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The ideas concerning neo-regionalism in art which were 
outlined in the February issue particularly interest me. I, too, 
have come to the conclusion that neo-regionalism will be the 
general characteristic of art in the not distant future. Perhaps 
you might be interested in my own observations on this radical 
esthetic reorientation. 

First, I think you have misinterpreted Marshall McLuhan's 
statements about the global village. While it is true that he­
sees the end of nationalism coming about as a natural result 
of electric technology, he has also pointed out the tribalizing 
effect of the electric media. Television and radio stations are 
tending more and more to broadcast programs which originate 
locally, thus creating, in addition to the strong global con­
sciousness, an even stronger sense of in-depth regional involve­
ment. Each local radio or television station acts as a sort of 
tribal drumbeat, inevitably bringing about a new version of 
pre-literate tribalism, or regionalism, within the context of the 
global village. 

The socio-economist Robert Theobald, in his An Alternative 
Future for America (Chicago: Swallow Press, 1968), has further 
predicted: 

The amount of travel we will carry out 
in the future will be greatly reduced. 
This will occur because we will not want 
to leave our friends, and because we will 
have the technological capacity to create 
varying environments within a given community . 
have often noticed that the art produced in many uni­

versities has a kind of regional homogeneity in one aspect or 
other. I realize that this is largely the result of the influence 
of a particular artist or teacher within the university, but much 
of the similarity I have seen among works within a given com­
munity is spontaneous. 

There is also a neo-regionalist element in some of the better 
popular music of the last couple of years. One example I have 
in mind is the album Music From Big Pink by The Band. And 
it is possible that more and more regionalism will be seen 
in electronic "art" music, since most of the electronic com­
posers find it convenient to work within the university. Theo­
bald's prediction-"We will combine the university and the 
community" makes it clear that he sees the university as the 
nucleus of the tribal organism, and suggests that regional art 
will probably not come into its own until the synthesis is 
achieved. 

As an artist I have begun to look for a regionalistically 
oriented basis for my own work . It seems to me that for any 
artist with similar concerns , the most valuable teacher must 
be, not previous folk-art, but the electric media . Certainly the 
tactile nature of television has already had a tremendous in­
fluence on the art of the past decade. And I feel strongly that 
artists will continue to react to the new electric environment , 
both in its sensually involving and its regionalizing aspects. 

In closing I would like to say that motive is one of the finest , 
freest, and most honest magazines that I know, both in artistic 
and editorial content. 

D 
D 

RICHARD HEINBERG 
iowa city , iowa 

_Had I ever considered not renewing my subscription, my 
wild imagination would have been put back on the right track 
after your January issue. The Sonata blew my mind . I was 
super-impressed by your foldout (hopefully, I was so out­
spokenly impressed that I won two new subscribers for you ), 
Tremendous . 
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JANE HAMMANG 
alien park , michigan 

I have looked forward to various issues of motive with great 
anticipation . I must say that I was deeply disappointed with 
the content of the January issue. In fact , I was not only dis­
appointed, I was literally disgusted . I hope that in the future 
your issues will be of great value to your reading constituency. 

D 
D 

HAROLD EGGENSPERGER 
the interboard council 
north arkansas conference, United Methodist Church 

motive has long played a major role in keeping the church 
abreast of the truly contemporary scene, but the January issue 
-as many special issues in the past-strikes a particular high 
in excellence: I wish I could afford to buy a copy for every 
student in our school. 

D 
D 

WILLIAM R. WALTERS 
school of music 
wittenberg universit y 
springfield , ohio 

" And the damned spaceship just sat there, like a McCarthy 
button, asking to be dug " (Jan. '69) is the biggest downer 
motive has popped in a long time. Like what the world really 
needs is another piece on how to dig the gold-fingered schlock 
turned out by the hip parasites. Wow! I get turned on every 
time I hear all those groovy words on the " Hair " record. 
Hopefully, Kloman (the author) will keep his senses open to 
what's going on (but do you know what it is, Mr. K. ?) and 
will do his thing for the New York Time s, and let motive 
readers groove on stuff like Ahlstrom and Ortmayer that doesn ' t 
sound like it came from Madison Avenue . 

D 
D 

RICHARD SCHMIDT 
st. Louis, mo . 

Regarding William Kloman 's article in your January issue: 
All of us, I imagine, young and old (and those long since 

departed) have choked and starved on analysis alone. And it 
is true that organization man, . technological man has forgotten 
how to feel. But sensualism , romanticism, mysticism (and ine­
briation) have long been with us, too. Eckhart , Coleridge, Blake, 
Yeats, Tschaikovsky, and many other famous, sensitive souls 
have known how to groove, and have known that groovin' 
is a way of knowin ' . 

What is new, perhaps, is that our best thought fails to make 
meaning and order for us. That our chronic dearth of feeling 
is being desperately contested. That we better understand that 
groovin ' is a way of being , of genuine experiencing, and hence , 
of understanding . That our culture's " cult of the young" (along 
with the growing youth market) have resulted in a favoring 
of youth's perennial favoring of groovin' over knowin' or 
understanding'. And, perhaps, that more of us are aware that 
we can within limits know and choose the make-up of our 
sensoria and how they shall best be grooved . 

So, while appreciating the reasons that " understanding" has 
been forsaken, it seems to me that the fundamentally human 
way of being is the constant interplaying of both groovin' 
and understanding. 

I hope then that the theatre is in a transition from explora­
tory groovin ' to the tension or harmony between groovin ' and 
understanding. 

The senses and the image are basic, no doubt about it. But 
the concept helps us to appropriate and remember sense and 
image. For example, the understandng of the concept " sen­
sorium " has helped many groovin'-experts help others to 
groove . And how to answer, responsibly, the question: Which 
groove? 

Humans, in London and everywhere, invariably swing like 
a pendulum do . This time it is from sterile thought to blind 
sense. Here's hoping that an appreciation and cultivation of 
all levels of understandin(g) will help us get the most from 
our groovin'. 

THEODORE G. RYAN 
mount hermon school 
mount hermon, mass. 
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EDITORIAL: Here's To You, 
This issue is about you and me. I don ' t know about 

you, but I'm probably pretty much like your sister or 
your wife or daughter or the girls you date. I wasn't born 
radical or found under a toadstool. My family is a per­
fectly normal American family - the kind that might pro­
duce an astronaut. Mother is an excellent cook and seam­
stress who has an R.N. and a beautiful laugh. I got my 
craving for magazines and my dimple from her. My 
father is a Methodist minister and a Lt. Col. chaplain 
in the Delaware Air National Guard who loves to sail. 
I got my crusading for social justice , my knack for getting 
involved in 99 causes at once and my double-jointed 
thumbs from him. My sister is a high-school senior who 's 
going to major in Home Ee. My brothers are a pre-min­
isterial college senior , a sports-and-art-loving high-school 
junior and a nine-year-old Cub Scout. 

I was a Girl Scout, myself , and I took piano , ballet , 
drama and swimming lessons, went to scout and church 
camps, sang in choirs and choruses and folk groups , 
presidented the MYF, helped edit the high school year­
book and worked in a department store. Last June I grad­
uated from Randolph-Macon Woman 's College , where I 
edited the newspaper and served on the College Council 
and the May Court, spending the summers as a waitress 
at the beach. 

I'd only been working for motive for six months when 
I was sent , as token woman on the editorial staff , to 
the first national women 's liberation conference , in Lake 
Villa , Illinois . Nothing has been the same since. Now 
every song on the radio, every magazine ad and TV com­
mercial , every casual conversation , every store window is 
political. Not that I was that naive before, but politics 
didin't demand a change in life-style until I felt that I 
was being personally oppressed. 

Credit for this drastic conversion should go to Char­
lotte Bunch Weeks , who was the first president of the 
University Christian Movement , for which motive is pub­
lished. She knew we were planning a special issue on 
women, and she had been helping to organize the con­
ference . Not only did she get me to the conference; she 
also became " critical editorial content consultant " to the 
issue, which was known after that conference as the 
" Women's Liberation Issue." 

No one made more cracks about spending Thanksgiv­
ing weekend with a bunch of militant liberated women , 
no one thought it a bi gger farce or dreaded it more than 
I. I was happy enough being a woman; what was wrong 
with them? Then they told me. 

They talked about the Miss America contest. I had al­
ways resented beauty contests , but had never taken time 
to analyze why. I had considered campaigning editorially 
against the May Court at Randolph-Macon, but had 
talked myself out of it , only to have my motives confused 
by guilt upon being nominated for the dubious honor 
myself. These women clarified the whole thing. They had 
thought about it and had made a careful analysis. Their 
findings had , I think , surprised even them. All the evi-
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dence seemed to show that women in our society are 
still trained from infancy to entertain, to please and to 
serve-mainly men. Women are not yet raised to be just 
people-whole , fully participating individuals. 

The women talked about everything that had ever 
bothered me, most of which I'd considered beyond dis­
cussion, having been told for twenty-two years that 
"that's the way it is." Here were 200 women who had 
been meeting in groups in cities all over the U.S. and 
Canada to talk about the special problems women have. 

What problems do women have that men don't? Why 
make women " another special interest group"? Why 
try to negotiate in the age-old battle of the sexes? What 
was so urgent that women would leave their families 
and friends at Thanksgiving to traipse off to some snow­
bound YMCA camp by a frozen lake to talk to other 
women? 

So I listened . And I watched. The group was lily-white 
and seemed middle-class. The women ranged in age from 
about 17 to about 60, and there were three or four small 
children running arol!nd. They talked about problems I'd 
known all my life. They filed the same complaints I'd 
heard at Brownie meetings, in the girls' room at high 
school dances, in dorm sessions, at bridge parties, in 
kitchen confabs, over back fences, at coffee breaks and 
cocktail parties. The only difference was that they were 
serious. 

For the first time , I heard women discussing alterna­
tive ways of solving their problems. Not one woman said, 
"Well , that's how it is; what're you going to do?" Not 
one " Dear Abby " platitude. Not one woman apologized 
for complaints about her lot. Not only were they going 
to do something about it, they were supporting each 
other, committing themselves to helping each other in 
the process. Every woman was a sister and no sister's 
problem , idea or question was too trivial to be dealt 
with sympathetically. 

No one was in charge. No one was an expert. Women 
took turns chairing the larger discussions. We took turns 
driving to pick up late arrivals, we volunteered to take 
shifts with the children, and we shared responsibility 
for the phone. Anyone with an idea or an interest to 
discuss was free to speak up or to set up a workshop. 

Why should it be unusual for women to cooperate 
with and to support each other? Why should women 
be accustomed to competing with other women-for the 
attention of men? 

When I saw that they were serious , that they were not 
going to be content to bitch but were already committed 
to changing their situation-our situation , when I heard 
what they 'd already begun to do in cities all over the 
country , when I felt that I could trust them not to build 
up my hopes and then leave me flat, I accepted the fact 
that I was one of them . 

You'd almost have to be a woman to understand. 
We each have an elaborate internal security system, 
carefully developed to protect us from those who would 
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Mrs. Robinson 
pry into our most secret doubts , dissatisfactions and ques­
tions and expose us as " masculine , lesbian , castrating , 
bitching communists." But when someone asks the right 
questions, without supplying the old and inadequate an­
swers, the safe door swings open and lets us out , free 
and laughing in the fresh air. 

No, that's not an exaggeration. All women know the 
old answers are inadequate. Anyone who has watched 
Shirley Temple 's face when Captain January tells her she 
can't grow up to be a sailor 'cause she has to be a lady 
knows how totally frustrating the old answers are. Any 
woman who has cringed when told she was " smart, for 
a girl " or who has wanted to be complimented-just 
once-for her ideas rather than for the arrangement of 
her features or her figure knows how unsatisfactory the 
old answers are. Any woman who has tried to raise chil­
dren alone-on a woman's salary-knows how little 
sense the old answers make. 

