolution does
not free women because the dominant male cul-
ture is identified as the national culture and male
supremacy is never attacked.

Women have always been used and abused in
male revolutions because the male revolutionists
are colonialist imperialists in relation to females. It
is as if the Algerians fighting with the French in
World War If expected the French to liberate Al-
geria. The French didn't want to be dominated by
another country but they wanted to continue their
own domination of Algeria. Males don’t want to
be dominated by other males or another male cul-
ture, but they have no intention of discontinuing
their domination of the female culture.

No anti-capitalist, working-class, Third World,
anti-imperialist etc. movement will ever free wom-
en. There is too much at stake for the male colo-
nialists to ever give up their privileges without a
struggle. And they control all of those movements
as they control all the national cultures.

The female culture will continue to be betrayed
by the ruling male culture and by male revolution-
aries whose primary identification is with male cul-
ture.

The anti-imperialist movement as it is defined
by males is a dead end for women. Males, as
members of the dominant male culture in the
Third World as well as in the imperialist countries,
are equally concerned with maintaining male domi-
nance though they may be in a death struggle be-
tween themselves.

Oppressed Groups and the Feminine

There have been a great deal of comparisons of
woman's position with the position of minority
groups in feminist literature. Particularly, there
have been comparisons between stereotypes of
black people and women, Women are described as
fitting the typical Negro stereotype and compari-
sons are made between black oppression and fe-
male oppression to prove that females are in fact
an oppressed group.

But really the analogy should go the other way
around. One should compare the stereotypes of
blacks and other minority groups and suppressed
cultures to the female stereotypes.

Woman was the first group to be oppressed and
subordinated as a caste to another group—men.
Without going into all the reasons for this subordi-

nation, we can still discuss the psychological and
cultural results. A schizophrenic split developed
when the dominating males projected onto women
all of their emotions which they could not recon-
cile with their self-image and role as dominators,
and which they were afraid of and would not al-
low themselves to be “weakened” by.

This schizophrenic split made female and male
definitions into opposites. Generally, since males
are defined as the human norm, females are de-
fined as their subhuman negatives. Yin and Yang
define the male and female stereotypes as oppo-
sites, with females getting the negative characteris-
tics. Men are seen as “day,” positive, forceful, ag-
gressive, dominant, objective, strong, intellective,
etc. Women have been defined for thousands of
years as weak, “night,” passive, emotional, intui-
tive, mysterious, unresponsible, quarrelsome, child-
ish, dependent, evil, submissive, etc.

(A study was done at Worcester State Hospital
in Massachusetts using a sex-role questionnaire
with over a hundred polar items, one pole being
stereotypically male and the other stereotypically
female. The subjects, a group of clinical profes-
sionals, assigned a mentally healthy adult and a
mentally healthy male the same characteristics. But
a mentally healthy female was seen as passive,
emotional, dependent, less competitive, non-objec-
tive, submissive, and more easily influenced.
~Pychology Today, September, 1970, p. 53.)

As females were the first colonized group and
the first to be stereotyped as a caste, male cul-
ture, when it extended its boundaries and subject-
ed other males or male cultures to its rule, de-
fined them as inferior by assigning them female
characteristics. Female characteristics were the only
negative characteristics the male culture knew.

A male as a male in relation to females is de-
fined by all the masculine stereotypes, but that
same male in subjection to another male is defined
as inferior through having female qualities. He is
then ‘“effeminate” or passive, or weak—all of
which are female stereotypes. This idea can be ex-
tended to a culture. One male culture which domi-
nates and controls another male culture defines
the subservient males and their culture as femi-
nine, ie., all the female stereotypes become the
minority stereotypes for the subjected males. They
ate defined, by being subservient, as mysterious,
emotional, intuitive, personal, childlike, evil, irre-
sponsible, quarrelsome, passive, dependent, etc.
This holds for all subjected male national cultures
and racial cultures.
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But the female within the subjected male na-
tional or racial culture is defined twice as female.
In other words, her definition as a female is her
primary definition. For example a black woman is

ate super-males and that they don’t have female
characteristics in any way. They loathe the female
principle as having defined them as inferiors—with
its symbolic castration.

defined as a woman by all the female yp
—as passive, emotional, intuitive, personal, mysteri-
ous, quarrelsome, irresponsible, dependent, etc.
The imposition of these stereotypes on her again
in the form of racial stereotypes is unnecessary as
they are basically the imposition of female stereo-
types on the males of the race. And when the
racial battle is won and her race is free, she will
realize that the stereotypes—though they no longer
oppress her man—are still her defining stereotypes
as a woman. He now has his manhood back (de-
fined as opposites of female stereotypes), but she
continues to be defined by her womanhood as in-
ferior.

The problem of male supremacy comes in again
when national (male) and racial (male) cultures re-
pudiate the female characterizations and stereo-
types assigned to them in revolting against their
male dominators. What happens is that they assert
their manhood, ie., male dominance stereotypes,
against the female stereotypes which they have
come to loathe s depriving them of virility and
their “natural” “birthright” as dominators, ie.
males. They make a super-identification with the
male culture in reaction to the female. They try
to become tough super-males in reaction to the
imposition of female stereotypes upon them. Then
we have the “don’t deprive me of my manhood,
ie. balls” and “stand behind me, woman, where
you belong” syndrome. Often there is such a
strong open reaction against the female culture
that the females of the suppressed national or ra-
cial group are threatened and defined as castrating
females if they don't become invisible and get
where they belong—in the subservient female cul-
ture, into silence, and “prone™ as Stokely Carmi-
chael once said.

The males of the suppressed national or racial
group never question the values of the male cul-
ture which impinges upon them and which they
impose upon “their” women. They accept the
right of a male to dominate but feel it should be
limited to females and revolt to overthrow the
dominant male culture’s rule over them.

The problem is that the original split between
the stereotypes of male and female which started
this whole mess will never be resolved by the sup-
pressed male national or racial culture, as the sup-
pressed males are too busy trying to prove they

Up With the Female Principle

Only the suppressed female culture in all caces,
in all lands, can be proud of the female principle
For females need not prove their “manhood,” as
they can never be males or a part of the domi-
nant male world culture. Therefore women will be
forced, by the very fact of being female, to de-
fend and raise the banner of the female principle.

All of the female culture traits are defined as
negatives by the dominant world culture. We do
not believe them to be so (except all those that
Keep us subservient, such as passivity, self-sacrifice,
ete.).

We are proud of the female culture of emotion,
intuition, love, personal relationships, etc., as the
most essential human characteristics. It is our male
colonizers—it is the male culture—who have de-
fined essential humanity out of their identity and
who are “culturally deprived.”

We are also proud as females of our heritage of
known and unknown resisters to male colonial
domination and values.

We are proud of the female principle and will
not deny it to gain our freedom.

1t is only by asserting the long suppressed and
ridiculed female principle that a truly human so-
ciety will come about. For the split between the
male and the female will only be bridged and a
fully human identity developed—encompassing in
each person all human characteristics which were
previously split up into male and female~when the
female principle and culture is no longer sup-
pressed and male domination is ended forever.

We identify with all women of all races, classes,
and countries all over the world. The female cul-
ture is the Fourth World.

Author’s Postscript

The female culture and the male culture are
not natural; they are artificial creations of a male-
dominated world. The artificial split between what
has been defined as female and what has been
defined as male has nothing to do with the inher-
ent nature or potential of females or males. The




definitions of the male principle and female princi-
ple and the female and male cultures are social
definitions only. They are abstractions of a primal
abstraction—the splitting up of the whole human
personality into the earicatures known as male and
female, masculine and feminine.

This “Manifesto™ was never intended to be a
glorification of the female principle and culture. It
was never intended to imply that women have
more “soul” than men or that women are inher-
ently more human than men. It is simply a truth
that there is a split between the female and male
and that the female half of life has been sup-
pressed by the male half of life. Those things
which have been socially defined as female have
been suppressed in males and suppressed in society
through the oppression of females.

If one is born a male one is taught to repress
one’s “female” self and to develop only those
things which will make one a true “man” and a
part of the male culture. If one is born a female
one is taught to repress that part of oneself which
is “male” and to develop only those parts of the
self which will make one a “true woman” and
able to fit into the submissive female culture.

The extreme of the male culture has become a
grotesque caricature of part of the potential inher-
ent in every human being, whether female or
male. Why are so many blind to the grotesqueness
of the tough, hard, super-balls, insensitive, unemo-
tional male image in John Wayne, James Bond,
the Marines, etc.? Or so blind to the grotesqueness
of the super-mind, intellect, reasoning, and abstrac-
tion removed from any connection with life in the
“think tanks” of the Rand Corporation, the acad-
emy, the corporations, the-Army Corps of Engi-
neers, most scientific research, war games strate-
gies, et

The extreme of the female culture has also be-
come a grotesque caricature of the potential inher-
ent in every human being. Why are so many blind
to the grotesqueness of the super-sex goddesses,
the sex-object removed from mind and emotion,
the motherhood myth, the pettily personal exist-
ence which is not allowed to transcend itself into
the individual autonomous existence, the enforced
delicacy without full feeling and intensity, the sen-
timent turned into bathos because removed from
direct sexual or creative expression, etc.?

The abstractions of male and female are ex-
treme and many people are not molded wholly
into either category—there is a great deal of over-
lap. But no one in the society is allowed to be a

whole human being as long as the tyranny of the
male and female culture or sex role split exists
Recently there has been an unfortunate reaction
among some women’s liberationists and feminists.
Some women have begun to call anything which
they do not like “male.” They seem to think that
anything that has been defined as a
ty’

male quali-
is inherently bad. A woman who is strong or
takes initiative is told that she is “acting like a
man” or “talking like a man’ The crushing of
initiative and strength and self-express

on i wom-
en is now being done by other women in the
movement under the guise of “anti-clitism,” anti-

1 fication,” and “collective self-supp
It would be a tragedy of women were to
make our oppressed state into a virtue and a mod-
el of humanity and the new society. We need to
sift out what is good in our imposed definition as
females and to honestly examine what is. stupid
and selfdestructive. We need also to sift.out what
is good in what has been defined as male and
therefore denied expression in us. We need no
more glorification of the oppressed and their “su-
persoul” and “superior” culture, for that will
blind s to our weaknesses and only lead us back
into the sume mire from which we have been tr
ing to free ourselyes.