What are the questions? Why do most expectant par­
ents want a boy-at least, first? Why are little boys 
asked what they're going to be and little girls who their 
boyfriends are? Why do women have curfews when men 
don't? Why are we intimidated by the fashion and beauty 
industries? Why don ' t female executives have male secre­
taries? Where are all the female executives? Why do both 
womeri and men prefer male company? Why do we 
have to get married? Why do we have to have children? 
Why do women have the main responsibility for the care/ 
feeding/education of the children men help them pro­
duce-even if both parents work? Why do we look to 
men for our definition , direction and strategy? Why do 
we have to live in pairs? Why do we pity / fear/ ostracize 
lesbians? Why would anyone think we would want a 
cigarette of our own? Why do all the ads and commer­
cials use women? Why do we spend all our time worryin g 
about men when they spend most of theirs worrying 
about their work? Why do we not take our own work 
seriously? Why aren't women paid the same wages for 
doing the same work as men? Why do women distrust 
each other? 

Why do we still believe that women are somehow 
different from men in ability , intelligence , talent and 
seriousness of purpose? If there are differences , why has 
no one asked " why " in the same tone that they have 
begun to ask why ghetto residents are stereotyped " shift­
less and slow " ? Why has no one dealt seriously with the 
ghettoization of women? Why are our problems con­
sidered insignificant or , at best, secondary? Why are we 
not organized to win and to protect our rights and inter ­
ests? Whatever happened to our history? What would 
happen to society as we know it if we really worked at 
answers to some of these questions? 

These are some of the questions around which a new 
movement for the liberation of women has grown . In 
this special double issue of motive some of the women 
i~volved in finding new answers by rephrasing old ques­
tions voice their concerns . The issue is lily-white and 
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middle-class because it is mainly "Miss Ann" who has 
spoken out about woman-consciousness. So far, the 
women's movement is a priority mostly for white, mid­
dle-class women with some "higher" education. In part, 
this reflects the secondary position of women's concerns, 
historically . We have always been led to believe that 
something else-anything else-was more important than 
our own welfare. However, if we really believe that no 
man is free unless all men are, then we must work for 
the freedom of women as well . Black women, mill 
women, mountain women, mine women, Mexican-Amer­
ican women , farm women and factory women are begin­
ning to realize this and to move also. Almost any 
Saturday night on the Grand Ole Opry, you can hear the 
Willis Brothers sing " Hertz Rent-a-Chick" shortly before 
or after Loretta Lynn sings " Your Good Girl's Gonna' Go 
Bad" or " My Mistakes Are No Worse Than Yours Just 
Because I'm a Woman." It 's everywhere, and it's growing. 

It has become clear to me that " the woman thing" (as 
it's fondly known among the newly oppressed men of the 
motive staff)-perhaps even more than "the black ques­
tion ," " the student problem," "the war," "the draft," 
or "the bomb "-demands a radical rethinking of our 
present concepts of human interaction and responsibility . 
To deal with the problems it raises demands basic 
changes in our assumptions about the organization of 
society-from the family to the school to the church 
to the economy to the state. (Is "Miss Ann" really free 
if she has to hire a black sister to tend her children and 
clean her house while she works? Who tends the maid's 
house and children? Where is her freedom?) How can 
we continue to support an economic, cultural and poli­
tical system that oppresses not only its minorities but a 
clear 53% majority? · 

This issue appears with the four-letter words intact be­
cause the authors used them intentionally. Our society 
has permitted certain words to become weapons, often 
used against women and taboo to them. We have to learn 
to be shocked, not at " bad" words but at the "bad" con­
cepts behind their use. Look at some of them: "bastard" 
means son of an unmarried woman, "bitch" means fe­
male dog or complaining woman, "shit " is one of a 
myriad of words for excrement which "shocks" mothers, 
and "screw " and "fuck " mean not intercourse but its 
depersonali zed version , involving the physical use of a 
wonian one cares nothing about. These last two words 
are being used increasingly by women to refer to the 
male concept of impersonal sex. These words should all 
have been demythologized and disarmed long ago. 
And then there's the whole question of free speech .... 

All this is clearly Christian in its counterassumptions. 
It assumes brotherhood and sisterhood , with a radical 
call to mutual concern , involvement and commitment. 
It assumes working for justice and equality and dignity 
" on earth ." And if fighting injustice , inequality and ex­
ploitation means a change basic enough to be called 
a revolution , ... Amen. -JOANNE COOKE 
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demise of the dancing dog 

By Cynthia Ozick 

I have just emerged from a year 
of Examining the Minds of the 
Young. It was a curious experi­

ence, like going into theatre after 
theatre in a single night, and 
catching bits of first acts only. 
What I saw of all those beginnings 
was extraordinary: they were all 
so similar. All the characters were 
exactly the same age, and most 
had equal limitations of imagina­
tion and aspiration. 

"I have never in all my various 
travels seen but two sorts of peo­
ple, and those very like one an­
other; I mean men and women, 
who always have been, and ever 
will be, the same," wrote Lady 
Mary Wortley Montagu in the 
middle of the eighteenth century. 
Human nature is one. 

The vantage-point from which 
I came to these not unusual con­
clusions was not from reading the 
great philosophers, or even from 
~eading Lady Mary-it was from a 
Job. I was hired by a large urban 
university to teach English to 
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Young women, ... you are, in my opinion, disgracefully 
ignorant. You have never made a discovery of any im­
portance. You have never shaken an empire or led an 
army into battle. The plays of Shakespeare are not by 
you, and you have never introduced a barbarous race to 
the blessings of civilization. What is your excuse? 

-Virginia Woolf, A Room of One's Own 

No comradely socialist legislation on woman's behalf 
could accomplish a millionth of what a bit more muscle 
tissue, gratuitously offered by nature, might do ... 

-Elizabeth Hardwick, A View of One's Own 

fresh men: three classes of nearly 
a hundred young men and young 
women, all seventeen, some city­
born, some suburban, some well­
off, some only scraping by, of 
every ethnic group and of every 
major religion but Hindu. Almost 
all were equipped with B high 
school averages; almost all were 
more illiterate than not; almost all 
possessed similar prejudices ex­
pressed in identical platitudes. 
They were identically uneducated, 
and the minds of the uneducated 
young women were identical with 
the minds of the uneducated men. 

Now this last observation was 
the least surprising of all. I had 
never doubted that the human 
mind was a democratic whole­
that it was androgynous, epicene, 
asexual: call it what you will. It 
had always seemed axiomatic to 
me that the minds of men and 
women were indistinguishable. 

My students confirmed this 
axiom to the last degree. You 
could not tell the young men's 

papers from the young women's 
papers. They thought alike (bad­
ly); they wrote alike (gracelessly); 
and they believed alike (docilely). 
And what they all believed was 
this: that the minds of men and 
women are spectacularly unlike. 

They believed that men write 
like men, and women like wom­
en; that men think like men, and 
women like women; that men 
believe like men, and women like 
women. And they were all identi­
cal in this belief. 

Still, to teach at a university is 
not simply to teach; the teacher 
is a teacher among students, but 
he is also a teacher among teach­
ers. He has colleagues, and to 
have colleagues is to have high 
exchanges, fruitful discourses, 
enlightening quarrels. Colleagues, 
unlike students, are not merely 
literate but breathtakingly literary; 
not merely educated but bent un­
der the weight of multitudinous 
higher degrees; not merely in­
formed but dazzlingly knowledge-
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able; not merely unprejudiced 
but brilliantly questing . 

And my colleagues believed 
exactly what my students be­
lieved . 

My colleagues were , let it be 
noted, members of a De­
partment of English in the 

prestige-college of an important 
university. I was, let it be re­
vealed, the only woman instructor 
in that Department. Some years 
before, the college had been all­
male. Then the coeds were in­
vited in , and now and then in 
their wake a woman was ad­
mitted, often reluctantly , to the 
faculty. I was in touch with nov­
els, poetry , essays, enlarging 
meditations; but of " the world," 
as it turned out, I apparently 
knew little. 

I came to the university in 
search of the world. I had just 
finished an enormous novel, the 
writing of which had taken many 
more years than any novel ought 
to take, and after so long a re­
treat my lust for the world was 
prodigious. I wanted Experience , 
I wanted to sleep under bridges­
but finding that all the bridges 
had thickly trafficked cloverleafs 
under them, I came instead to the 
university. I came innocently . I 
had believed, through all those 
dark and hope-sickened years of 
writing , that it was myself ("my­
self"-whatever that means for 
each of us) who was doing the 
writing . In the university, among 
my colleagues, I discovered two 
essential points: (a) that it was a 
" woman" who had done the writ­
ing-not a mind-and that I was 
a " woman writer"; and (b) that 
I was now not a teacher , but a 
" woman teacher." 

I was suspect from the begin­
ning-more so among my col­
leagues than among my students. 
My students , after all, were accus­
tomed to the idea of a " woman 
teacher, " having recently been 
taught by several in high school. 
But my colleagues were long out 
of high school, and they dis­
trusted me. I learned that I had no 
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genuinely valid opinions , since 
every view I might hold was col­
ored by my sex. If I said I didn't 
like Hemin gway, I could have no 
critical justification, no literary 
reason ; it was only because, being 
a woman , I obviously could not 
be sympathetic toward Heming­
way's " masculine " subject-matter 
-the hunting , the fishing , the 
bullfi ghtin g, which no women 
could adequately digest. It goes 
without saying that among my 
colleagues there were other Hem­
ingwa y dissenters , but their rea­
sons for disliking Hemingway , un­
like mine , were not taken to be 
simply ovarian. 

In fact , both my students and 
my colleagues were equal adher-

WOODENGR AVING : FRAU EVA MARKY 

ents of the Ovarian Theory of Lit­
erature , or , rather , its comple­
ment , the Testicular Theory . A 
recent camp-follower (I cannot 
call him a pioneer ) of this explicit 
theory is, of course, Norman 
Mailer , who has attributed his 
own gift , and the literary gift in 
general , solely and directly to the 
possession of a specific pair of 
organs . One writes with these or­
gans, Mailer has said in Adverti se­
ments for Myself ; and I have al-

ways wondered with what shade 
of ink he manages to do it. 

I recall my first encounter with 
the Ovarian Theory . My students 
had been assigned the reading of 
Wi se Blood , the novella by Flan­
nery O 'Connor . Somewhere in the 
discussion I referred to the au­
thor as " she." The class stirred in 
astonishment ; they had not imag­
ined that " Flannery" could con­
note a woman , and this somehow 
put a different cast upon the nar­
rative and their response t_o it. 
Now among my students there 
was a fine young woman , intelli­
gent and experimental rather than 
conforming , one of my rare liter­
ates, herself an anomaly because 
she was enrolled in the over­
whelmingly male college of Engi­
neering. I knew that her mind 
usually sought beyond the com­
monplace-she wrote with the 
askew glance of the really inquisi­
tive. Up went her hand. 

"But I could tell she was a 
woman," she insisted. "Her sen­
tences are a woman's sentences." 
I asked her what she meant and 
how she could tell. "Because 
they're sentimental," she said, 
"they ' re not concrete like a 
man 's." I pointed out whole para­
graphs, pages even, of unsenti­
mental , so-called "tough" prose. 
" But she sounds like a woman­
she has to sound that way be­
cause she is," said the future en­
gineer, while I speculated wheth­
er her bridges and buildings 
would loom plainly as woman's 
work . Moreover, it rapidly devel­
oped that the whole class now de­
clared that it too, even while ig­
norant of • the author's sex, had 
nevertheless intuited all along 
that this was a woman's prose; 
it had to be, since Flannery was a 
she. 

My second encounter with the 
idea of literature-as-physiology 
was odder yet. This time my inter­
locutor was a wonderfully gentle, 
deeply intellectual young fellow­
teacher-he was going to prove 
what my freshmen had merely 
maintained. "But of course style 
is influenced by physical make-
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up," he began in his judicious 
graduate-assistant way . Here was 
his incontrovertible evidence: 
" Take Keats, right? Keats fighting 
tuberculosis at the end of his life . 
You don't suppose Keats's poetry 
was totally unaffected by his hav­
ing had tuberculosis?" And he 
smiled with the flourish of a 
young man who has made an un­
answerable point . "Ah, but you 
don 't suppose," I put it to him 
cheerfully enough, "that being a 
woman is a disease?" 

B ut comparing literary women 
with having a debilitating 
disease is the least of it. My 

colleague, after all , was a kindly 
sort , and stuck to human matters; 
he did not mention dogs. On the 
other hand, almost everyone re­
members Dr. Johnson's remark 
upon hearing a woman preacher 
-she reminded him, he said, of a 
dog dancing on its hind legs; one 
marvels not at how well it is 
done, but that it is done at all. 
That was two centuries ago ; wise 
Lady Mary was Johnson 's contem­
porary. Two centuries , and the 
wor1d of letters has not been al­
tered by a syllable , unless you re­
gard the switch from dogs to dis­
ease as a rudimentary advance. 
Perhaps it is. We have advanced 
so far that the dullest as well as 
the best of freshmen can scarcely 
be distinguished from Dr. John­
son, except by a bark. 

And our own Dr . Johnson- I 
leave you to guess his name­
hoping to insult a rival writer , an­
nounces that the rival " reminds 
me of nothing so much as a 
woman writer ." 

Consider , in this vein, the habits 
of reviewers. I think I can say in 
good conscience that I have 
never- repeat , never- read a re­
view of a novel or , especially , of 
a collection of poetry by a woman 
which did not include somewhere 
in its columns a gratuitous allu­
sion to the writer 's sex and its 
supposed effects . The Ovarian 
Theory of Literature is the prop ­
erty of all society , not merely of 
freshmen and poor Ph.D. lackeys: 
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you will find it in all the best 
periodicals , even the most high­
brow. 

Reviewers must take merit as 
their point of concentration , not 
the flap of skirts , not the glibbest 
of literary canards. Still , the can­
ards are, in their way , great fun , 
being as flexible and fragile as 
other toys . A collection of canards 
is bound to be a gaggle of con­
tradictions. When, for instance , 
my bright engineering student 
identified Flannery O'Connor as 
" sentimental ," she was squarely 
in one-half of a diluvial, though 
bifurcated, tradition. Within this 
tradition there are two hoary 
views of woman . One: she is sen­
timental , imprecise , irrational, 
overemotional , impatient , unper­
severingly flighty, whimsical , im­
pulsive , unreliable , unmechanical , 
not given to practicality, perilous­
ly vague , and so on. In this view 
she is always contrasted with man, 
who is, on the other hand, unsen­
timental, exact , rational, con­
trolled , patient , hard-headed , 
mechanically gifted , a meeter of 
payrolls , firm of purpose , wary of 
impulse , anything but a dreamer. 

Description Number One ac­
counts for why , throughout her 
history , she has been a leader 
neither of empires nor of trades 
nor of armies. But it is also de­
clared that , her nature having 
failed her in the practical world , 
she cannot succeed in the world 
of invention either: she is un­
equipped , for example, for poet­
ry, in that (here is Description 
Number Two) she is above all 
pragmatic , sensible and unsenti­
mental , unvIsIonary , unadven­
turous , empirical , conservative, 
down -to-earth , unspontaneous , 
perseveringly patient and thus 
good at the minutiae of mechani­
cal and manipulative tasks, and es­
sentially unimaginative. In short, 
she will wander too much or she 
will wander not at all. She is 
either too emotional or she is not 
emotional enough. She is either 
too spontaneous or she is not 
spontaneous enough . She is either 
too sensitive (that is why she can-

not be president of General 
Motors) or she is not sensitive 
enough (that is why she will never 
write King Lear). 

B ut none of this is to imply 
that woman is damned, and 
damned from every direc­

tion. Not at all. The fact is that 
woman qua woman is more often 
celebrated. If she cannot hear the 
Muse, says Robert Graves, what 
does it matter? She is the Muse. 
Man Does , Woman Is, is the title 
of Graves's most recent collec­
tion of poetry. If we are expected 
to conclude from this that woman 
is an It rather than a Thou, why 
deplore it? The Parthenon, too, is 
beautiful, passive, inspiring . Who 
would long to build it, if one can 
be it? 

And even this is unfair, for it 
is simultaneously true that woman 
is frequently praised as the more 
" creative" sex. She does not need 
to make poems, it is argued, she 
has no drive to make poems, be­
cause she is privileged to make 
babies. A pregnancy is as fulfill­
ing as, say, Yeats's Sailing to By­
zantium. Here is an interesting 
idea worth examination. To begin 
with, we would have to know 
what it costs Yeats-I am speak­
ing physicallly-to wring out a 
poem of genius. Perhaps we can­
not know this. The writing of great 
and visionary literature is not a 
common experience, and is not 
readily explorable. Yeats himself 
spoke of the poet living amid 
whirlwinds. Virginia Woolf, a 
writer of a kind of prose very near 
poetry in tone and aspiration , was 
racked in the heat of composition 
by seizures of profoundly tor­
menting headaches. Isaac Babel 
called himself a " galley slave." 
Conrad was in a frenzy for weeks 
on end-"I turn in this vicious 
circle and the work itself becomes 
like the work in a treadmill-a 
thing without joy-a punishing 
task .. . I am at it day after day., 
and I want all day, every minute 
of a day, to produce a beggarly 
tale of words or perhaps to pro­
duce nothing at all. . . One 's will 
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becomes the slave of hallucina­
tions, responds only to shadowy 
impulses, waits on imagination 
alone ." Dostoyevsky said plainly: 
"/ worked and was tortured." 

That is what "creativity" is. Is 
a pregnancy like that? The fact is, 
given health the condition of 
pregnancy is-in the conscious­
ness-very nearly like the condi­
tion of non-pregnancy. It is insult­
ing to a poet to compare his titan­
ic and agonized strivings with the 
so-called "creativity" of child­
bearing, where-consciously­
nothing happens. One does not 
will the development of the foe­
tus; one can be as dull or as ac­
tive, as bored or as intense, as one 
pleases-anything else is mere 
self-absorption and daydreams: 
the process itself is as involuntary 
and as unaware as the beating of 
one's own heart. Of course, it is a 
miracle that one's heart goes on 
beating, that the foetus goes on 
growing-but it is not a human 
miracle, it is Nature's miracle. 

To call a child a poem may be 
a pretty metaphor, but it is a slur 
on the labor of art. Literature can­
not be equated with physiology, 
and woman through her repro­
ductive system alone is no more 
a creative artist than was Joyce by 
virtue of his kidneys alone, or 
James by virtue of his teeth 
(which, by the way, were trouble­
some). A poem emerges from a 
mind, and mind is, so far as our 
present knowledge takes us, an 
unknowable abstraction. Perhaps 
it is a compliment to a woman of 
no gifts to say of her in compen­
sation, "Ah, well, but she has 
made a child." But that is a cheap 
and slippery mythology, and a 
misleading one. 

A II this is, one would think, 
r\ almost stupefyingly obvi-

ous. It is embarrassing, it is 
humiliating, to be so obvious 
about the quality either of litera­
ture or of woman. She, at any 
rate, is not a Muse, nor is she on 
the strength of her womb alone 
an artist. She is-how stupidly ob­
vious !-a person. She can be an 
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artist if she was born talented. 
She can be a Muse if she inspires 
a poet, but she, too (if she was 
born talented), can find her own 
Muse in another person. Mme. 
de Sevigne's Muse was her daugh­
ter, and what male Muse it was 
who inspired Emily Bronte's 
Heathcliffe, history continues to 
conjecture. The Muse-pace Rob­
ert Graves-has no settled sex or 
form, and can appear in the shape 
of a tree (cf. Howards End) or a 
city (the Paris of The Ambassa­
dors) or even-think of Proust!­
a cookie. 

Yet in our culture, in our coun­
try, much is not obvious. With 
respect to woman and with re­
spect to literature, ours is among 
the most backward areas on earth. 
It is true that woman has had the 
vote for forty-five years, and she 
has begun to enter most profes­
sions, though often without an 
invitation. We are far past the 
grievances Virginia Woolf grap-

pied with in A Room of One's 
Own and Three Guineas-books 
which are still sneered at as 
"feminist." In 1929, when Vir­
ginia Woolf visited Oxford (or was 
it Cambridge? she is too sly to say 
which), she was chased off a lawn 
forbidden to the feet of women. 
By then, of course, our colleges 
were already full of coeds, 
though not so full as now. And 
yet the question of justification 
remains. 

Only a few months ago, in my 
own college, a startling debate 
was held-"Should a Woman Re­
ceive a College Education?" The 
audience was immense, but the 
debaters were only three: an in­
structor in Anthropology (female), 
a professor of History (male), and 
a fiercely bearded professor of 
psychology (ostentatiously male). 
According to the unironic conven­
tions of chivalry, the anthropolo­
gist spoke first. She spoke of op­
portunities and of problems. She 
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spoke of living wholly and well. 
She did not ignore the necessi­
ties and difficulties of housekeep­
ing and child-rearing ; she spoke 
of the relations of parents, chil­
dren , and work-in-the-world; she 
talked extensively about nursery­
schools. 

She took as her premise not 
merely that women ought to be 
fully educated , but that her educa­
tion should be fully used in so­
ciety. She was reasoned and rea­
sonable ; she had a point of view . 
Perhaps it was a controversial 
point of view, perhaps not-her 
listeners never had the chance of 
a serious evaluation . Her point of 
view was never assailed or re­
futed. It was overlooked. She 
spoke-ag ainst mysterious whis­
pered cackles in the audience­
~nd sat. Then up rose the laugh­
ing psychologist , and cracked 
jokes through his beard. Then up 
rose the laughing historian, and 
cracked jokes through his field-
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I especially remember one about 
the despotism of Catherine the 
Great : "That's what happens when 
a woman gets emancipated." 
Laughter from all sides. 

Were the historian and the psy­
chologist laughing at the absurd­
ity of the topic the callow stu­
dents ' committee had selected for 
debate? An absurd topic-it de­
serves to be laughed out of court, 
and surely that is exactly what is 
happening, for here in the audi­
ence are all these coeds, censur­
ing and contradicting by their 
very presence the outrageous 
question . Yet look again: the co­
eds are laughing , too . Everyone is 
laughing the laughter of mockery. 
They are not laughing at the ab­
surdly callow topic. They are 
laughing at the buffoonery of the 
historian and the psychologist, 
who are themselves laughing at 
the subject of the topic: the whole 
huge room, packed to the very 
doors and beyond with mocking 
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boys and girls, is laughing at the 
futility of an educated woman. 
She is the absurdity. 

The idea of an educated woman 
is not yet taken seriously in Amer­
ican universities . She is not 
chased off the campus, she is even 
welcomed there-but she is not 
taken seriously as a student, and 
she will not be welcomed if she 
hopes to return as a serious life­
long scholar. Nor will she be wel­
comed afterward in the "world." 
A law firm may hire her , but it 
will hide her in its rear research 
offices, away from the eyes of 
clients . The lower schools will re­
ceive her, as they always have, 
for she is their bulwark; their bul­
wark, but not their principal , who 
is a man. We have seen her crawl ­
ing like Griselda through the long 
ordeal of medicine : she is almost 
always bound to be a pediatrician , 
for it is in her nature to "work 
with children. " 

I will not forget the appalling 
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laughter of the two mocking de­
baters. But it was· not so appalling 
as the laughter of the young men 
and the young women in the audi­
ence. In the laughter of the histo­
rian and the psychologist I heard 
the fussy cry-a cry of violated 
venerable decorum , no doubt­
of the beadle who chased Virginia 
Woolf off the grass in 1929. But 
what of that youthful mockery? It 
was hideous; it showed something 
ugly and self-shaming about the 
nature of our society and the na­
ture of our education-and by 
"our education" I do not mean 
the colleges, I mean the kinder­
gartens, I mean the living-rooms 
at home, I mean the fathers and 
the mothers, the men and the 
women. 