Neither the male culture nor the female culture

sion.”

is a model for & human society.

It is true that women have no recourse other
than to rise up in 4 strong feminist movement to
end male domination. We must have our own in-
dependent women’s movement free from male in-
terference and domination. But we should not lose
sight of our ultimate goals. There is a danger that
the women’s movement will help destroy its own
ends if the split between the female and male is
made into a new feminist orthodoxy. The wom-
en’s movement has to be free enough to explore
and change the entire range of human relationships
and it must be open enough o heal the split be-
tween the female and male and draw out the total
human potential of every person. If we want to
be free as female human beings, we must really be
willing to end the split of the human personality
that has cut men off from a part of themselves
and which has caused untold suffering to women.

“If men could get pregnant
abortion would be a sacrament.”

Florynce Kennedy




5. THE ARTS

The Independent Female
(or A Man Has His Pride)

by JOAN HOLDEN

The San Francisco Mime Troupe is  self-supporting collectively run theater company whose aim s 1o make art serve the people.
The Independent Female was the Troupe's first production to be written, directed, and designed by women. In the course of
working on it, the company eliminated the position of secretary (but notthe woman who had held it) and instituted women's

and men's meetings.

The play was performed free in Bay Area parks throughout the summer of 1970, toured the midwest and

southern California in winter 1970:71, and will tour the southeast in fall 1971,

MATILDA PENNYBANK, 53, mother of two
GLORIA, 22, her daughter, engaged to John
JOHN HEARTRIGHT, 27, junior executive

SARAH BULLITT, 25, feminist
WALTER PENNYBANK, 58, president of the
Chamber of Commerce, Matilda’s former husband,
long-lost father of Gloria
THE BARKER

Introduction

BARKER: Ladies and gentlemen. The San Francis-
co Mime Troupe proudly welcomes vou to this

with us this evening, as it is in their intesest—
above all-to be reminded that:

In perfect trust, and mutual fondness twine
The mighty oak tree, and the clinging Vine.

(Music)

Act |
The Pennybank Home
Scene i Mom, Gloria

MOM (enters): Today must be the happiest day of
my life~except the day Walter asked me to marry
him—and the day little Walter graduated from col-
lege. My daughter Gloria just got engaged—and this
is extra special. Gloria sometimes acts

evening’s of The Independent Female,
or, A Man Has His Pride. We humbly intoduce
you to the characters and the themes of this ten-
der but passionate drama. Our heraine (characters
enter as they are inroduced)—the beautiful, inno-

at, but impressionsble Gloria, Will this fragile
creature be led down the road to ruin, and parted
forever from the manly, promising, and courageous
John? Or will our hero save her in time? Will this
young couple know the bliss that Glosia’s Mom—
to her eternal regretwilfully denied to herself and
her patient, longsuffering Walrer? Will this honest
capitalist be reunited with the daughter he has
never known? Ot will the mad lust for power and
the devilish plotting of the unspeakable Sarah Bul-
lite push sveryone—even the city of San Franeisco
—over the brink of destruction? We hope all pres-
ent find our story instructive, and are especially
pleased that so many of the fair sex could be

a bit ... independent; 1 often feared she might not
have a future. But now it's all settled—and old
Mom hasn’t lived in vain! (Gloria enters) Datling—
do you want the bridesmaids in aqua or salmon?

GLORIA: There may be no bridesmaids (sobs)-we
just had our first fight!

MOM: Today? (Aside): A bad sign. (Aloud); But
why?
GLORIA: John doesn’t want me to work.

MOM: The sweetheart! But what did you fight
about?

GLORIA: I like working.
MOM: Gloria! What are you getting married for?

GLORIA: Because John s the most wondesful
man in the world~deeply intelligent—and serious,
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and commanding, and tall. But Mom, must a
woman devote all her time to her mariage?

MOM: What else could she do? Oh, this might
never have happened, had tragedy not obliged you
to support us ., . .

GLORIA: But Mom.. .

MOM: I know. I know who keeps putting these
wild ideas in your headit’s that ugly Sarah Bul-
litt—that carcer woman you've grown so fond of!
She knows she'll never find a husband, so she
can’t bear to see you happy with a young prince
like John!

GLORIA: Well, at least Sarah's nice to me! And
John was so mean! Oh, Mommy—he yelled at me!
He called me a...

MOM: Don't cry, dear—you'll get used to it, You
see, darling, there is one thing education and mod-
ern home appliances and the pill can’t change, and
that's the basic difference between @ man and @
woman. A man has his pride. We may not be
slaves in our homes any longer, but our main job
is still 1o help our man feel strong.

GLORJA: Is that what you did with Dad?

MOM: 1 failed as a woman. And 1 don’t want to
see you make the same mistake, Gloria! You chil-
dren didn't know this, but—1 used to criticize Wal-
ter.

GLORIA: You don't think he just left because
you got ald?

MOM: No, darling—he had to leave, because |
threatened him. Don't suffer as I have! Tel John
you've decided to give up your job. Be a woman,
darling, before it's too late! Oh, my shame! (Exit/

GLORIA: Poor Mom! Can I be headed down the
same road? And is it true what she said about
Sarah? Oh, I mustn't be so headstrong and selfish
~1 fove John, and I want us to be happy—but this
erazy ind (karate

it's stronger than I am!

Scene ii: Gloria, John
(John enters and she hits him inadvertently)

JOHN: Do you still think I don’t make enough
morey?

GLORIA: | never said $50 wasn’t enough! But my
salary would help-but it's not just the money.

JOHN: 1 told you I would give you an allowance.
Am 1 not enough for you, Gloria?

GLORIA: Darling, you're everything! But what
about the job?

JOHN: What about it?

GLORIA: Mr. Peabody says he doesn't know how
they'll replace me. He's sweet—do you know what
he said about our engagement? “I hope this
doesn’t mean you'll be breaking up the team.”

JOHN: Gloria. Once upon & time, not so long ago,
man roamed the woods, hunting food, while wom-
an stayed home and tended the fire. On the sur-
face, things have changed since; but in his heart,
man is still a hunter—at least 1 am; and I still
want @ woman in my cave!

GLORIA: Oh, John!

JOHN: 1 thought you were a real woman, Gloria
—that's why I chose you for my wife. If you
want a carcer, 1 won't stand in your way—but [
want 4 wife, not a business partner. Goodbye.
GLORIA: No!

JOHN: A man has his pride.

GLORIA (aside): Mom was right! (To John):
Wait, John—I'll do it—1'll quit! I'm going to make
being your wife my full-time job!

JOHN: Little girl!

GLORIA: Forgive me, darling—} want us to have 2
good marriage—it’s just that I've got theindepend-
ence habit, (Hits him again)

JOHN: I'll help you get over it. Lean on me, Glo-
ria~I'm going to treat you the way my Dad said
every woman ought to be treated-like the most
precious thing a man owns!

Scene

: Gloria, John, Sarah, Mom

SARAH (enters) (Aside): Beauty—and the beast!
(Aloud): Am 1 intruding? (Mom peers around cur-
tain, sees Sarah)

JOHN (aside): Sarah Bullift—the company malcon-
tent! 1 fear her ill influence on Gloria!

GLORIA: Sarah! We're going to be married!
SARAH: This is quite a surprise.

JOHN: Miss Bullitt has some news of her own, I
believe.
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SARAH: [I've been fired: (She’s happy. Mom
checks and finds Sarah still there)

JOHN: Terminated, I understand, for insubordina-
tion.

SARAH: | said if they refused to promote me, I'd
have to put @ hex on the company.

GLORIA: It seems so unfair. Why, Sarah was the
best accountant the company had! And the cheap-
est. Don’t feel too bad, dear—1 guess a woman
can’t win. And you won't be all alone—T've de-
cided to quit!

SARAH (aside): Disaster—for her life and our
plot! (Aloud): Only last week you said you'd
never been so happy at work

GLORIA: T know, but John would prefer I stayed

home

SARAH: So you're signing over your independ-

ence

SOHN: You girls were made for the lighter work
washing, cooking, raising children.

SARAH: And you for the heavy stuff eight hours
a day. Why, men are so strong, they get paid for
work we do; promoted for ideas we have; they get
their names on books we write.

JOHN: This bitterness is what makes your life dif-
ficult, 1f men have privileges—it's because we've
carned. them. After all, males are responsible for
every major achievement of our civilization

SARAH: War, waste, competition, pollution, infla-

tion
GLORIA: What have we done?

JOHN: Take Gloria, forever prattling about the
way things should be; she needs me to stand be-
tween hersell and reality. Why aren’t you girls
content to be what we need? Competent secretar-
ies . . . thrifty housewives. ..

SARAH (To Gloria): What did you want to be?
GLORIA: A forest ranger.

JOHN: Ha, ha, ha

GLORIA: What's so funny?

MOM (enters): Why, Miss Bullitt. What a surprise!
SARAH (aside): Uncle Mom!

MOM: A lovely dress—I believe I admired it at the
Polish Empe
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SARAH: Yes, didn’t I see you there with Law-
rence Welk?
MOM: Well ...three's a crowd, don't you all
think? So John, you'll let Gloria help her Mom
with the tea?

JOHN: It’s my pleasure.

MOM: Come, dear. (7o Sarah): I'm sorry you
have to run off!

(Gloria and Mom exit)

JOHN: You're wasting your time trying to convert
Gloria, Miss Bullitt. She’s a normal girl.

SARAH: Anyone can see she’s going to be very
happy.

JOHN: She will be if I can help it! But this must
be painful for you—i doubt there can be any hap-
piness for a woman who wishes she were a man.

SARAH: I doubt it myself—after all, what sort of
woman would wish to be oversized and underde-
veloped—a vain, childish, life-hating under-sexed
clod? It’s true that some women want justice!

GLORIA: Darling-lemon or cream?

JOHN: My hat! The only justice a woman needs
is a man to shut her mouth. (Grabs Gloria and
Kisses her) T'll call when you have time to see me.
(To Sarahj: Do you know what the trouble with
you is? You're frustrated. (Exit)

Scene iv: Gloria, Sarah
GLORIA: How can 1 hate the man 1 love?
SARAH: How can you marry that swine?
GLORIA: We're engaged! And you can just save
your breath—1've accepted my role as a woman,
SARAH: To gratify, amuse, cushion, flatter, and
serve.
GLORIA: We should let men be boss, since it
means so much more to them.
SARAH: To be seen as a piece of meat by every
man who walks by?
GLORIA: That's the price we pay for being at-
tractive.
SARAH: You're preparing to spend your days as
personal property. You'll end up with no life
GLORIA: What's the choice~to end up lost—the
way you are?