I n this country the women , by_ 
and large, are at home. Why? 
Well, plainly because they be­

long there. They are there to rear 
the children, and if they have a 
whole lot of children, there will 
usually be a helpless baby. The 
mother is at home to take care of 
the helpless baby. That is right 
and reasonable. Everyone agrees 
-Nature agrees, the father agrees, 
Society agrees. 

Society agrees? That is very in­
teresting. That, too, is an idea 
worth examination. It is very use­
ful for society to have the mother 
at home. It keeps her out of the 
way. If, say, she stopped at only 
two children-but if she stopped 
at only two, she would be in dan­
ger of reducing the birthrate , 
which now rivals India 's-if she 
stopped at two , those two might 
be half-grown, and safely shut up 
in a school building most of the 
day , by the time she is thirty-five. 
And if she were thirty-five-a 
young, healthy, able , educated 
thirty-five-with no helpless baby 
to keep her at home, and most of 
the day free, what would she do? 

Society shudders at the possi­
bility: she might want to get a job. 
But that would never do. Why, if 
you counted up all the young , 
healthy, able, educated, free 
women of thirty-five , it might 
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come to nearly half the popula­
tion! And , as things stand now , 
there are not even enough jobs 
for the other half of the popula­
tion , the truly bread-winning half . 
And what about all those three­
quarters-grown persons we call 
adolescents? Society shudders at 
them , too : the economy is an inn 
with no room for adolescents and 
women . But if it will not allow 
adolescents and women to share 
in its work (how can it? so much 
of the work is done by machines), 
society must at least provide 
something else to keep the adol­
escents and women occupied , if 
only artificially. So, out of the 
largesse of its infinitely adaptable 
lap, it gives women knitting and 
adolescents transistor radios to 
dance to . (And for the adoles­
cents of even mediocre capacities 
-here , there is no discrimination 
by sex-it comes up with col­
leges, and fraudulent debates , 
and more dancing .) 

Society provides a complete­
and in essence custodial-culture 
for each group it is forced to keep 
out of the way. It is a culture of 
busywork and make-believe and 
distraction. Society is very clever , 
and always has been. Once upon 
a time, before machines , women 
and adolescents were needed and 
used to the last degree in the 
economy. Women were not edu­
cated because an unautomated 
house requires a work-horse to 
maintain it , and a woman who 
cannot read or write is somehow 
better at hauling water in from 
the pump than one who can. 
(Why this should be, only the 
experience of society can ex­
plain.) But now society - so long 
as we fail to renovate it-can 
furnish work for only a quarter 
of the population , and so the rest 
must be lured into thinking it is 
performing a job when it is really 
not doing anything beyond 
breathing. 

That is why there are in our 
satiety separate minority cultures 
for adolescents and for women. 
Each has its own set of opinions , 
prejudices , tastes, values , and-

do not underestimate this last­
magazines. You and I are here 
concerned only with the culture 
of women. Society, remember, is 
above men and women; it acts in 
men and women. So you must 
not make the mistake of thinking 
that the culture of women is the 
conspiracy of men. Not in the 
least. That is an old-fashioned, 
blue-stocking view of the matter, 
and it is erroneous. The culture 
of women is believed in by both 
men and women , and it is the con­
spiracy of neither, because it is 
the creature neither of men alone, 
nor of women alone, but of so­
ciety itself-that autonomous, 
cunning , insensitive sibling of his­
tory. 

T he culture of women consists 
of many , many things-prod­
ucts as well as attitudes, but 

attitudes mostly. The attitudes 
generate the products, and the 
products utilize the attitudes. The 
most overriding attitude is 
summed up in a cult-word: 
" Home." (Notice that builders do 
not sel I houses, they sell "homes" 
- a case of attitude and product 
coalescing.) But what does 
" Home" mean? It means curtains, 
rugs, furniture , a boiler iri the cel­
lar, magazines with dress patterns 
and recipes and articles full of 
adulterated Freud, a dog, a box of 
cereal-bones for the dog , a kitch­
en floor that conscience insists 
must be periodically waxed, and 
so forth : but mostly, of course, 
it means " Children." And "Chil­
dren " are not regarded as incom­
plete or new persons , as 
unformed destinies, as embryo 
participants in the society-above 
all , they are not regarded simply 
as children: they are a make-be­
lieve entity in themselves , a sym­
bol of need and achievement , just 
as the dog-biscuits (not real 
bones) are a make-believe entity 
in themselves (does the dog think 
they are real?). "Children" as a 
concept have, in their present in­
carnation, a definite function, 
which is to bolster the whole airy 
system of make-believe. "Chil-
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INTAGLIO: BRECHT ON LADY BRECHT: I CAN'T REACH HER ON HER THORNTON TELEPHONE 

dren" are there to justify 
"Home"; and "Home" is there to 
justify a third phantom entity­
the heroine of the fairy-tale, also 
an invention and an abstraction, 
the "Homemaker." 

This is our "problem"-the 
problem of a majority's giving its 
credence and its loyalty to a day­
dream. And it is a bigger problem 
than any other we know of in this 
country, for the plain and terrify­
ing reason that we do not even 
consider it to be a problem. 
Whenever the cliche-question is 
put, "What is the Number One 
problem in America today?" the 
cliche-answer comes: "Civil rights 
-the Negro Revolution." Scarce­
ly. The solution to that problem is 
there-we have only to catch up 
to it, and with all our might. If the 
debate at my college had dealt 
with civil rights, it would have 
been serious and passionate and 
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argumentative. We had a Vietnam 
teach-in: it was serious and pas­
sionate and argumentative. But no 
one will be serious and passion­
ate, and certainly no one will be 
argumentative, concerning atti­
tudes about and of women. Once 
a problem has been articulated, 
the answer is implicit; the answer 
is already fated. But this problem 
is never articulated; there is no 
answer, because no one asks the 
question. It is a question that has 
not yet found its Malcolm. Its sub­
stance is, on every level, the stuff 
of primitive buffoonery. 

Well, what is the question? 
Who will formulate it? "Femi­
nists" will not, because it is not a 
feminist question. It is not a group 
question or a special-interest 
question or a conspiratorial ques­
tion. It is a humanist question. 
(And yet note how questions that 
long ago began as purely "femi-

BEN SAKOGUCHI 

nist," such as birth control with 
Margaret Sanger, eventually be­
come the foremost and profound­
est of humanistic concerns. One 
has only to read Julian Huxley's 
essays on evolution in relation to 
population expansion to grasp 
this.) Nor will documents formu­
late it-I am thinking of a recent 
very popular document, a tract 
called The Feminine Mystique. It 
was, as tracts go, a superb one, 
but tracts give answers, some­
what mechanically, and here the 
question has not yet been put. 
Besides, it is poets, and never 
sociologists (still less those even 
more amorphous persons called 
"social thinkers"), who are tradi­
tionally the formulators and artic­
ulators of those seminal questions 
to which the majority is deaf: the 
prophets were artists and not lec­
turers, and so were the composers 
of our spirituals. 
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V irginia Woolf is the artist­
pioneer , the Margaret-San­
ger-as-bard, so to speak, 

of this social question. Among 
artists, she has no successor. Not 
until art has seized and possessed 
and assimilated this question will 
it begin to interest the scientist­
humanists . 

But what are the components 
of the question? Here they are : no 
great female architects , painters, 
playwrights, sailors , bridgebuild­
ers, jurists, captains, composers, 
etc ., etc . 

Here I think of a curious anal­
ogy. Say what you will about the 
gifted Jews, they have never, up 
until times so recent that they 
scarcely begin to count, been 
plastic artists . Where is the Jew­
ish Michelangelo, the Jewish 
Rembrandt, the Jewish Rodin? He 
has never come into being. Why? 
Have oppression and persecution 
erased the possibility of his exis­
tence? Hardly. Oppression and 
persecution often tend to rein­
force gifts; to proscribe is more 
effective than to prescribe. Where, 
then, is the Jewish Michelangelo? 
Is it possible that a whole people 
cannot produce a single painter? 
And not merely a single painter of 
note , but a single painter at all? 
Well , there have been artists 
among the Jews-artisans, we 
should more likely call them , 
decorators of trivial ceremonial 
objects , a wine-cup here , a scroll­
cover there. Talented a bit , but 
nothing great. They never tried 
their hand at wood or stone or 
paint. "Thou shalt have no 
graven images" -the Second 
Commandment-prevented them . 
And it is not until a very , very 
little while ago, under the influ­
ence of a movement called 
" Emancipation, " or " Enlighten ­
ment ," that we begin to see creep­
ing in a Chagall , a Modigliani , an 
Epstein, who have ceased to be­
lieve that art insults the Unity 
of God. It will be a long , long 
time before the Jews have their 
Michelangelo . Before a " David " 
can happen , a thousand naked 
Apollos must be hewn. (And 
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Apollo did insult the Unity of 
God .) There must be a readied 
ground, a preparation-in short, 
a relevant living culture to frame 
the event. 

The same, I think, with our 
problem. Gifts and brains are not 
transmitted, like hemophilia, from 
the immune sex to the susceptible 
sex. Genius is the property of both 
sexes and all nations alike. That 
is the humanist view. The Jews 
have had no artists not because 
they have had no genius for art, 
but because their image of them­
selves as a cultur~ inhibited the 
exercise of the latent gift. And all 
those non-existent female New­
tons and Bachs and Leonardos and 
Shakespeares-they have had no 
more chance of leaping from the 
prison of their societal fates than 
any Greek slave, or a nomad's 
child in Yemen today. 

The emancipation of women is 
spectacularly new. As with what 
we now call the Black Revolution, 
it is clear that ema11cipation does 
not instantly result in achieve­
ment. Enlightenment must follow . 
And the enlightenment has, for 
women, and especially by wom­
en, not yet occurred. 

It has not yet occurred even at 
the most expressive point of all­
in the universities. It is the func­
tion of a liberal university not to 
give right answers, but to ask right 
questions. And the ultimate hu­
manist question, as we have seen, 
has not yet been expressed (my 
students had never in all their 
I ives heard it put); the compo­
nents of the unrealized question, 
as we have seen, are the experi­
ences and needs and omissions 
and premises of a culture. A cul­
ture can have a seemingly un­
changing premise , and then sud­
denly it will change; hence, 
among the Jews, Chagall and 
Modigliani and Epstein; hence, in 
literature, the early epistolary ar­
tists-Mme. de Sevigne and Lady 
Mary-and then , close on their 
heels, the genius novelists , Jane 
and George . Literature was the 
first to begin it , since literature 

could be pursued privately and at 
home . 

Cultivation precedes fruition . 
Perhaps we cannot have our great 
women architects, painters, play­
wrights, sailors, bridge-builders, 
jurists , captains, composers, and 
so forth, until we have run-of-the­
mill women in these roles, until 
all that is a commonplace-until, 
in short, women enter into the 
central stream of mankind's ac­
tivities, until woman-as-person 
becomes as flat and unremarked a 
tradition as man-as-person. Repro­
duction, trick it out as you will in 
this or that myth, is still only re­
production, a natural and 
necessary biological function­
and biology, however fancied up 
with tribal significance and mys­
tical implication, is not enough. 
Unless you are on the extreme 
verge of death, it is never enough 
just to keep on breathing. 

Even woman's differing muscu­
lar capacity-much is made 
of this, unsurprisingly-is, in 

the age of the comprehensive 
machine, an obstacle to almost 
no pursuit. The machine widens 
experience for everyone, and 
equalizes the physical endurance 
of men and women. A long jour­
ney is no longer a matter of 
muscle, but of jet-schedules. Pre­
sumably, it will become harder 
and harder to maintain that novel­
ists who are women are con­
demned to a narrower focus than 
that of men because their lives 
are perforce narrower. 

The question is, then, I believe, 
a question touching at least pe­
ripherally on art. Not merely 
literary art, but all the human arts, 
including those we call science . 
And I have ventured that the ques­
tion must be formulated as a 
humanistic issue, not a sectarian 
one , not a divisive one. Art must 
belong to all human beings, not 
alone to a traditionally privileged 
segment; every endeavor, every 
passion, must be available to the 
susceptible adult , without the in­
tervention of myth or canard. 
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Woman will cease solely to be 
man's Muse-an It (as she is, 
curiously, for writers as disparate 
as Graves and Mailer, as she was 
for Freud)-and will acquire 
Muses of her own when she her­
self ceases to be bemused with 
gaudy daydreams and romances 
-with lies reinforcing lies-about 
her own nature. She limits-she 
self-limits-her aspirations and 
her expectations. She joins the 
general mockery at her possibili­
ties. I have heard her laughing at 
herself as though she were a 
dancing dog. You have seen her 
regard her life as a disease to be 
constantly tended and pacified. 
She does not yet really believe 
that she is herself accessible to 
poetry or science: she wills these 
into her sons, but not into her 
daughters. She surrounds herself 
with the devices and manipula-

INK: I' WANT TO BE A DANCER 

tions of an identity that is not an 
identity. Without protest she per­
mits the intractable momentum 
of society to keep her from its 
worthinesses and larger adven­
tures, from its expressive labor. 
She lives among us like a docile 
captive; a consuming object; an 
accomplice; an It. She has been 
successfully persuaded to work 
for and at her own imprisonment. 

If one were to bow to the 
tempting idea that her role has 
come about through a conspiracy 
(as it could not have, for custom 
is no plot), it would appear as 
though it were a conspiracy of 
sluggish women, and never of ex­
cluding men. The fervor and 
energies of the women who are 
not lazy, those rare activist per­
sonalities who feel t~e call of a 
Cause, are thrown pragmatically 
into the defense of that easy and 

comfortable role; the barricades 
of the pleasant prison are manned 
-no, womaned-by the inmates 
themselves, to prevent the rebels 
from breaking out. 

But the rebels are few. 

That is because, among us, no 
one rebels, no one protests, 
no one wants to renovate or 

liberate, no one asks any funda­
mental questions. We have, alas, 
the doubtful habit of reverence. 
Above all we respect things-as­
they-are. If we want to step on 
the moon, it is not to explore an 
unknown surface or to divine a 
new era, but to bolster ourselves 
at home, among the old home 
rivals; there is more preening than 
science in that venture, less bold­
ness than bravado. We are so 
placid that the smallest tremor of 
objection to anything at all is 
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taken as a full-scale revolution: 
a bunch of college students sit 
down, and university presidents 
at commencements all over the 
country begin en masse to chirp 
out alarmed and startled strictures 
on the subject of rashness, failing 
discipline, the threat to civil 
peace. Should anyone speak up in 
favor of the obvious, it is taken as 
a symptom of the influence of the 
left, the right, the pink, the black, 
the hippie. An idea for its own 
sake-especially an obvious idea 
-has no respectability. 

Among my last year's students 
-let us come back to them, for 
they are our societal prototypes 
-all of this was depressingly 
plain. That is why they could not 
write intelligibly-no one had 
ever mentioned the relevance of 
writing to thinking, and. thinking 
had never been encouraged or in­
duced in them. By "thinking" I 
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mean, of course, not the simple 
ability to make equations come 
out right, but the devotion to 
speculation on that frail but ob­
sessive distraction known as the 
human condition. My students­
male and female-did not need 
to speculate on what goals are 
proper to the full life; male and 
female, they already knew their 
goals. And their goals were identi­
cal. They all wanted to settle 
down into a perpetual and phan­
tom coziness. They were all at 
heart sentimentalists-and senti­
mentalists, Yeats said, are persons 
"who believe in money, in posi­
tion, in a marriage bell, and whose 
understanding of happiness is to 
be so busy whether at work or 
play, that all is forgotten but the 
momentary aim." Accordingly, 
they had all opted, long ago, per­
haps at birth, for the domestic 
life, the enclosed life, the con-

stricted life-the life, in brief, of 
the daydream, into which the ob­
vious must not be permitted to 
thrust its scary beams. 

By the 11obvious" I mean, once 
again, the gifts and teachings and 
life-illuminations of art. The meth­
ods of art are variegated, flexible, 
abstruse, and often enough mys­
terious. But the burden of art is 
obvious: here is the world, here 
are human beings, here is child­
hood, here is struggle, here i.s 
hate, here is old age, here is 
death. None of these is a fantasy, 
a romance, or a sentiment, none 
is an imagining; all are obvious. 
A culture which does not allow 
itself to look clearly at the obvious 
through the universal accessibility 
of art is a culture of tragic delu­
sion, hardly viable; it will make 
room for a system of fantasy Of­
fices on the one hand, and a sys­
tem of fantasy Homes on the 
other, but it will forget that the 
earth lies beneath all. 

Such a culture will turn out 
role-playing stereotypes (the hid­
eousness of the phrase is appro­
priate to the concept) instead of 
human beings. It will shut the 
children away from half the popu­
lation. It will shut aspiration away 
from half the population. It 
will glut its colleges with young 
people enduringly maimed by 
illusions learned early and kept 
late. It will sup on make-believe. 
But a humanistic society-you and 
I do not live in one-is one in 
which a voice is heard: "Come," 
it says, "here is a world requiring 
architects, painters, playwrights, 
sailors, bridge-builders, jurists, 
captains, composers, discoverers, 
and a thousand things besides, all 
real and all obvious. Partake," it 
says, "live." 

Is it a man's voice or a woman's 
voice? Students, colleagues, listen 
again; it is two voices. "How ob­
vious," you will one day reply, 
and if you laugh, it will be at the 
quaint folly of obsolete custom, 
which once failed to harness the 
obvious; it will not be at a danc­
ing dog. 
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The Restless Eagles: 

Women's Liberation 1969 

( 

Like the rumble of guns 
From afar ... 
I am tired of mating and meandering 
I want the yellow canyons of desire 
I will be no docile thing-
But a restless eagle in space 

Blanche Shoemaker Wagstaff, 
Atavism (1929) 



By Marlene Dixon 

" . . . 'and the nearer we got to the church, 
the madder I was; and now,' says she , 'do 
you reckon after all I'd been through that 
mornin', and dinner ahead of me to git , 
and the children to look after all the eve­
nin', do you reckon that I felt like settin ' 
up there and singin' "Welcome , sweet day 
of rest"?' Says she, 'I ain't seen any day 
o' rest since the day I married Sam, and 
I don't expect to see any till the day I die ; 
and if Parson Page wants that hymn sung , 
let him git up a choir of old maids and old 
bachelors, for they're the only people that 
ever see any rest Sunday or any other 
day.'" 

Aunt Jane of Kentucky , Eliza 
Calvert Hall (1907) 

Women's liberation is not a new movement, 
but rather a rebirth of insurgency. It is the 
latest wave in the unfinished revolution 

waged by women in America throughout the ages 
of their oppression. 

Margaret Fuller wrote in 1845, in Woman in the 
Nineteenth Century, what is regrettably a most con­
temporary document. In her introduction to the 
book, she wrote: 

I have aimed to show that no age was left entirely with­
out a witness of the equality of the sexes in function, 
duty and hope. Also that, when there was unwillingness 
or ignorance, which prevented this being acted upon, 
women had not the less power for their want of light 
and noble freedom. But it was power which hurt alike 
them and those against whom they made use of the arms 
of the servile-cunning, blandishment, and unreasonable 
emotion. 

I believe that, at present, women are the best helpers 
of one another . Let them think; let them act; till they 
know what they need. We ask of men to remove arbi­
trary barriers. Some would like to do more. But I believe 
it needs that Woman show herself in her native dignity, 
to teach them how to aid her; their minds are so encum­
bered by tradition . 

Women might indeed take pride in the history of 
their freedom struggle-if they knew about that 
history! That women (and men) are ignorant of the 
history of women's liberation movements is no acci­
dent. It is part of the whole fabric of oppression of 
women whose history has been rewritten into a 
bizarre comic opera of bluestockings and suffra­
gettes. The distortion of women's history has made 
women ashamed and afraid of being called un­
feminine and grotesque. This fear has kept women 
from voicing their discontent and demanding their 
rights to a full and free life of their own . 

History is not the only collaborator in perpetuat­
ing the social myths which justify the continued sub­
jugation of women . Psychiatry, for example, portrays 
women chiefly as sexual beings, suitable only for 
childbearing, and doomed to frustration if their lives 
are not given over wholly to nurturance. These 
translations of the "common wisdom" into scientific 
law perpetuate the myth of the subservient role of 
women. Yet, as psychologist Naomi Weisstein em­
phasizes in another article in this issue, such argu­
ments are wrong : "There isn,.t the tiniest shred 
of evidence that these (psychiatric) fantasies of servi­
tude and childish dependence have anything to do 
with woman's true potential." 

Sociology is also guilty of translating the subser­
vient social role of women into "scientific law." 
Sociologists argue that the role of women cannot 
change because the division of labor requires sex­
role differentiation. In other words, what has been, 
must be. Yet when the sociologist happens to be 
a woman , different conclusions must be reached. 
Mrs. Alice Rossi, for example, argues: 

19 



There is no overt antifeminism in our society (in 1964), 
not because sex equality has been achieved, but because 
there is practically no feminist spark left among American 
women. When I ask the brightest of my women college 
students about their future study and work plans, they 
either have none because they are getting married in a 
few months, or they show clearly that they have lowered 
their aspirations from professional and research fields 
that excited them as freshmen, to concentrate as juniors 
on more practical fields far below their abilities. Young 
women seem increasingly uncommitted to anything be­
yond early marriage, motherhood and a suburban house . 
There are few Nora's in contemporary American society 
because women have deluded themselves that the doll's 
house is large enough to find complete personal fulfill­
menc within it.1 

Mrs. Rossi explains the decline in the feminist 
movement by showing that changes in the legal 
code or obtaining the right to vote is no guarantee 
that changes in patterns of exploitation and discrim­
ination will follow. Legal changes are often hollow 
victories. 

F eminism became nonexistent during the affluent 
and politically conservative years following 
World War II. Just recall those grotesque Holly­

wood movies of the '50's: brilliant woman gives up 
all to marry Mr. Clean: a not very subtle variant 
on the happy themes of "a woman's place is in the 
home," "keep her barefoot and pregnant," and "a 
woman's brains are between her legs." 

Economic Conditions: Work 

With grease and with grime from corner to center 
Forever at war and forever alert 
No rest for a day lest the enemy enter 
I spend my whole life in a struggle with dirt 

Alas! 'Twas no dream; ahead I behold it, 
I see I am helpless my fate to avert 
She lay down her broom, her apron she folded 
She lay down and died and was buried in dirt. 

"The Housewife's Lament," American folksong 

There were 44 million unpaid domestic workers 
in the U.S. in 1965: married women keeping house. 
In an average month in 1962, there were 23 million 
women at work, of whom 17 million were full-time 
workers. Most of the jobs that women hold are in 
low-pay categories. In 1960, for example, there 
were 7 million women clerical workers and only 
431 geologists. In 1961 the earnings of women work­
ing full-time averaged only about 60 per cent of 
those of men working full-time: women are paid 
less for the same work. Studies made in 1960 
showed area averages of women bank-tellers with 
less than five years of experience running typically 
$5-15 a week less than the averages of men with 
the same years of experience. Differences ranged 
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from 9 to 49 cents an hour between the averages 
of men and women in the same power laundry 
occupations in a number of metropolitical areas. 
(American Women, The Report of the President's 
Commission on the Status of Women and Other 
Publications of the Commission, Scribner's, 1965). 