SARAH: You could have a choice—if women de-
manded their rights.

GLORIA: What rights?

SARAH: All the ones men have—plus a few of
our own. What do you think would happen if all
the women in our office went on strike?

GLORIA: Oh, Sarah—don't be silly; a strike in the
office? That's impossible~they don’t even know
how to type! | mean the machines—the corres-
pondence—the phones—well, 1 just can’t imag-—
why, the whole thing would stop!

SARAH: Divine vision-and women would be
fighting back. You've got to take my place—bring
every woman at Amalgamated out on strike for
equal work with men, equal work by men, equal
pay for equal work

GLORIA: Equal pay? But wouldn’t that be
wrong? Are you sure the company can afford it?
SARAH: Are you kidding? They own Argentina!
GLORIA: 1 could talk to the other girls—there’s
100 of us in the departmentthen 200 downstairs
—then the whole seventh floor—golly, there must
be 500 women in the company!

SARAH: How many men?

GLORIA: Maybe 0. Let’s do it!

SARAH: Dot you think you'd better ask John?

GLORIA: Oh, I don't have to~he’s bound to find
out—what mad passion stirs in me?

SARAH: The righteous rage of female rebellion!
(Exeunt)

Act Il
Scene i: Outside the Office — Sarah and Gloria

SARAH (Enters): “In education, in marriage, in
everything, disappointment is the lot of woman. It
shall be the business of my life to deepen this
disappointment in every woman’s heart (ill she
bows down to it no longer.”—Lucy Stone, 1855.
Lucy was a revolutionary history has made anony-
mous. In history, the slaves never rebelled, the In-
dians died of shame, and all women ever wanted
was the vote. But black resistance is as old as
slavery and there have been women fighting in this
country since men first established it; and what

now is smoldering between the lines will soon
break out and cover the page. Our work proceeds
swiftly—in a week Gloria had every woman in her
office on fire—in two weeks the fever was sweep-
ing the city. Today any laundromat may harbor
an agitator—every steno pool may be a dangerous
cell. (Gloria music) But Gloria still wants her free-
dom and her fiancé—at any moment that balancing
act could topple our plans. (More Gloria music)
GLORIA (enters): Equal power!

SARAH: Smash men! Let’s hear your report.
GLORIA: Here's how the different departments
line up. Accounting and billing are eager to move.
Marketing only needs one more push to get start-
ed. The cafeteria girls are with us to a man.
(Pauses) But I'm having a little trouble in—Person-
nel.

SARAH: Personnel? But that’s your own depart-
ment!

GLORIA: And—John’s.

SARAH (aside): Gadzooks—just what 1 feared!
(Aloud); He knows nothing?

GLORIA: Nothing—he still thinks I'm planning to
quit; he thinks—oh, this makes me feel awful—he
thinks we're planning a surprise for his birthday!

SARAH: He'll be surprised all right. Just how con-
vineing do you think you can be, freeing other
women from your own husband?

GLORIA: But what about love? To serve our
cause can’t mean | mustn't love John!

SARAH: That’s not love—that’s penal servitude. If
you want your independence you'll have to sacri-
fice your chains. Very soon now you'll have to
make a choice.

GLORIA: No! I'll tell John everything! I'll make
him understand!

SARAH: Tell him—but not until after tonight.
GLORIA: Our first open all-women's meeting.

SARAH: Seize the time—this very night we will
call for a strike.

GLORIA: Strike!

SARAH: And it won't end at Amalgamated Cor-
porate Life: Business in San Francisco will grind
to @ halt-and it wont start up again until we
change everything!
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GLORIA: Everything?

SARAH: “We've tried peaceful education for 1900
jears—now levs try revolution and see what it can
"_Helen Keller, 1916. Call in sick and go to
work on your speech. And remember-at all costs
our plans must be secret.

GLORIA: At all costs. .. (Music)

SARAH: Hairy race of tyrants—your doom is
nigh! (Music)

Scene ii: The Pennybank Home — Mom and John

MOM (offstage): Coming! Another paper! What
can Gloria be up to? The way she banged in and
out of here (Another knock) Come in! (John
enters| Why, John!

JOHN: Good afternoon, Mrs. Pennybank. Is Gloria
in? (He is feigning calm)

MOM (feigns surprise): Ah, no! Shouldn't she be
at work?

JOHN: She telephoned and said she was sick.

MOM: There must be some mistake. Why, I just
can't imagine—~

JOHN: Well, I can! Gloria’s been acting very
strange lately. She avoids me in the office. She's
always whispering with the other girls. Today she
—missed my birthday. Her mind’s not on me.
There’s only one explanation. Mrs. Pennybank,
who is the other man?

MOM: No...

JOHN: Your attempt to protect Gloria is short-
sighted. Don’t you see that her interest lies in my
Knowing everything?

MOM: Gloria doesn’t confide in her Mom any-
more! 1 admit she’s preoccupied—seems driven,
sometimes; makes phone calls at all hours; comes
and goes without warning . ..

JOHN: That's enough—farewell, Mrs. Pennybank.
(Going)

MOM: Wait—perhaps there’s another explanation!
(She stretches out her hands and John sees the
paper)

JOHN: What's that? 1t's in Gloria’s hand!

MOM: O, yes—she dropped this just now.

JOHN (grabs it, reads): “Are women human?
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Adored and ignored—last hired and first fired.”
(Looks accusingly at Mes. P.J

MOM: | don’t understand.

JOHN: I'm afraid I'm beginning to. “When will
women break the chains of slavery and essume
their rightful place beside men in the life of the
world?”

MOM: It doesn’t sound like a love letter.

JOHN: It's much worse. Have you heard of
“Women’s Liberation,” Mrs. Pennybank?

MOM: You mean “menstruation.”
JOHN: Liberation.

MOM: Menstruation.

JOHN: Liberation.

MOM: Menstruation. I've heard of it.

TOHN: “Liberation” is the high-sounding term
with which a clique of unwomanly, power-mad fe-
males masks its plot to destroy the family and
enslave the male sex.

MOM: Gloria’s a good girl! (Mom kicks John and
John gets hat)

JOHN: 1 know it (retuns hat)-but one gone far
astray.

MOM: [ know who's at the bottom of this—it's
Sarah Bullitt!

JOHN: Good thinking (receives hat)—there’s no vil-
lainy of which she's incapable! Here's another line
—“We meet here tonight”—zounds. This makes it
sound like a speech! Poor deluded Gloria is serving
them as a carrier of the disease!

MOM: We must stop her.

JOHN: I mean 1o stop her—and when I bring her
back she'll need your constant attention. (Kisses
her hand) {Going): Permit me to say, Mrs. Penny-
bank~this is what can happen when female “inde-
pendence” is not nipped in the bud! (Exit)

MOM: Oh, I've failed again! Failed as a mother!
(Exit)

Scene iii: Back at the Office (“Ladies Lounge”) —
John, Gloria, Sarah

(Enter Sarah and Gloria)

SARAH: At last the stage is set for our all-female




revolution! It's taken only 10,000 years. Now to
reach the meeting hall without being seen.

GLORIA: What we're about to do sets me tingling
all over—my heavens, in a single month, how I
have changed!

JOHN (enters without being seen): Something’s
afoot—{Sees them): Ahal

SARAH: Remember—no one must see us.
JOHN: Feeling better, Gloria?

GLORIA: No, I feel worse.

SARAH (aside): Meddling lout!

JOHN: You needn't sneak and lie anymore—I
know all.

GLORIA: All? You know about the—

SARAH: Let him tell us what he knows.

JOHN: 1 know what a fool 1 was to allow you
near Gloria—know what poison yow've adminis-
tered to her innocent mind—how youw've provoked
her to dissatisfaction; intoxicated her with insane
ambition; hypnotized her into stirring up discon-
tent!

SARAH (To Gloria): We're safe—he doesn’t know
about the strike!

JOHN: Thank God this is not going to go any
further. (Seizes Gloria) Listen, darling—it's all a
lie! It’s a plot against our happiness! Don’t you
want children?

GLORIA: Oh John—happy birthday.

SARAH (takes Gloria's arm): Yes, happy retums
—now youll have to excuse us.

JOHN: Don’t touch her!

SARAH: Gloria’s ot your property yet!

JOHN: Be very careful. There are laws to take
care of people like you-new ores every day!
SARAH: “We are not bound to obey laws in
which we have no representation.”—Abigail Adams,
1776.

JOHN: Darling, forget this woman—let me take
you home now!

GLORIA: I can't—tomorrow I'll explaint

JOHN: Tomorrow! Do you think I could live
through the night?

GLORIA: Please, John —what I'm doing is for us!
It’s for all men and women!

JOHN: Gloria, the male spirit shrivels when de-
prived of the confidence, the trust, of the female.
1 tell you this thing is wrong—you scoff at my
words! Of course, you can't know how you're
hurting me—but Ill have to break off our engage-
ment.

GLORIA: No!

JOHN: Then come home with me now!

GLORIA: Oh!

SARAH: Gloria!

JOHN: My darling, my angel, my sweet—is this
the end, or only the beginning?

GLORIA: It’s—the beginning.

SARAH: And the end of your independence!
(Gloria is seized with a terrible fit)

JOHN: My God! It can’t be hopeless?

SARAH: Precisely—it’s hopeless for you! Women
will soon be moving as one, and man will either
move over—or go under, and leam for yourselves
what it is to be kept for pleasure and breeding.
(Exit, helping Gloria)

JOHN: Hideous affliction! But if it's too late to
save Gloria, what must I do to spare others the
same fate?

Scene iv: Mom and the Above
MOM (enters): John!

JOHN: Mrs. Pennybank! You-here!

MOM: IVe found another paper! (Hands it to
him).

JOHN: “Strike meeting, 8 o'clock.” Strike meet-
ing—oh no! What hellish vision rises before me?
MOM: It's ten to eight now!

JOHN: After you—we haven't a moment to lose!

(Exeunt. Chase scene)

Scene v: A Hall in San Francisco

SARAH: Welcome to our first all-women’s meet-
ing. I'm glad to see 5o many of you here. And
now I'd like to introduce our speaker, our sister
from Amalgamated Corporate Life-Gloria Penny-
bank.
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GLORIA: My sisters! We're here to decide wheth-
er women are human. Men struggle to make them-
selves more than they are—women struggle to
make themselves less. Masculinity is a cloak to
cover up men’s faults, and femininity is a drug to
make slaves out of women. And when I say we're
slaves, P'm not just talking about the housewife
who works a sixteenhour day for what she can
beg from her husband. I'm talking about every
woman who assumes she’s worth less than a man
—and we all know that's every woman here, re-
gardless of how she’s paid, or how many token
privileges separate her from her sisters.

SARAH: Women aren’t the only slaves in this
country—a few men own all the others. But all
men oppress women—even modern husbands who
are happy 10 let their wives work, so long as they
do the housework at night—even you hip ones
who don’t insist your old ladies be faithful so
long as they take care of the kids—and how many
women know the simple facts of our plain eco-
nomic oppression? Our average wage is 50 percent
of men’s. Our relative salaries have been steadily
declining for the past twenty years!

GLORIA: They tell us to get an education—a
woman with a college degree carns less than the
average male high school dropout! The only group
that earns less than white women is women who
aren’t white. So white women, it's time we joined
with our Third World sisters in the struggle to
make us all free.

SARAH: A world where women are really equal
would be a world with nobody on the bottom—
because our egos don’t die if we're not on the
top! But men aren’t going to give us equality—
(enter John and Mom)~so it’s up to us-we've got
to show the men that drive this machine where
the power is that runs it!

JOHN: Gloria!
GLORIA: That means—Strike!

SARAH: That means women say no! Stop typing,
stop filing, stop taking orders, stop serving, stop
spending—start moving—until we have a new soci-
ety where no one needs to be dependent on one,
because all are equally dependent on all!

GLORIA: Free our sisters!
SARAH: Free ourselves!

TOGETHER: Free our sisters! Free ourselves!
(They exit)
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JOHN: My worst nightmare come true . .

MOM: Shrill voices! Raised fists! Anger is so unbe-
coming! For the first time in my life I'm ashamed
of my sex. What would Gloria’s father say if he
knew about this

Act 111

Two Weeks Later —
Office of the Chamber of Commerce
Scene i: Walter, John

(Walter enters, distraught. Steady chant of “Strike,
strike, strike” is heard)

WALTER: My fellow Americans. At this moment

we face a serious challenge to our free, competi-

tive way of life. Management has three choices of

how to respond. One, we could do nothing, and

be destroyed. Management has rejected this option.
Two, we could unleash all the mighty forces at

our disposal, and destroy everybody, including our-
selves. We choose not to exercise that power at

this time. Three, we can do exactly what I intend

to do. Let me make one thing perfectly clear. In

this crisis, management will not behave like a piti-

ful, helpless giant. We will behave like a merciless, |
cunning giant, and God help the underdog. (Door- |
bell rings) Aha! (Calls) Miss Jones! (Bell rings |
again) Miss Jones! (Again) Miss J— humbug! I

keep forgetting. Come in!

(Enter John, totally disheveled, Walter sniffs at a

bad smell)

JOHN: Forgive my appearance, sir. I had to come
through the sewers.

WALTER: Take off the coat, Beefheart!
JOHN: Er-it's Cartfart, sir.

WALTER: Cartfart?

JOHN: Er—Heartfart! No—Heartright! That’s it.
WALTER: What do you want?

JOHN: But sir—you sent for me.

WALTER: Right. Well, Heartcart, do you know
wihy we sent for you?

JOHN: Something to do with the . . . strike?

WALTER: They've got 100,000 women on strike!




I’s cost this city ten million dollars so far. And
their demands: free abortions, free telephones, free
transportation, free child care—why, next it'll be
free Bobby and Ericka! Equal work of course is
out of the question. You can't put men in those
jobs.

JOHN: Men wouldn’t take them! This can’t mean
you're going to give in?

WALTER: Not completely—after all, we still own
everything. (To Audience): And what are you gc
ing to do about it? But it does mean we can’t get
around equal pay. We'll have to cut men’s salaries.

JOHN: You couldn't cut—profit?

WALTER: You mean capital expansion? Are you
suggesting we castrate the American eagle?

JOHN: I'm sorry, sit—{ wasn't thinking.

WALTER: You'd better start thinking, my boy—
their bargaining committee will be here any min-
ute. Are you ready to hear about Operation Pros-
tate?

JOHN: Yes, sir. (Walter whispers in his ear) You
can’t be serious.

WALTER: Dead serious, my boy~listen. (Whispers)
JOHN: 1 couldn’t!

WALTER: You couldn’t? Young man, at this mo-
ment the white man’s burden is between your
legs. Money. Money that could have been spent on
poverty programs. Money that could have cleaned
our polluted environment. Money that now is rot-
ting in the banks—we can’t move it! For the first
time in my life, T can’t make anything happen!
JOHN: But sir—before you go any further, there's
one thing I must tell you: as Gloria's former fi-
ancé, my first loyalty—

WALTER: Money that could have doubled the sal-
ary of every man in this city!

JOHN: —is to the American way of life. Tell me
what I must do.

WALTER: Be square, my boy, and obey the law
of the pack. (Doorbell rings) Hark—the enemy’s
trumpet! Let's step into my inner office. (Exeunt)

Scene ii: Sarah, Gloria, Walter, John

[Music. Sarah and Gloria enter. Walter steps out)

WALTER: Good morming. Are you girls looking

for work?
GLORIA: Equal ‘work!

WALTER: So this is the bargaining committee.
(He bows. They hold out their hands, obliging him
to shake hands) It’s 3 pleasure to meet two such
dedicated ladies. (To Gloria): You look like a very
dangerous adversary. (Aside): She would be, if we
‘were alone!

SARAH: Sparz us your compliments—you know
our demands.

WALTER: Yes: “free everything.” I find them ex-
cessive. Management is prepared to make a very
generous offer. (Aside): 1 wouldn't care to be
alone with this one!

GLORIA: Pretty generous, giving us what we've
won!

WALTER: Spunky-I like that. Our offer is
prompted by concern for the families. (Aside):
Where have I seen a face like that before?

SARAH (To Gloria): It seems your appeal has
reached management.

GLORIA: Ugh-I hate older men!

WALTER: Who's tidying the home? Who is wash-
ing the clothes, who is taking care of Junior,
while women are out parading in the streets? Man.
agement doesn’t think any man should have to
hold down two jobs, so it is acting fast to bring
working women back to their posts.

GLORIA: We are waiting for your offer!

WALTER: I'm confident we can work out an
agreement. But first meet the other half of man.
agement’s team. (He lifts curtain, revealing John
with pistol to temple)

GLORIA: Oh, no!
SARAH: Curses—foiled again by this idiot!
JOHN: Gloria, please renounce your demands.
GLORIA: What does this mean?

WALTER: It means that at least one American
boy is not a curly-haired crybaby Communist!
SARAH: It means male supremacy is the pillar of
capitalism.

JOHN: It means a man has his pride. I took a lot
from you, Gloria. You challenged my masculine
roles—1 forgave you; you flaunted your disregard




for my willI still loved you. Had you been cori-
tent to attack me alone, God help me, you might
have destroyed me; but when you threaten every
red-blooded man in this country, when you would
sap the very life-force of American business, that's
when [ come out fighting like a man. Eithes you
sign this contract (holds out paper), or 1 blow my
bains out.

SARAH: Tear it up. The gun's probably not load-
ed.

WALTER: Does she want to find out?

GLORIA (reads): “The San Francisco Women's
Union hereby acknowledges its previous error in
proclaiming the equality of the sexes. Henceforth
our organization recognizes the superiority of the
male. In addition ifs members agree o return to
work at previous rates of pay.” Why don’t you
shoot me?

JOHN: I couldn't

GLORIA: But you're asking me to betray 100,000
women out there!

WALTER: What's 100,000 women against one
brave man who loves you? By God, if there were
still some lead in my pencil I'd do the same!

SARAH: Love—the tender trap to pacify women!

WALTER (1o John): If you live I'll see you get a
‘raise to start a good life with her.

JOHN (10 Gloria): T couldn't look you in the face
if I weren't man enough to do this.

GLORIA: The man I love—or everything I've
worked for!

SARAH: Choose—your master or your independ-
ence. (All look at Gloria) Tear it up!

GLORIA: | can’t-love is stronger. (John lowers
qun)

WALTER: Thank God—just sign here.

SARAH: Not so fast! (She has them covered with
a .357 Magnum) Now~tear it up. (John starts to
raise gun) Dsop that or Tl blow your hand off!
(He drops it. Walter tears paper) Now, we're going
to write a new statement—one that puts the work-
ers at the head of every company in San Francis-
<ot equal work, equal pay, and equal power.
WALTER (chitches chest): Ugh, my wallet—1 think
it’s my heart
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SARAH: But first, we must arm our troops. Call
the commander of the National Guard. Tell him
you're sending 100,000 women over. Tell him
they're strike-breakers—ha, ha, ha-and tell him
you want them armed. Dare to win! Thus do we
accomplish in minutes what 1 thought would take
years to achieve.

GLORIA (as in a daze): “Political power grows
out of the barrel of a gun.”

SARAH: Go on—call.

JOHN: You can’t do it, sir—it will mean revolu-
tion!

WALTER: The woman is crazy—she’ll kill us!

SARAH: “Where the broom does nof reach, the
dust will not vanish of itself."~Mao Tse-tung.

WALTER: “I don't understand these young peo-
ple."—Pat Nixon.

SARAH: Make that call!

Scene jii: Mom and the Above
(Music)

MOM (offstage, calls); Gloria!

GLORIA: Mom?

MOM (enters): 1 have something to say.
WALTER: Matilda? (Looks at Gloria)~oh, no!
MOM: Walter.

WALTER: Matilda.

MOM: Walter!

WALTER: Matilda!

MOM (ferociously): Walter—Walter—Walter! |

WALTER: Aargh! (Dies elaborately of a heart at- |
tack)

(Music)

GLORIA: Dad?