Other aspects of the economic exploitation of 
women and discrimination against them must be 
cited: Negro women constitute the largest minority 
in the United States, and are the lowest paid and 
the most disadvantaged group in the labor force. 
The median annual wage of white women is less 
than that of black men. In 1960, nonwhite males 
earned $3,075; white females, $2,537. Lowest of all 
are the nonwhite females: $1,276. Yet the black 
woman often earns more than her husband, and 
sometimes is the only wage earner in the family. 
Finally, women are educationally disadvantaged by 
early marriage: less than half of all women 25 years 
of age and over are high school graduates. There are 
almost 4 million adult women with less than five 
years of schooling; 11.5 million women have not 
completed high school; only one in three of the 
bachelor's and master's degrees conferred by uni­
versities and colleges go to women, and only one 
in ten of the Ph.D.'s. "These ratios represent a signi­
ficant decrease since the 1930's, when two out of 
five bachelor's and master's degrees and one out of 
seven Ph.D.'s were earned by women," 2 observes 
Esther Peterson. 

We Become What We Are Expected to Be 

Why have women passively accepted the massive 
economic and social exploitation of their position 
in American life? It is because they are taught at 
home and at school that they are secondary to men, 
that their lives must be lived through their hus­
bands, their futures experienced through their chil­
dren. They occupy the status of appendages to 
others ' lives. David McClelland emphasizes the 
denigrating self-image passed on to women. He 
writes: 

Countless psychological studies have shown that woman 
is still perceived by both men and women as Adam 's 
rib-despite all the efforts of feminists from Lucy Stone 
to Simone de Beauvoir . That is, she is defined not in 
terms of her self, but in terms of her relation to men: 
Adam's rib, Adam's temptress, Adam's helpmate , Adam 's 
wife and mother of his children. The female image is 
characterized as small , weak, soft, and light. In the 
U.S., it is also dull , peaceful, relaxed , cold , rounded , pas­
sive and slow ... 

Who wants to be small , weak , light, dull? Women must 
be pretty feeble creatures, pale reflections of men, by 
this definition. No wonder they have been dissatisfied 
with the image and have reacted with either open resent­
ment or secret doubts as to their real worth. 3 
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iris and women-are taught to be socially irrele­
vant, passive, to hide their natural abilities, 
to fear self-expression, lest they be called a 

"castrating" woman. When people are taught that 
they are inferior, and when society demands that 
they act inferior, it is not surprising that they appear 
to be inferior. 

Racism and Male Chauvinism: 
Mandates for Movement 

There is an almost exact parallel between 
the role of women and the role of black 
people in this society. Together they con­
stitute the great maintenance force sustain­
ing the white American male. They wipe 
his ass and breast-feed him when he is 
little, they school him in his youthful years, 
do his clerical work and raise his and their 
replacements later. All through his life in 
the factories, on the migrant farms, in the 
restaurants, hospitals, offices, and homes, 
they sew, stoop, cook, clean, sweep and 
run errands for him, haul away his garbage, 
and nurse him when his frail body falters. 

Beverly Jones, Toward a Female Liberation Movement 
(1968) 

Women's liberation as a movement is young, radi­
cal and politically experienced. Its goals and actions 
are far more militant than the moderate and matron­
ly National Organization for Women (founded by 
Betty Friedan). While women's liberation supports 
the struggle against occupational discrimination, its 
main thrust is against the institution of male chau­
vinism and the social and economic exploitation of 
all women. The reasons for this are not surprising. 

The women's movement is a product of the ex­
perience of many hundreds of young women in the 
civil rights movement and in the urban white or­
ganizing undertaken by white, radical youth after 
the collapse of the civil rights movement. Young 
women and girls risked their lives in the struggle to 
create a just and humane society. They were beaten 
in demonstrations, they were arrested, and they 
were often sexually mistreated. They served time 
in jail, staffed the freedom houses, cranked the 
mimeograph machines, washed the dishes, loved 
the men, and cared for the children. Only to dis­
cover themselves absent from the steering commit­
tees, silent during meetings, and ridiculed when 
t~ey protested that they worked and risked their 
lives in organizations in which they had little power 
~o make decisions. The young women learned that 
in a freedom struggle, they were not free. 

Out of this contradiction, the women's liberation 
movement was born. At first, women asked only 
that they be permitted to participate in "participa­
tory" d emocracy. This very reasonable and just re-
quest was laughed down by the young men, and so 
women learned at last just what male chauvinism 
must mean for their own movement: 
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One of the best things that ever happened to black mili­
tants happened when they got hounded out of the stars­
and-stripes, white-controlled, civil rights movement, 
when they started fighting for blacks instead of the 
American Dream. The best thing that ever happened to 
potential white radicals in civil rights happened when 
they got thrown out by SNCC and were forced to face 
their own oppression in their own world. When they 
started fighting for control of the universities, against 
the draft, the war, and the business order. And the best 
thing that may yet happen to potentially radical young 
women is that they will be driven out of both of these 
groups. That they will be forced to stop fighting for the 
"movement" and start fighting primarily for the liberation 
and independence of women. (Beverly Jones, Toward a 
Female Liberation Movement) 

The young women's liberation movement (with 
groups in every major city in the United States and 
Canada) has learned from the struggle for equality 
for black people. It has learned to distrust legal "so­
lutions" and to be militant. Its political analysis rests 
upon the assertion that "there is an almost exact 
parallel between the role of women and the role of 
black people." How do we evaluate this analysis? 
How close is the analogy? The work of three sociol­
ogists can help us to answer these questions. 

The first is Gunnar Myrdal, author of An Ameri­
can Dilemma, a classic study of racism in the 
U.S. In the forgotten "appendix 5" of that work, 

the similarity of beliefs about black people and 
women was first drawn. A second sociologist, Ever­
ett C. Hughes, drew the same parallel in 1949. He 
points out that 

People are accustomed to act toward women in certain 
ways. Likewise the Negro has a traditional role. The tradi­
tional roles of neither women nor Negro include that of 
physician. Hence, when either of them becomes a physi­
cian the question arises whether to treat her or him as a 
physician or as woman or as Negro. Likewise, on their 
part, there is the problem whether, in a given trouble­
some situation, to act completely as physician or in the 
other role. This is their dilemma.• 

It is clear that Hughes sees marginal blacks and 
marginal women as free-thinkers and as rebels, 
struggling against conservative conventions, and yet 
paying a heavy price for their struggle. 

Helen Hacker, a sociologist, drawing upon Myr­
dal, has given us the most complete analysis of the 
parallels between white racism and male chauvin­
ism. She points out that "the relationship between 
women and Negroes is historical, as well as analogi­
cal. In the seventeenth century the legal status of 
Negro servants was borrowed from that of women 
and children, who were under the patria potestas, 
and until the Civil War there was considerable co­
operation between the Abolitionist and the women 
suffrage movements." The following chart is taken 
from Helen Hacker's analysis of the situation in 
1951. 
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Chart 1. Castelike Status of Women and Negroes 5 

1. High Social Visibility 

Negroes 
a. skin color , other "racial" 
characteristics 
b. (sometimes) distinctive 
dress (and manners)• 

Women 
a. secondary sex characteris­
tics 
b. distinctive dress, (special 
codes of etiquette.)• 

2. Ascribed Attributes 

a. infer ior intelligence, smal­
ler brain, less convoluted, 
scarcity of genius 
b. more free in instinctual 
gratification. Mor e emotional, 
"prim itive " and childlike . 
Imagined sexual prowess en­
vied. 
c. common stereotype "in­
ferior " 

a. ditto 

b. irresponsible, inconsistent, 
emotionally unstable, lack 
strong super-ego, women as 
temptresses. (More intuitive, 
irrational) .* 
c. " Weaker" (women as in­
complete men)• 

3. Rationalization of Status 

a. thought all right in his a. Woman's place is in the 
place home 
b. Myth of contented Negro b. Myth of contented woman 

- " feminine " woman is happy 
in subordinate role 

4. Accommodation Attitudes 

a. limitations on education, a. ditto 
should fit " place" in society 
b. confined to traditional jobs b. ditto 
-barred from supervisory po-
sitions 
c. deprived of political im- c. ditto 
portance 
d. social and professional seg- d. ditto 
regation 
e. more vulnerable to criti- e. ditto 
cism 

5. Discriminations 
a. supplicatory whining into­
nation of voice 

a. risrng inflection , smiles, 
laughs, downward glances 

b. deferential manner 
c. concealment of real feel­
ings 
d. Outwit " white folks" 
e. careful study of points at 
which dominant group is sus­
ceptible to influence 
f. fake appeals for directives ; 
show of ignorance 

b. flattering manner 
c. " feminine wiles " 

d. Outwit " menfolk " 
e. ditto 

f . appearance of helplessness 

Starred po ints in pare nth ese s added by Dixon . 

W hat Helen Hacker, as a sociologist, analyzed 
academically in 1951, the young women of 
the movement by 1966-68 had learned 

through direct and harsh experience. But they had 
also learned more: 

Women who would avoid or extricate themselves from 
the common plight described who would begin new 1· , 
rves, new movements , and new worlds, must first learn 

to acknowledge the reality of their present condition . 
They have got to reject the blind and faulty categories 
of thought foisted on them by a male order for its 
?wn benefit. . . . There is something horribly repugnant 
rn the picture of women performing the same menial 
~hores all day, having almost interchangeable conversa­
tr_o~s with their children, engaging in standard tele­
vrsron arguments with their husbands, and then in the 
l~te hours of the night, each agonising over what is con­
s,ciered her personal lot, her personal relationship, her 
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personal problem .... Purposely div ided from each other, 
each of us is ruled by one or mor e men for the benefit 
of all men. There is no personal escape, no personal sal­
vation , no personal solution . (Beverl y Jones, Toward a 
Female Liberation Mo vement 1968) 

Institutionalized male chauvinism , like institution­
alized white racism, is a social and political prob­
lem; it will only be solved through social and politi­
cal change . American society has taught young 
women that the only way the oppressed people of 
this society gain their rights and their freedom is to 
fight for them. Women's liberation is committed to 
th is struggle. 

What Do Women Want? 

Helmer: Before all else you are a wife and mother . 
Nora : That I no longer believe. I believe that 

before all else I am a human being , just 
as much as you are-or at least that I 
should try to become one. 

Henrik Ibse n, A Do ll's House, 1879 

W omen's liberation cries out for human 
freedom, for the right of every individual 
to create his or her own life and to develop 

fully his or her potential. To seek freedom forces us 
to oppose oppression of all people, black and white 
and female. The women's movement is based on a 
simple truth : we cannot set others free if we are 
not ourselves free. As women struggle against their 
fear of being inferior , as they seek ways of life that 
will truly permit them to be " before all else a hu­
man being ," they increasingly discover themselves 
forced to take a militant stance, forced to accept 
the harsh truth that women's freedom will only be 
possible in a radically transformed society. Still 
the truth also means that each of us must become 
in important ways free women, unafraid and sure. 
So we may end as we began with a minor poet, who 
so movingly foresaw the spirit of the New Woman: 

I will be no docile thing-
But a restless eagle in space 
Threshing is better than sowing 
I have spread the seeds too long! 
Now there is a rich harvest of the unknown­
Riot and strange thoroughfares 
There is din of thunder 
And storm in the air 
Like the rumble of guns from afar . .. 
I cannot be this ordered self forever! 

Blanche Shoemaker Wagstaff, Atavism 

1 Alice Rossi, "Equality Betwee n the Sexes: An Immodest Proposal , " 
The Wom en in Ameri ca, Hought on Mifflin , 1965. 

2 Esther Peter son, " Working Wome n," The Women in Am erica, Hough ­
ton Mifflin , 1965. 

• David C. McClelland , "Want ed : A New Se lf-Image for Women ," The 
Woman in Am erica, Houghton Mifflin, 1965. 

• Everett C. Hughes , " Social Chan ge and Statu s Prote st: An Essay on 
The Marginal Man, " Phy/on, Vo l. X. 

• Helen Hacker , " Women as a Minority Group ," Social Forces, Vol. 30, 
p. 65. 
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Metamorphosis into Bureaucrat 

My hips are a desk. 
From my ears hang 
chains of paperclips. 
Rubber bijnds form my hair. 
My breasts are wells of mimeograph ink. 
My feet bear casters. 
Buzz. Click. 
My head 
is a badly organized file. 
My head is a switchboard 
where crossed lines crackle. 
My head is a wastebasket 
of worn ideas. 
Press my fingers 
and in my eyes appear 
credit and debit 
zing. Tinkle. 
My navel is a reject button. 
From my mouth issue cancelled reams. 
Swollen, heavy, rectangular 
I am about to be delivered 
of a baby 
xerox machine. 
File me under W 
because I wonce 
was 
a woman. 

-Marge Piercy 
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Paintings and etchings by 

JUDITH 
STEVENS SAYFIE 

DON'T FOLLOW SO CLOSE, AIRNEY 14½"x16" 

Fragmentation/blonde/TV/ supersex/ grass/between/bold/ mock-out/ pasted-on 

flaunting/ pierced ears/floppy hats/ reek less/ overlapping/ plastic/ fire bi rd/ juice: 

So what else is new with 1969 woman? 

Judith Stevens Sayfie is a perceptive young artist who is one of the first to 
take as her subject the Maidenform-Tipparillo babies of our time, boldly re­
flecting and interpreting the 1960's experiences of U. S. Woman. With keen 
perception, vigor, and a sense of humor, all adding up to a swinging style, 
she'll send shudders through those who still believe in the simplicity of the 
small town girl. 
Her approach is additionally startling for she combines the fragmented imagery 
of "total environment" with the color and energy socked to her by our own 
pop culture a la drugstore comics, the billboard and General Motors. She 
tells it like it often is-the accoutrements of silly-sex, the exaggerated role-play 
of Adman and Little Orphan Evie-and her analysis is laced with a hearty 
mockery that seems to speak for a new generation of intelligent, "liberated" 
women who admit their complicity and overwhelming advantage by saying: 
"What a silly game this is! Let's play it again." 



INTERIOR #1 5¾"x41/'a" 

The artist seeks out all the evidence 

of juxtaposed, merging, accumulating experience; 

remembering blue ribbons, lemon-yellow cloth, 

the Flint Hills, shadowed eyes. 



NEVER FINISHED RUNNING 3S¾"x41¼" 



And the artist succumbs to the lyricism of a clutched purse, 

instant gravy, frosted mouths, thalo-purple zinnias, U.S. mail­

and "Volkswagens, side by side, doing funny things." 

WOMAN WITH PALM BAG AND NACHILEE 



DEAR LOUISA, GLAD TO HEAR YOUR TURKEY DINNER WAS A SUCCESS, 
I, TOO, PREPARED MY FIRST ONE AND IT WAS DELICIOUS! 

(GRAVY IS MY WEAK POINT) 

6¾x6¾ 







GOING DOWN HILL 

In her work we discover 

that there can be a special knowing about people 

when driving along a clay road, 

or walking in and out of a kitchen. 

6"x7" 



SMUCKER'S PURPLE RASPBERRY: TYPICAL HOUSEWIFEY 20"x29" 
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She mocks-out Americans going about in their cars, 

and sitting for one's wedding portrait along with the best friend. 

THE BRIDE AND HER MATRON OF HONOR 5¾"x4¾" 



COLOR THE CAR BLUE 9¾"x81/a" 



MY HUSBAND WON 'T LET ME WEAR A BIKINI 

F -- ~-- T q ....... - -...;>•.•- ·· 



And 

she speaks 

of 

the grand adventure 

of a 

day in the sun 

on the shores 

of a county lake 

near 

Wichita 



ROSELYN, SALMON LA SAC NEXT EXIT 

Reminding us all the while 

that when we drive down the highway with a friend 

who says he wants to get off at the next exit 

we should be very careful about the decision we make. 

33"x44½" 



I NEVER EAT SWEET POTATOES 47¾"x59¼" 



PICNIC 31¾"x26" 

Judith Stevens Sayfie lives in Hallandale, Florida, and is a graduate of 
Wichita State University. In 1966-67 she was an instructor in drawing and 
painting at Central Washington State College in Ellensburg, Washington. She 
writes that her artistic concerns are about sweet potatoes, legs in high heeled 
shoes running against the severe horizon of the Kansas Flint Hills, and people 
running, more people running, more and more people running . . . ! 

The question, of course, is not why they are running, but where? 



The Playground 
( a prose poem) 

The iron gate is high and there are points. But this is a public garden 
and therefore treeless. The women sit and sweat over their children in 
the summertime. The children run under the spray in bathing suits when 
the spray is on, but this summer there is a draught. 

Hamlet is a play about remembrance, remembrance and death. "Pray love, 
remember." "Rosemary is for remembrance." "Remember me." 

Woman, that strange creature, strives-to be, uniquely to be. To be. 
What to be? How uniquely she understands the plight, victim that she is, 
of the great swindle. Did you say it wasn't cut off? Oh, but it was! 
You remind me of it every day. Caught. In a cage. The bars of iron have 
tidy points to rip the little chins that climb. Alarmed. At the swellings. 
And the braces. At the cough. At the growing up. Alarmed. To make of every 
day a happy day, of every minute happiness. We gossip in the park. Castrated. 
\V/e watch the children play. Castrate them. This is mine to pass on to you. 
Remembrance. Pray, love. Remembrance of the dead, that you may die. 

And did he scream at me? And did he say you don't know what you're talking 
about once too often? And did I kill him? Was it time for him to die? 
Did he say the same old thing? Did I grow tired of he said, she said, I said? 
And I discovered, it took a whole generation for me to discover, that I 
am right. So what do I tell you? Believe them, be safe. For another genera-
tion. I don't know what that means. Is it better safe? Is safe happy? Re­
member. The dead want you to remember. They have long memories. They come 
out of the sandbox and haunt you. 

Play with the ball. Leave me alone. I'm talking to the ladies. It is hot. 
You are hot too? Listen, I've never lied to you. I never will. Make of 
your life. It's not much I gave you. I found that out too late. Make a 
sandpile. Make a pie. Eat, mein kind. 

These are the ladies that push you. Into the playground and out. They don't 
know what they are talking about. No they don't. In their suits and their 
slacks and their empty voices, you hear me talk to them to pass the time. You 
know it's foolish. Mama, come and play with me! I would be better off, but 
my depression, my morbid curiosity, sticks me to the bench. What will 
she say, this one, that I have heard before? Mommy, they just talk. I hate 
that talk. 

So I swear a vow of silence. Mute I stand in my black robes against the wall 
of iron spikes that the children chin on I have heard that talk before I will 
not listen to another word but buy the groceries and check out at the check-out 
counter pick up my stamps and go. Before I go, give me one kiss. Oh, you are 
so sweet. Pray, love. Pray love, remember. 

-Leah Fritz 
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MARKY BULWINKLE 

THE 
SUBVERSION 

OF 
BETTY CROCKER 

By Susan Sutheim 

N ext time you pass a newsstand or magazine 
counter, notice what's on sale. Here in New 
York, typically, you'll find about three dozen 

magazines, nearly two dozen of which will be 
women's magazines . Why? Because they sell. Notice 
also the variety: general-interest magazines aimed 
mostly (although not exclusively) at housewives­
Ladies' Home Journal, McCall's, Good Housekeep­
ing, Redbook; general-interest magazines aimed 
mostly at unmarried women-Seventeen and ln­
genue for younger women, Cosmopolitan and Single 
Girl for older ones; special-subject magazines­
Modern Bride and others aimed at about-to-be-mar­
ried women, magazines about hair styles and care, 
cosmetics, knitting, sewing; fashion/beauty maga­
zines-Clamour and Mademoiselle, Vogue and 
Harper's Bazaar; plus True Confessions, Modern 
Romance, Screenlife, Silver Screen and countless 
other romance magazines and comic books. 

Each of these magazines is aimed at a slightly dif­
ferent audience and thus emphasizes different as­
pects of the image of American women (their 
readers). Seventeen and lngenue for the teenage­
into-early college age bracket; Clamour and Made­
moiselle for the college/young-working-girl/young 
mother group; Vogue and Harper's Bazaar for the 
very rich and for those of us who like to peek at the 
way the rich live. Then there's a bundle directed at 
married women (predominantly)-Ladies' Home 
Journal , McCall's , Family Circle, Good Housekeep­
ing, Better Homes & Gardens, Woman 's Day, House 
Beautiful, Redbook-each of which has (or tries to 
have) a special emphasis. Better Homes & Gardens 
carries gardening features that the others don't (or 
don't regularly). Good Housekeeping and Family 
Circle emphasize food, often budget food. Woman's 
Day goes in for do-it-yourself projects. McCall's and 
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the Ladies' Home Journal __are " more sophisticated" 
in fashions , food , beauty features: which means 
they're aimed at a more upwardly-mobile , urban­
suburban audience than , e.g., Redbook. 

Any woman could probably produce the same 
rundown of women 's magazines, and supply all sorts 
of details and point out distinctions I've skipped . 
This may be partially because most women buy 
one or more women 's magazines from time to time. 
This familiarity also stems from the fact-and this 
is important-that we read our mothers ' magazines 
from the time we're seven or eight. I can recall , at 
age nine , telling my mother about an article I'd 
just read in the Ladies' Home Journal about how 
Russians are just ordinary nice people . This, in 1951, 
produced a rather hysterical reaction from my 
mother , who threatened to cancel her subscription . 
Subversive literature right in her own living room! 

Which was precisely the point; if the mothers are 
resistant, you can indoctrinate the kids. (Skeptics 
who think girls don 't read their mothers ' magazines 
should take a look at the February 1969 McCall 's, 
in which the beginning of a new feature by and for 
under-14-year-olds is announced .) 

I said magazines indoctrinate their readers. That 's 
a strong word , and it demands explanation. Just who 
is indoctrinating whom , and to what end? 

I worked for a year in the food department for 
the Ladies' Home Journal . During that year I learned 
how editorial decisions are generally made, about 
who has the power to veto editorial material , about 
how it gets in in the first place. I gather, from friends 
who work for other magazines and from reading ad­
vertising trade journals , that my experience was 
typical of the trade . 

In magazines, _you ' re dealing with two sets of 
people in business to make a profit: the publishers 
and hundreds of advertisers. The publisher earns 
his money by selling the magazine (subscriptions , 
newsstand sales), but more importantly, from the 
sale of advertising space in the pages of his maga­
zine. (No magazine could sustain itself on subscrip­
tions alone without raising subscription prices out 
of sight-and out of competitive range. So either 
you have foundation support or some other form of 
donated money, or you sell lots of ads.) Thus, from 
the publisher 's and advertisers ' points of view , a 
magazine exists to sell (run) ads; and the advertisers ' 
desires (which are anyhow pretty much the same as 
the publisher 's) generally determine editorial con­
tent. 

Advertising space is access to a consumer market 
-the people who read the magazine. Hence elabo­
rate, constant and expensive reader surveys : adver ­
tisers want to know where your readers live , what 
their educational level is, what occupations they 
(and/ or their husbands) are in , how many children 
are in the average reader's family , what the average 
reader 's income is, etc. 
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A II this because in order to sell whatsoever it is 
j\ you have to sell, you have to know who 

you ' re talking to. The advertising copy-and 
to some extent , the product-you offer to a non­
college-educated , $8,000-per-year suburban woman 
is not the same as that you address to a college­
educated working mother in a large city, or to a 
single woman. 