MOM: 1 thought if you two knew each other,
things might work out. |

GLORIA: Now there’s no one to sign anything!

SARAH (who has turned her back in disgust):
Even death’s a male chauvinist!

SOHN (picking up his gun}: Truer than you think!
(He shoots her)




GLORIA (catching Sarah as she falls): Saah, dar-
Jling! Say something!

SARAH: My last cursetheir own works will de-
stroy them. And my epitaph: “Shot in her back
for refusing to live on it.” (Dies)

JOHN: There’s no fair play with pure evil.

MOM: I'm just glad it’s all over. (They move to-
werd Gloria)

GLORIA (grabs Sarah’s gun): Don’t you come
near me!

MOM: She’s very upset.

JOHN: Darling! Don’t you love me?

GLORIA: T love my sisters! And my brothers, if I
meet any. P'm going out to find everyone who
wants to tum your prison homes, and your frozen

minds, and your whole profit, progress, power
monster male system over. And we will turn it
over. And when we all have our independence,
then we can all have our pride. (Exit and retum):
Coming, Mom?

(Mom looks at men, then at Gloria, and exits with
upraised fist. Freeze at curtain. Finale music)

BARKER (fenters): Will headstrong youth’s impetu-
ous course be halted? (Indicates Gloria. Hilks re-
sponse from audience) Will manhood recover its
pride? (Indicates John) Will tesponsible leadership
withstand this assault? (Walter ges up. If answer
is no, falls down again) Or does the implacable
rebellious spirit of independent females portend
this society’s ultimate collapse? Young ladies and
gentlemen, the future lies in your hands.

(All bow)

Women’s Private Writings:
Anais Nin

by ANN SNITOW

Ann Snitow has been active in New York Redical Feminists and the Abortion Project, and has done feminist reviews for WBAI's

radio program Womankind.

The foilowing article is a radio tafk, one of a se-
ties by Ann Snitow on women’s diaries and letters
to be heard on Nanette Rainone's Womankind pro-
gram, WBAI-FM, and reproduced with her
permission.

When 1 began this radio seties on women's diaries
and Jetters | had several goals. The first was 1o
show how much women have written, and how
well. The second was to show how hampered they
have been by the necessity to think of their writ-
ing as largely a left-handed or private matter, not
destined to be read by a large audience. However,
out of this privacy came flew subject matter and
new forms. My third goal, then, was to explore
what was unique about Women’s private writing
which can and will become a part of the growth
of our literature as a whole.

Until recently woman's subject matter has been
4 synonym for the trivial: Women are repetitive;
women are subjective; women are gossips: All
these qualities have a hard name in our culture.
Women are frequently reminded of their ignorance
of the world and their limitations are constantly
being thrown in their faces. But the confined life
most women have led is a historical fact, not an
acsthetic judgment. Depth of experience is possible
anywhere. Women do need 1 larger world, but the
lack of one has not always doomed them to the
inconsequence of which they are o often accused.
Women are not without a subject matter; they are
without respect for their subject matter. Neverthe-
less, the limitations placed on women have been,
and continue to be, crippling. We, and our subject
matter, must change.

Finally, my goal for the series has been to say
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to women that our writing in diaries or in letfers
is serious and potentially a public form, and to
stimulate all women to write in this way. When
you have written something in a diary, it becomes
permanent, like any form of art, while your life
begins instantly to diverge from what it was at the
mornent of writing. Having a record of an earlier
state of mind is both a satisfaction in itself, and a
gesture toward the future. The desire to make
such a record is at the source of all writing.

If you ace keeping a diary or spend energy
writing long letters to friends, please write to
Womankind_about your experience. Maybe other
women will be moved by something you say to
start writing themselves. Write to: DIARY, c/o
Womankind, 359 East 62nd Street, New York,
NY. 10021.

e

Anais Nin began her diary when she was thir-
teen and there are now about 150 volumes of it
stored in bank vaults. The small portion of this
vast work available in print has become a kind of
cult book for the feminist movement and I've
been asking myself why this should be.

It’s puzzling at first, because it’s fairly plain
Anafs Nin isn't 4 conscious feminist as we under-
stand the term now. For example, her closest
friend in Paris in the Thirties was Hensy Miller,
who took incredible advantage of her energy and
devotion. June Miller, his wife, Anais turns into a
myth-like image of woman in the diary, and Ana-
is’s psychiatrist—Freud’s famous disciple, Otto
Rank—often gave her the kind of advice that
would be intolersble to a feminist today. For ex-
ample, he once fold her that when newrotic men
get cured, they become artists; when neurotic
women get cured, they become—Woman.

It seems that then as now, psychiatrists were
particularly bad offenders against women, and
Anais Nin seems to be unaware of their treachery.
Here, for example, is an exchange between her
and the psychiatrist she went to before finding
Otto Rank:

is: 1 am analyzing what you
with your ntepretations

ndy: You are doing my work, you are trying to
bt St B TN e ol e i

and 1 do not agree

Anais: Indeed not. I protected and sacrificed
my brother’s musical carcer, made it possible. I am now
helping Heqry [Miller] and giving him all 1 can, to do_his
own work. | gave Henry my typewriter. There I think you
e very wrang

Dr. /\chl‘y Perhaps you nn. one of those women who
are & friend, not an enemy of
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Ansis; More than that, I wanted to be maried 0 an
artist rather than be one, o collaborate with him.

The lack of feminist consciousness in the pas-
sage is staggering, especially when in a later epi-
sode Anafs menitions quite casually that Henry Mil-
ler took that fprecious typewriter she gave him and
pawned it to' buy drinks. But this is the painful
truth of her diary. After all, she doesn't care
about a mere typewriter. She is forgiving and com-
passionate about Henry Miller’s weaknesses, his
limitations. She loves him, is inspired by him,
learns from him, and teaches him, and she is the
one who can tell us the things that are wrong
with him, and with herself, living through him.
The portrait of Henry Miller in these pages is dev-
astating, and every stroke of it laid on with love.

Anait Nin was the mediator between Miller and
his wife June. With a confused kind of bisexuality
she adored them both and understood them both.
Henry was the artist, selfish but full of life. June
was the model, unsure of her own existence, a
victim of Henry’s portrait of her in his books.
Anais was the androgynous go-between who want-
ed to play the man to June, and play the male
companion, the fellow artist, to Henry.

The diary explores this painful kind of bisexual-
ity—so unlike the kind feminists dream of—in
which, to create, you must in some way become a
man, but to live in a human way, you must sup-
port men, give them your typewriter, and sacrifice
those things in you the world calls masculine.

This is the great conflict of the diary. On the
one hand, Anais Nin wants to be, in her psychia-
trist's dreadful phrase, “A friend, not an enemy of

0. On the other hand, she wants to live.

It is interesting that in her novels she tries to
be true to Art, which to her, and to all her
psychiatrists, js primarily a male principle. These
novels are abstract, poetic, and literally disembod-
ied. We began this series on women’s private writ-
ings partly to raise the question, “Why do women
crave anonymity $o much that they can only write
if they think no one, or almost no one, will ever.
see what they have said?” Why is it that Anais
Nin’s diary is full-blooded and complete while
what she calls her Art is pale, fragmented, over-
conscious? Henry Miller was always nagging Anais
Nin with a related question: “Why,” he kept ask-
ing her, “do women lie?”

There are all kinds of answers in the diary:

nly regret that everyone wants to deprive me of the
journal, which fs the only steadfast friend I have, the only



one which makes my life bearable; because my happiness
with human being; recaious, my confid

rare, and the least sign of nomvinterest s enough to silence
me. In the journal I am at ease.

ying so many roles, dutiful daughter, devoted sister,
mistress, protector, my father’s new found {llusion, Henry's
needed, all-purpose friend, I had to find one piace of truth,
one dislogue without falsity. This is the role of the diary.

So the diary is the place where a woman can
speak the truth without hurting all those people
she is supposed to protect and support. Women
can't tell all, like Portnoy, since so much of what
they feel would damn them in men’s eyes. They
are too dependent on men to be able to afford
this luxury of self-revelation.

Here is the diary again:

Dea diry, you have Sampered me &5 an arist Bt at
the same time you have Kept me alive as 2 humay . 1
eated. you becate 1 neoded  flnd, and tabong et
fiend | hase, pitips yasied my M

y 1 begin to work, Witing for a hostile world dis-
couraged me. Wilting for you gave me the illuion of &
warm ambience I needed to flower in. But 1 must divorce
you from my work, Not abandon you. No, I need your
companionship ..

Never have | scen as clearly as tonight that my diary
witing is a vice. | came home worn out by magnificent
talks, with Heary at the safer 1 glided into my bedroom,
closed the curtains, threw & log into the fire, lit 4 ciga-
ette, pulled the diary out of its last hiding place under m
drsting bl throw 1t oo the rory lk QU i prop
for bed. 1 had the feeling that this is the way an o pl\m\
e mmm for his opium pipe. For this is the moment
when 1 selive my life in terms of 4 dream, 5 wyth, an
endless story.

This should perhaps prompt us to examine the
opium content of our own private writings. To
what extent are we cutting ourselves off, both
from danger and each other? Certainly we need
new forms of writing—women's forms—and a diary
like this one offers another whole way of working
and of thinking about our daily lives. But this
private, complex, flowing kind of writing must be
published, as only an inadequate portion of Anais
Nin's diary has been thus far. Her friends and rela-
tives are evidently resisting publication of certain
parts of the diary. Out of deference to them, Ana-

i Nin cuts herself off from the response of an
audience.
People kept trying to get Anais Nin to stop
writing the diary.
1s Henry right? He does not want me to write a diary
any more. He thinks it is a malady, an outgrowth of lone-
tiness. 1 don’t know. It has also become the notebook of
my extroversion, a travel sketchbook: it s full of others. It
has ch:mged its aspect. | cannot abandon it, definitely. Hen-
o sxys: up the journal, and swim. What [ would fike
0 do. is to Ilvc without the journal, and you would
u.-nm nlhcx things
ould feel hkr a snail without its shell. Everyone has
vy ot ehe i ity oot

aunt said it would spoil my eyes, frighten the boys away
Otto Rank wanted her to give up the diary,
“The diary is your last defense against analy
snsﬂ‘ he told her. “It is like a traffic island you
want to stand on. If I am going to help you, I da
not want you to have a traffic island from which
you will survey the analysis, keep control of it. |
do not want you to analyze the analysis. Do you
understand?” For a time during the analysis, Anas
Nin gave up the diary opium habit. Otto Rank
comforted her during her withdrawal symptoms by
saying, “Perhaps you may discover now what you
want—to be a woman or an artist.”

It is our good fortune Anais Nin never had the
strength to make this absurd choice. Her strength
lies elsewhere, in the diary itself. It was her traffic
island, from which she judged them all

In the diary she ceases to be a mirror for other
peaple like Miller and Rank, and tries to become
herself. But this is a terrible struggle. ... No one
has ever loved an adventurous woman as they have
loved adventurous men.” So annihilating is this
difference that the very images by which she ex-
presses it are, of necessity, male:

s stragele fo v by my ow. truth ko afficult, &3
vearing, A terible aigt s. 1 am like the adventurer
Who Ibaves el thoss i s, an votuens with. is arm Full
of §0lds nd then fhey are Happy and they forget how. they
tried to keep this adventurer from exploring, from his voy-
age and fis search.

CARNAL KNOWLEDGE
In a recent interview Jules Feiffer referred to some dialogue in an
early draft of the script of his movie, “Carnal Knowledge,” that

1 cut out because it scemed too on the nose and because |'d
rather have audiences figure it out for themselves .

Jonathan says

to a young woman, ‘Remember when you were a kid and the boys
didn’t like the girls? Only sissies liked girls? What I'm trying to tell
you is that nothing's changed. You think boys grow out of not liking

girls, but we don‘t grow out of it. We just grow horny.’




Women Writers
and the

Female Experience
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You might expect that women writers would be
the most emancipated women in the world for a
number of reasons. First of all, they have been
allowed to practice their profession since the end
of the eighteenth century: writing was a cheap
hobby. for daughters, and also a harmless one. Vir-
ginia Woolf, for example, recalls her father approv-
ing of the cheapness of paper and ink. Also, un-
like many professional women, wormen *writers
could work at home. And this meant that they
could work while they were baking the bread,
which is what Emily Bronté did. And also that
they could work at odd hours while the rest of
the family was asleep. There have been many
women writers like Frances Trollope, the mother
of the Victorian novelist Anthony Trollope, who
habitually got up at 4 AM. and wrote a chapter
before the baby woke up.

You might also expect that the length and
breadth of the feminine experience would be re-
corded in the novels and poems and plays of
women writers, because they couldn’t have de-
scribed anything else. After all, they didn’t go to
the university, they didn’t go to the office, and
they didn’t go to war. Nonetheless, these expecta-
tions would be false, for the truth is that women
writers, who are the second oldest of the female
professions, have neither escaped the hostile stereo-
types and repressive practices which have bound
them from the beginning in their literary undertak-
ings, nor have they succeeded in defining for the
world the experience of their half of the human
population,

We need not go back to 1850 to find hostile
male criticism of female writers. Let me give you
some recent examples, From the New York Re-
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studies at Douglass College and done research on
ion Commission on the Status of Women and the
ed several articles and edited a book on women's

view of Books in June, 1965, Bernard Bergonzi
writes:

Womgt otelth we hvslatmed fo e, e @ kiep
their focus narow, ferals obwuve i ooy with
four

female writers, in a fervor of emancipated zeal, have accept-

ed too eagerly one of the major premises of modern~or at

least. post-Freudian—fiction, namely that sex is more im-
portant than money.

Taking an opposing viewpoint on this question,
two poets, John Hollaner and Anthony Hecht,
wrote a double dactylic on the subject of sexual
equality in literature, which goes as follows:

Higgledy piggledy,

Dorothy Richardsor

Wrote a huge book with her delicate muse,

Where, though I hate to

uncomplimentary,

Nathing much hﬂp‘uns and nobody screws,

Or, in the New York Times in May, 1970, the
young male novelist, L. Woiwode, writing in re-
view of female novelist Joanna Ostrow, said in
praise, “Simon is one of the most four-square,
full-bodied persons I've met in recent fiction. Ev-
erything about him rings true, and I find it almost
inconceivable that he was created by a woman.”

And, of course, the champion at this kind of
thing, our archetypal male chauvinist, Norman
Mailer, who has said about women writers:

The sniffs 1 got o thefok of e yoiven e alnays (o),
old hat, quaintsy, goysy, tiny, too dikily psychotic, crip-
plad, clovia, Fhtantbls, fold, outertogun; migtte
in manniquins whimsey, or else bright and stillborn.

And he concludes here, in a sentence, “In short, a
novelist can do without everything but the rem-

Copyright ©1971 by Elaine Shawaiter
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nants of his balls™ You don't have ta be an
expert in syllogistic reasoning to understand that
this effectively
The Prisoner of Sex, Mailer has made some ‘con:
cessions about women witers: now, he says;
they're writing like “tough fage

But even very conservative ard very orthodox

haye treated women writ

cludes women. More recently. in

gots.”

ers as an inferior group of artists who are inher
ently limited by their sex and easily identifiable in
their language and style. For example, Erest Bak
er, who has written a classic ten-volume listory of
the novel, devotes a separate chapter to womeri
writers, and defends himself by saying

The woman of letters has peculiaritios of race or ancestral
tradition. Wiatever variety of talent, oudiook or persofial
disposition may be discornible in any dozen women writers

taken at random, it will be matched and probably out:
welghed by resamblances disiAckvely £

Whether there are, in fact, these resemblances
which are distinetly feminine is a question I'm go-

g 1o try to discuss, because it is my experience,
first of all, that the term “feminine” as it is used
by literary eritics is @ pejorative
Katherine Anne Porter said in an interview in the
Paris Review s few years ago,

or example.

If 1 show wisdom, the critics say 1 bave a masculine mind.
If I'm silly and irrelevant-and Edmund Wilson says 1 ofte
am—then they say | have « typically femiaine tind.

And in a very witty book about female sterco-
types, Thinking About Women, Mary Elimann says
that with regard to litera
formlessness, passivity, instability
ty, and compliancy

If it is true that women share literary traits, |
think we're not in 2 Society free enough to discov
er them. But we can say and agiee that women
have experiences in common—the experiences of
daughterhood, adolescence, sexual iritiation, mar-
riage, and childbirth. fn addition to. these, women
writers have their own individual experiences of

ture, “femininit

means

piety, materiali-

life, and particularly their experiences s artists. It
is my contention that these femininie experiences
have not been fully explored, or honestly ex-
pressed by women writers, and that women have,
in fact, been kept from their own experience by
double critical standard, by a double social stand-
ard, by external censorship, and, most dangerous,
by self-censorship-which is sometimes exercised in
self-defense, more frequently in self-hatred

In order to demonstrate what | consider the

longevity and the universality of these problems, |

would like to focus on four books, by four differ-
ent women! Charlotte Bronte’s Jane Eyre, pub-
lished in 1847; George Eliot's Adam Bede, 1859;
Kate Chopin's The Awakening, 1899; and Mary
McCirthiy's The Group, 1963. The first two of
these are by British women: the last two by
American women,

First, Charlotte Bronté
good example of the double critical standard, be-
cause she -publistied Jane Eyre under a masculine
pseudonym. She used the name Currer Bell, and
her two sisters used the mames Ellis and Acton
Bell, because, as she wrote

1 think is a particularly

Without at the time suspecting that our mode of writing

theix chastisement the weapon of personality, and for thelr
reward o flattery which is not true

In 1847 the stereotypes for male dnd female
cs expected from a

ect, and

writers were very rigid. Crit

male writer strength, passion, and  intel

from o woman writer they expected tact, refine-
ment, and piety. They depenided on these stereo-
types so much, in fact, that they really didn't
kiiow how 10 proceed, what to say, or what fo
look for in & book if they were unsure of the

author’s sex

So Jane

e created a wremendous sensation,
1d it was a problem for the Brontés. The name
Currer Bell ‘could be that of either & man or a
worman and the natrator ‘of Jané Eyre is Jane her-
self. The book is told s an autobiography. These
things suggested that the author might have been a
n. On the other hand, the novel was consid-
ered to be excellent, strong, intelligent and. most
e. And therefore, the ¢rifics rea-
soned, it could not be written by  woman, and if

wor

of all, passions

it turned out that it was written by a Woman, she
had to be unnatural and perverted
The reason for this is that the Victorians be-

lieved that decent women had no sexual feelings
wiiitsoever—that they had sexual anasthesia, There-
fore, when Jane says ahout Rochester that his

touch “made her veins run fire, arid her heart beat
faster than she could count its throbs,” the eritics
assumed this was a man writing about his sexual
ntasies. If 8 woman was the author, then pre-
sumably she was writing from hér own experience,
and that was disgusting, In this case we can clear-
ly see how women were not permitted the author-
ity of their own experience if it happened to con-
tradict the cultural stereotype.

135




But cven more shocking than this to the Vic-
torians was Jane’s reply to Rochester, a very fa-
mous passage in the novel. He has told her he is
going to marry another woman, an heiress, but
that she

can stay on as a servant, Jane answers
him thus:
“4 tell you | awst g0, [ retorted, roused o samething fike

passion. “Do you think I can stay o become nothing to
you? Do you think [ am an automaton, a machine without
can bear to have my morsel of bread snatched
and my drop af living water dashed from my
cup? Do you think because I am poor, obscure, plain and
little, I'm soulless and heartless? You think wrong. I have

¥ of talking to you now through
ihe mediom of custom, Srmentionaiiy, hos even of maral
flesh. Tt is my spirit that addresses your spirit, just as if
boh Had passéd thisiigh the grave and e stood at God’s
foet equal —us we are,

This splendid assertion violated not only the
standards of sexual submission, which were be-
ed to be women’s duty and their punishment
for Eves crime, but it aiso went apainst standards
of clas ion; and obviously against religion.
And this sort of rebellion was not feminine at all,

The reviews of Jane Eyre in 1847 and 1848
show how confused the critics were. Some of
them said Currer Bell was a man. Some of them,
including Thackeray, said a woman. One man, an
American critic named Edgar Percy Whipple, said
the Bells were a team, that Currer Bell was a
woman who did the dainty parts of the book and
brother Acton the rough parts. All inds of cir-
cumstantial evidence were adduced to solve this
problem, such as the details of housekeeping. Har-
riet Martineau said the book had to be the work
of a woman or an upholsterer. And Lady Eastlake,
who was a reviewer for one of the most prestig-
ious journals, said it couldn’t be 3 woman because
no woman would dress her heroines in such out-
landish clothes.

Eventually Charlotte Bronté revealed her identi-
ty, and then these attacks which had been general
became personal. People introduced her as the au-
thor of a naughty book; they gossiped that she
was Thackeray's mistress. They speculated on the
causes of what they called “her alien and sour
perspective on women.” She felt during her entire
short life that she was judged always on the basis
of what was becoming in femininity and not s ag
artist.

When she died—ironically enough, from compli-
cations of pregnancy at the age of thirty-nine—her
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close friend and sister novelist, Elizabeth Gaskell,
wrote a biography, in part to defend Charlotte
Bronté’s reputation against the implications of be-
ing unladylike and unwomanly. The effect of this
biography, though certainly ot its intention, was
to provide those eritics who had never been able
to accept. the idea of female genius with a theory
which explained things for them. The Brontés had
4 brother, Branwell, who was‘an alcoholic and an
opium addict; he died at thirty-one. The theory
was that Branwell had written not only Jane Eyre
but also Wuthering Heights. Branwell was sick, vio-
lent, and weak, but at least he was a man, and
oceasionally one finds articles and tracts claiming
his genius ever today.

George Eliot had a confrontation with Vietorian
society which was even more explosive than Char-
lotte Bront#’s. Her use of the male pscudonym-
her real name was Mary Amne Evans-was not
merely to avoid unjust criticism because she was a
woman, although that was what she claimed. She
had to use a pseudonym because she was living
with a married man, George Henry Lewes, in defi-
ance of all the codes of Victorian society, and her
publishers were really in fear that woral outrage at
her life style would affect the review and sales of
her books.

Her first novel, Adam Bede, was published in
1859. It contained an episode which deals with
the plight of an unwed mother, an ignorant dairy-
maid named Hetty, who gives birth to her child
under tragic circumstances and subsequently mur-
ders it. This plot had been used previously by Sir
Walter Scott in The Heart of Midiothian, but
Scott was a stern moralist. George Eliot, on the
other hand, views the incident from the point of
view of the girl herself: a girl who is young and
naive and terrified, She. presents with sympathy
the torment of this trapped creature, who also has
4 rather limited intelligence.

George Eliot's publishers were highly alarmed
by this aspect of the book, not because Hetty
murders the child but because she is said to be
pregnant at all. To be on the safe side, the pub-
fishers sent the manuseript to the head physician
in charge of obstetrics at the University of Edin-
burgh, who was to make sure that it was all de-
cent. He did give it his seal of approval and sent
it back, but they were still very anxious.

In spite of their fears, Adam Bede was an in-
stant success; everyone acclaimed it, and virtually
everyone took for granted this time that the au-
thor was a man. As the Saturday Review wrote,




the book was thought “too good for a woman's
story.”> The Westminster Review, another Victori-
an journal, wrote that there wasn’t a woman in
England capable of the intellectual profundity of
Adam Bede. This comment was particularly ironic
because George Eliot had edited the Westminster
Review for three years. (Of course, she did it be-
hind the scenes: she didn’t get paid, she didn’t get
the credit—she let her lover take both of those.)

But Adam Bede was so good that people had
to find the author . . . they had to find George Eli-
ot. They went out to look for him using various
clues in the book. And before long, they actually
found him. A man named Joseph Liggins who
lived near Nuneaton, George Eliot’s home town,
admitted very modestly that he had written Adam
Bede and that he had also written the book of
stories by George Eliot which had preceded it.
Liggins, who was obviously a lunatic, received pil-
grims at his home, where he would discourse on
the art of fiction.

The real George Eliot had some difficulty
claiming that she actually had written the book.
She wrote letters to The London Times, for exam-
ple, but ultimately it was necessary for her to
drop her pseudonym and to reveal her identity in
order to scotch the rumors. So about 1860 people
knew that George Eliot was, in fact, a woman.

And then what happened to Adam Bede? Some
critics went back and read it again. And this time
they discovered that it was really not as distin-
guished a book as they had first believed, The
editor of The Athenaeum, for example, wrote:

It is time to end this pother about the authorship of Adam
Bede. The writer is in no sense a great unknown, The tale,
though bright in parts, and such as a clever Woman with an
observant eye and an unschooled moral nature might have
written, has no great quality of any kind.

Also in 1860, George Eliot’s second novel, The
Mill on the Floss, appeared. This time, knowing
that the author was a woman, the critics preached
long sermons in their reviews on the indecency of
the book. The indecency consists of the heroine,
Maggie Tulliver, awakening to a physical passion
for a man who is engaged to her cousin. She
knows she has to resist this passion and ultimately
she does and is drowned at the end of the book.

Critics couldn’t deny the truth of what she
wrote; The Mill on fhe Floss contains a woman's
very modest acknowledgement of sexual feeling
The most daring scene involves a kiss on the arm
Crities did, however, object to sexual knowledge

of any sort on the part of a woman, and particu-
larly if it was accurate. The Saturday Review, for
example, wondered if women ought to even think
about sex:

/e are not sure that it is quite consistent with feminine
delicacy to lay so much stress on the bodily feeling for the

other sex. George Eliot lets her fancy run to things which
are not wrong, but are better omitted from the scope of
female meditation. Perhaps we may go further and say that
the whole delineation of passionate love as painted by mod
em female novelists is open to very serious criticism.

After this novel, George Eliot virtually dropped
the autobiographical and personal element in her
fiction and tumed to historical and political
modes. Her real experience—her life experience as
a woman defying social convention—could not be
used in any explicit or even subtle way in her
novels without risking her private happiness. For
example, although her whole life was affected by
the British divorce laws—or rather the lack of Brit-
ish divorce laws—she could not have protested
them in her books without incurring serious scan-
dal.

What happened then to women who actually
tried to write, using their own names, about femi-
nine experience? Kate Chopin did try this in The
Awakening, a novel about a young mother, Edna
Pontellier, in New Orleans at the turn of the cen-
tury, married to a very rich, adoring and demand-
ing husband. She has stifled, more from inertia
than from will, a real sense of herself, of her abili-
ties, her needs, her wishes. In the course of the
book -he is awakened sexually by falling in love
with a young man, and this sudden understanding
of her physical nature awakens her entire individu-
ality.

This awakening is tragic for her. She can’t fit
into her society once she is awake. She gives up
her social obligations: she tries to become a paint-
er but she is not really a genius—she doesn’t have
that kind of discipline. She moves out of her
home, she offers to get a divorce, but of course
her lover won’t marry her because he is going to
protect her reputation. And so, in the last chapter
of the book, there is nothing left for Edna and in
a kind of hazy and sensual trance, she walks into
the sea and drowns.

The book has recently been compared to Mad-
ame Bovary, and to the novels of D. H. Lawrence.
It has been called “the most important piece of
fiction about the sexual life of a woman written
to date in America.” So why have we never heard
of it?
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The Awakening was published in April, 1899. 1t
was first reviewed in St. Louis because Chopin was
a local author. Within twelve days it had been
condemned by every critic in St. Louis; they said
it was poisonous. One critic said that it was un-
acceptable that a real American lady should be
allowed to disrupt “the sacred institution of mar-
riage and American womanhood, and to disregard
moral concepts without repenting it.”®

The book was banned first in St. Louis and
then nationally from Boston to Los Angeles. By
the time Chopin had written a kind of ironic
half-defense—not an apology, but a kind of grudg-
ing statement-the book had disappeared. Subse-
quently Kate Chopin discovered she could no long-
er get her short stories accepted for publication;
even a collection which had previously been ac-
cepted for publication was returned. She lost con-
fidence in her ability as a writer and, probably
coincidentally, died shortly thereafter in 1904.

The Awakening is certainly not obscene. Male
writers in the same period had published works
which were equally frank and much more per-
verse: Strindberg, for example; Zola, Dreiser. But
what was shocking in this was the insistence of
the author, a woman, on defining the shape of her
own experience. Even more disturbing was her re-
jection of the myth of domestic fulfillment.

Edna says to her best friend, “I would give up
the unessential; I would give my money; [ would
give my life for my children, but I wouldn't give
myself.” She loves her children, but they don’t
fulfill her. Without being militant in any sense, she
is also not apologetic. She simply seeks an authen-
tic life for herself, however tragically and unsuc-
cessfully, as a human being, with a kind of steadi-
ness and quiet purpose.

It may appear that these are all ancient cases,
that today women writers are free from this kind
of Victorian prudery and sexual stereotyping. So I
would like to consider, finally, the case of Mary
McCarthy.

Mary McCarthy is, first of all, the only one of
these four women who had a university education:
she went to Vassar. She and Kate Chopin had
children, the others did not. This, again, is not
coincidental. Women writers—women artists in gen-
eral-have always operated in a tradition where
creativity for women meant ohildbesring, and
where there is a kind of assumption that biological
and literary creativity are mutually exclusive,

Like many American writers, Mary McCarthy
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has used her life as the basis for her fiction. Many
men have done this: Fitzgerald not only used his
life but Zelda’s. As Nancy Mitford’s recent biogra-
phy of Zelda tells us, when she wrote her own
autobiographical novel, he insisted that she cut
parts of it out because he was the great writer in
the family and her life was his material. Philip
Roth, for another example, has used so many inci-
dents from his teaching experience at the Univer-
sity of Chicago in his novel, Letting Go, that Chi-
cago people call this book “The Gripes of Roth.”

But when the artist is a man, we make allow-
ances for this, We don’t criticize or tax these writ-
ers for their lack of personal loyalty, but rather
we admire their daring, their honesty, and their
ruthless “appropriation of life for their arf. But
with women the case is something different. With
Mary McCarthy, a very similar kind of artistic pat-
tern has earned her the title (from Life magazine)
of “The Lady with the Switchblade,” or the title
(from critics): “The Modern American Bitch.”

In fact, up until 1963, when Mary McCarthy
published 7he Group, she had been a good girl—as
men define a good girl. She wrote her first short
stories because her husband, Edmund Wilson, or-
dered her to produce fiction. As she describes it
in an interview in the Paris Review, “He put me
in a little room. He didn't literally lock the door,
but he said ‘Stay there.'” And so she wrote her
stories. Her story is something like Rumplestilts-
kin: the princess shut up to spin flax into gold;
and I think this experience probably contributed
to het continuing vision of her heroines as fairy
tale princesses. The girls in The Group live in a
tower; Polly is later described as living like Snow
White surrounded by little dwarfs, It is generally
one way of looking at women in her fiction.

But other aspects of her early career also show
that she was accepting pretty much the work men
gave her to do, and the view that they had of
her.. She said about her first job, which was as a
theater critic for the Partisan Review:

1 was sort of a gay, good-time girl from thei point of view
They were men of the thirties~very serious.
position was so insecure on Partisan Rey
actly insecure, but lowly. That was why they let me write
about the theater. Because they thought the theater was of
absolutely no consequence.

But in The Group she said goodbye to all of
that and struck out cn her own. First of all, she
was writing about feminine experience: the loss of
virginity, buying a diaphragm, pregnancy, materni-



ty, nursing a baby, marriage, adultery, masturba-
tion, lesbianism. These are not themes likely to
please male critics: they're feminine themes, and
therefore trivial.

Reading the reviews of The Group which came
out around 1963 and 1964, one senses the delight
of male eritics that they were at last able to con-
vict her of writing a femafe book. Norman Po-
dhoretz wrote, for example, that The Group was
“a trivial lady writer’s book.” And, of course,
Norman Mailer went wild. He wrote a very
lengthy essay called “The Case Against McCarthy.”
In this essay he raves against the detail of The
Group, secing in it what he calls “the profound
materiality of women.” In a classical Freudian
equation, Mailer describes this detail as “the cold
lava of anality which becomes the truest part of
her group, her glop, her impacted mass.”

In short, his theory of Mary McCarthy is that
as a writer she is constipated, and her characters
are shit. He can, in fact, see to a limited degree
what she is frying to do in this book; but he
can’t understand why. He can see in some way
that she is writing about the inexorable socializa-
tion of women into roles they never intended to
choose; that these women wind up 85 what he
call “these pisvout characters with thei cultvated
banalities, their lack of variety or ambition.”

But although Mailer thinks of himself as the
guru of good sex, he can’t see that one of the
most famous sex scenes in the book—Dotty’s sex-
ual initiation—features the good old Freudian or-
gasm: one vaginal, one clitoral-with Dotty, who is
obedient and brainwashed, feeling exactly what her
college textbooks have told her to feel. Dotty
evaluates her experience in the terms which she
has been taught:

This second climax, which she now recognized from the
first one, though it was different, left er jumpy and dis-
concerted, It was something less thrilling and more like
being tickled relentlessly or having 1o g0 10 the bathroom.
“Didn't you fike that?” he demanded. Slawly Dotty
opened her eyes and resolved to tell the truth. “Not quite
50 much as the other, D k laughed. “A nice, nor-
mal girl. Some that.™ Dotry shivered.
She could not deny that it had been exciting, but it seemed
to her almost perverted.

g

She is describing the clitoral orgasm, and recalling
the “vaginal” one.

All of the women in The Group, 1 think, are
similarly alienated from their own experience.
They feel what they have been programmed to
feel. In this sense, The Group is really a subversive
novel about women’s roles, and about marriage. It

is not an accident that the most Liberated woman
in this book is a lesbian, and that she challenges
Harold on his own territory, which is the bed. She
suggests to him on their way to bury Kay, the
heroine, that she has been there before him, that
she has seduced Kay, and this suggestion defeats
him totally. It is clear why Mailer hated this
book,

Other male critics, like Brock Bower, took a
different approach to Mary McCarthy. They treat-
ed her with chivalry, with charming condescension.
Brower's profile of Mary McCarthy for Esquire,
for example, doesn’t say very much about her art;
he doesn't talk about her particularly as a writer.
But he starts with the description of her beautiful
smile, and he ends with a lengthy account of her
in the kitchen blissfully whipping up her famous
cassoulet.

Where are women writers going to go from
here? In the past, feminine experience has proba-
bly been more of a hindrance to women writers
than a help. Katherine Anne Porter, for example,
said it took her twenty years to write Ship of
Fools,

 because you're brought up with the notion of feminine
availability in all spiritual

anyone who demands.

taken me twenty years o write this niovel, It's been inter-
rupted by just anyone who could jimmy his way into my
Jife,

There are some women who have made money
out of the domestic cage that keeps other women
from finding the time or the peace to write: Jean
Kerr and Phyllis McGinley, for example, selling
their housewives trials, or Pearl Buck who adver-
tises the Famous Writers' School as a service to
homemaker shut-ins.

But in the future, women artists are going to
have to be encouraged to take themselves seriously
and perhaps even selfishly ... selfishly enough to
make their work come first. More important, 1
think, women have been taught always to regard
their experience as dull and minor and - tame,
which is, of course, what “domestic” means. As
Hortense Calisher says, “We've been taught that a
man's role is to hunt experience, a woman’s o let
it come upon us™ And Elizabeth Hardwick
writes: “Women have much less experience of life
than a man, as everybody knows.”™® But I suggest
that nio one has less experience of life than some-
body else. We have different kinds of experience.
We don't want now to have female versions of




men’s books; we don’t want the female version of
Portnoy's Complaint.

But women have always been overshadowed by
the literary tradition which is masculine and splen-
did. Like the Romans inheriting Greek culture, we
are not going to find our own originality as wom-
en by copying such a powerful past. If women
artists are to liberate themselves from this past
and discover their own originality, they are going
to have to tum within and to explore the rich
dowry of feminine experience which they all pos-
sess.

1 think that this is taking place now. Some of
the women writing today are engaged in this kind
of search and exploration, coming into a kind of
furious encounter with the fact of being female—
the experience of being female—and I can give
only a very brief sampling of what some of this
new literature is like.

It is not feminine in any sense of that stereo-
type, but it is female. As Alicia Ostriker, a poet,
writes in her long poem about pregnancy, “Once
More Out of Darkness” (which is written in nine
parts and a post-partum):

What I have said and what I will sy

iytical, not romani
o the book of practiel /m;

Women’s poetry is extremely varied. There are

some women poets like Elizabeth Sargent who are

now trying erotic verse, enjoying the freedom to

use sexual metaphors which were formerly taboo

or reserved only to men. One of Sargent’s most

interesting picces is called “A Sailor at Midnight”:
A mlnr at midnight came ashore

what he came fooking or
Hogd found me in

sses
a/ wrecks and dead men and many m
Tlited: . 1t waim't 20 msch what he sad
i BAsu Coat gl Jlostnr Sl TAC
d, and shoved the head

Of Wi hing tnio me (1 bl
A little, he was 50 large) A sort of dre

ik b whm e you, mmy,” he whispered.

virgin?
“No, I'ma pou, ) S “Fuck me again.”

There are others who are writing about the cages
of sex roles. This is Anne Sexton's poem, “House-

wife”:
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me women marry houses.
1t's another kind of skin; it has a heart
@ mouth a liver and bosel movements
The walls are permanent and pink

e sits on her knees all day
Jaithfully washing herself down
Men enter by force, drawn back like Jonak
into their fleshy mothers
A woman is her mother
That's the main thing:

She wants you to think about the title of the
poem—“Housewife,” the wife of the house. Many
more women, like Adrienne Rich, Muriel Rukey-
ser, and Denise Levertov, are writing frequently
about the cultural exchanges between men and
women that we call love.

Less well known right now than the poets, but
extremely exciting, are the new women writers
who are working with fiction. Margaret Atwood, a
Canadian novelist, has written a funny, seary book
called The Edible Woman. It is a kind of satire
about a woman who is engaged and who suddenly
feels: (a) that she is being consumed as a person,
particularly by her fiancé, and (b) that she can’t
eat any more, First she can’t eat steak and then
she can’t eat pork, and then she can’t eat chicken
and then she can't eat eggs, and then she can't eat
rice pudding, and she is finally subsisting on vita-
mins. At the end of the novel, in a terrible cris
at an engagement party, she rushes home and
bakes a cake in the shape of a woman, and frosts
it and decorates it to look like herself. Then she
calls up her fiancé and tells him to eat the cake
and to leave her life alone.

In a more serious mode, a novel that seems
part of the new wave of what women are doing as
writers is British writer Margaret Drabble’s The
Waterfall, published in this country by Knopf. The
novel begins with a childbirth scene: a woman is
alone in a house; her husband has left her. She
has moved into one bedroom, the only room that
has heat, and she gives birth to a daughter during
a snowstorm, with only a midwife present. The
book begins with the mystery and beauty of the
heroine in this warm, hidden place with the child.
While she is still convalescing from childbirth, she
begins an affair with the husband of her cousin,
who has come to be with her in her isolation. He
is somehow captivated and seduced by the state of
the mother and child. Most of what follows is
about their love affair and about the heroine’s
sense of her life, for which the waterfall is a met-
aphor. At one point, the heroine, considering her
fife-a typical woman's gimless lifetries to com-




pare it to the past and particularly to heroines of
fiction, all the sad sisterhood of fiction:

Sometimes, once & week or so, I would get myself into a
total panic about the extent of my subjugation, and [ even

attach myself o something more easily attainable than &
living man. Perversions are cruel, but surely love is as cruel.
It is t00 felative, too exclusive, too desperately mortal
There didn't seem to be very many female perversions
in hat book. Pechaps that was because it was old, Pechaps
women have developed these things more recently as a re-
sult of emancipation. But love is nothing new. Even women

in an effort to reclaim lost renunciations like Maggie Tulli-
ver,
*Those fictional heroines, how they haunt me. Maggie

superego gathred togeher n st effot 0 prove that he
loved the brother more than

She should have ... well, whal thud she not have
done? Since Freud we guess dimly at our own passions,
stripped of hope, abandoned forever to that relentless cur-
rem. It gets us in the end; sticks, twigs, dry leaves, paper

ns, cigarette ends, orange peels, flower petals, silver

fsh:s. Maggie Tulliver never slept with her man. She did all
the damage there was to be done to Lucy, to herself, to

the two men who loved her, and then, like 2 woman of
another age, she refrained. In this age what is to be done?
We drown in the first chapter.

In 1923, the poet Louise Bogan wrote, “Wom-
en have no wildness in them™ She was wrong.
Feminine experience is the wildness which women
writers have only started (o chart
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