Given the fact that , from the viewpoint of pub­
lisher and advertiser , the ultimate goal of a women's 
magazine is to sell (the magazine, the products it 
advertises) , what-in their estimation and experience 
-makes women buy? A quick survey of ads and 
the editorial copy that supplements them yields 
some obvious answers. 

To wit: how does a wife and mother demonstrate 
her concern / love/ devotion to her family? She bakes 
them a Betty Crocker / Pillsbury / Swans Down just­
like-homemade cake. How does a woman secure 
her husband 's wandering attention? She acts "like 
an expensive mistress" (demands a mink coat), as 
a recent New York Times ad put it. How does a 
woman explore and express her individuality? She 
tries an "exotic" or "offbeat" or "romantic" new 
lipstick, perfume , paint for the kitchen; she takes 
an exciting trip to Paris; she buys a cookbook and 
tries out an exotic recipe. In short, how does a 
woman (or any proper American) express who she 
is and how she relates to other people? She buys, 
buys, buys. 

POT A TO W OMAN 

And if you don't have life insurance (get your 
husband to buy it) , you ' re neglecting the future in­
terests of your children . If you don't have a set of 
" good " china as well as dishes for everyday use, 
you're a bit plain , a bit common, a bit of a drag. 
If you don 't treat yourself to a new dress/ hairdo/ 
make-up once in a while , well , that's your business, 
but you really are needlessly denying yourself . 

All of which is not to say that one ought not to 
enjoy a new dress, a trip to Paris, a new paint job for 
the kitchen , or whatever. All of which is to say that if 
you think such things-things-are sufficient satis­
faction of basic human needs, sufficient expression 
of human relationships , you're in trouble . And given 
the overriding social pressure we live under , when 
in some corner of your mind you realize that some­
thing's missing, your urge will be to fill the gap with 
still another thing . Including such things as psy-
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chiatric therapy, going to a good movie, taking a 
course at a museum-in all cases one pays the 
price and gets what's paid for. (Even on the emo­
tional level we deal in terms of prices exacted and 
paid. Consider the human meaning of familiar turns 
of phrase like "What is that relationship costing 
you emotionally? ... I just can't afford an involve­
ment, or commitment, of that sort.") 

One of the main props of this commodity culture 
is the current-and classic-image of the American 
woman. She is feminine: nonaggressive, noncom­
petitive (with men), intuitive and instinctual (more 
than rational). She is physically beautiful (or at least 
committed to trying to be). She is loving, warm, 
sympathetic, mothering; as distinguished from (often 
opposed to) men, who are hard-headed, cold­
blooded, selfish and authoritarian. Since the World 
War II era, when women were needed in large num­
bers to work in jobs left vacant by men going into 
the Army, it has become generally acceptable, even 
desirable, for women to work. 

Over the last twenty years, the image of American 
women one commonly finds in women's magazines 
has changed. It has also remained basically un­
changed. If you were to skim through all the back 
issues of a woman's magazine for the last twenty 
years (as I often did when I worked at the Ladies' 
Home Journal), you'd find the changes rather strik­
ing. Shortly after the end of World War II, when the 
men came home and women were no longer 
needed in the labor market in large numbers, there 
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was a flood of articles, the general theme of which 
was: "I used to work from nine to five and it 
was good because it was patriotic, but now I 
have returned to being 'just' a housewife again 
and it's great." This was supplemented by articles 
on the joys of motherhood, and how there's no 
such thing as "just" a housewife (a wife is a psy­
chiatrist, a chauffeur, a mediator of disputes, a 
gourmet cook, a hobby expert, a laundress, seam­
stress, Girl Scout leader, civic helper, etc.). 

By the late 1950's, this theme was not so fre­
quent. And as the 1960's advanced, there be­
gan to appear another-and apparently quite 

contradictory-theme. Articles popped up which 
discussed whether one could manage to work and 
be a proper mother at the same time. Strictly family-
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oriented magazines introduced regular features 
aimed at the young, unmarried working girl. Fea­
ture articles about how it's possib~e (and desirable) 
to get away from the kids for a day or a week 
cropped up, along with articles about going back 
to school (often to get teaching credentials) at age 
forty ("My Daughter and I are Classmates"). 

Supplementing this came ads whose general mes­
sage was: explore your creative potential; don't 
(just) sit by the hearth; be a little wild, be a little 
extravagant; indulge yourself. Lipsticks were given 
exotic names-Pago Pago Peach, Mad Mocha. Per­
fumes hinted at indiscretion and just-this-side-of­
illicit romance-Sirocco, Intimate, lndiscrete. 

The new image of an adventurous, assertive, non­
homebound woman seemed at odds with the stereo­
type of the passive, mothering, feminine woman. 
What happened to all those myths about how a 
Career Woman loses her femininity and becomes 
cold and competitive? If a woman makes a good 
consumer precisely because she's passive, relying 
on buying things to establish her identity and to 
express her purpose and relationships, wasn't this 
new image rather subversive-at least potentially? 

Dead wrong. Point number one: all the adventur­
ousness and it's-OK-to-have-a-career propaganda 
was, and is, firmly placed in an unchanged context: 
it's OK (good, even) to pursue a career-before 
you're married (or have kids), after your kids are 
grown, and/or while you're raising kids (if you can 
manage it, and plenty of women do). It's fine to be 
adventurous, go back to school, take a trip-but 
of course that doesn't mean sacrificing your role 
as wife and/or mother. 

Point number two: an active, curious, well-edu­
cated, assertive woman is a much better consumer 
than a plain old passive woman. Not that there's 
anything wrong with passivity-it's just a bit old­
fashioned, not very with-it, a bit hickish. An active 
woman develops all sorts of new tastes, new inter­
ests, new ways of fulfilling basic needs-and that 
means you can sell her all sorts of new products. 
Plain Jane might be so content with her domestic 
routine and so devoted to her family that she'd 
never buy a set of golf clubs, never indulge herself 
with a . special beauty treatment, never slip away 
for a week alone in the sun. (Furthermore, Plain 
Jane is not likely to enjoy a family income great 
enough to do that sort of thing.) Bubbling Betty, 
on the other hand, finds time to golf on weekends, 
took a trip to Paris last year and flipped on French 
cooking (cookbooks, special cooking utensils, spe­
cial food products), and has been thinking of spend­
ing a day in the city treating herself to a once-over 
facial and hairstyling. Bubbling Betty's husband 
probably earns upwards of $15,000 a year, and Betty 
herself may work part-time. 
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Confirmation that who and what women are 
supposed to be is comparable to what our 
grandmothers were supposed to be (with 

added fillips) comes in the February 1969 issue of 
several women's magazines. McCall's, Clamour and 
Single Girl include articles about "the sexual revo­
lution" and its attendant problems. What they mean 
by "sexual revolution" is that many young people 
today are "cohabiting in an unmarried state." All 
the articles take it for granted that this is not a 
revolution in practice, but in frankness: our parents 
may have slept together, even lived together, be­
fore they were married; but they didn't do it openly. 

OK, it's not that much of a revolution. But some­
thing is going on that women's magazines which 
never had touched this heretofore awkward subject 
have to deal with. On one level, women with teen­
age daughters have to figure out what to tell them 
about living with a man. Is it OK? Not OK? Some­
times OK? What are the limits of acceptability? From 
another angle, young women living with a man have 
to decide on what basis the relationship exists. Do 
they, should they, intend to get married? How soon? 
Why? 

The parameters of acceptability are these: Of 
course marriage is the eventual goal of a living ar­
rangement. Single Girl features an article on "How 
to Get the Man You're Living with to Marry You." 
The McCall's article thinks living arrangements are 
acceptable "because ... they [ young women] will 
be released from the pressures of early marriage, 
hasty marriage .... " The Clamour article details 
the agonies of several young women trying to figure 
out how to broach the subject, trying to decide 
whether to stick it out until the man in question is 
ready. 

Parameter of acceptability number two: of course 
(OF COURSE) if you want to have children, you 
get married. In this case, much more is conveyed 
by what isn't said than by what is. None of the 
articles even remotely considers that a man and a 
woman might have a child and stay together, but 
not marry. A woman might raise a child by herself 
if, for whatever reason, she and the father split up; 
that's tough but not unheard of. What is entirely 
and literally unheard of is nonmarriage and sticking 
together and raising a family. 

The point: the much-publicized sexual revolution 
is-or at least women's magazines say it is-no 
revolution at all when you consider what, under all 
the trimmings, the woman's role is. Even less of a 
revolution when you look at it in terms of social 
organization and not only in terms of a single person 
or family unit: the nuclear family remains the in­
stitution within which child-bearing and child-rear­
ing take place; the nuclear family remains the single 
most important institution for the purchase of con­
sumer goods. Tamper seriously with the nuclear 
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family, and you're threatening the entire economy, 
the entire society. 

Evidence: the article in Clamour notes that there 
are no statistics available on how many people 
are living together unmarried. Why? Because 

according to the Census Bureau, "cohabiting 
couples are not 'an important consumer entity.' " 
Consumer entity. Marriage, as they say on Madison 
Avenue (they really do say this) makes business; liv­
ing arrangements don't. Sure, if you're living with 
someone you have to have dishes, food, blankets, 
clothes, plenty of things. But you're riot going to buy 
life insurance, expensive rugs, "good" china or sil­
ver, or any of hundreds of major durable consumer 
goods (washing machine, vacuum cleaner, etc.). 
Which is to say, living arrangements that don't trans~ 
form into marriage could be a sticky wicket for the 
people who sell life insurance, washing machines 
and so on. 

More evidence about potential problems with liv­
ing arrangements: the McCall's article has buried in 
it a dead-giveaway sentence. From the business­
man's point of view the logic is backwards; it never­
theless is sound: "I need to find fixed and immut­
able aspects to the relationship of man and woman, 
and so I find them. I find them by refusing to accept 
a viable alternative to a stable family for the rearing 
of offspring." 

Viable alternative for the rearing of offspring? 
Viable alternative to the nuclear family, the single 
most important motor of our consumption-crazy 
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economy? If you're selling washing machines, that's 
not funny. It is very threatening. Moreover, it's not 
a vague off-in-the-future threat; it is happening. 

It has begun to happen in and around the New 
Left, that multi-organizational, cultural/political 
monster that has already caused at least minor prob­
lems for American capitalism (take a look at For­
tune magazine for January 1969 for an idea of how 
serious, potentially, the problems are). It's not yet a 
fully conscious or fully political phenomenon. Peo­
ple just live together. Why marry? It's a hassle­
forms, licenses, bureaucracy, all of it meaningless. 
And it's much more of a hassle to get unmarried. 
So far, every New Left couple I know of who has a 
child is married (I think, and/or they say). Some 
people are speculating about what would happen if 
you had a child and didn't marry. No one really 
knows-yet. Much talk, also, about setting up day­
care centers, about how to deal with raising our 
kids (not this couple's kids or that couple's; our 
kids). Plus, with very little talk (except some unfor­
tunate pompousness that seems now to have 
ended), a lovely freedom from "things" has hap­
pened. Not that people don't enjoy a new record, 
not that we give up things and turn ascetic; we've 
broken the compulsiveness of consumption. 

A nd with this, another political event has be­
/'"\ gun to connect hundreds of groups all over 

the country. There's no single, no central 
o~anization, but it is collectively known as the 
women's liberation movement. This movement has 
diverse sources; women who have been active in 
various New Left groups are into women's libera­
tion, and so are women who never before in their 
lives have been politically aware or involved. One 
common element amidst the considerable diversity 
is an understanding/conviction/feeling that the 
image of womanhood we've been brought up with 
(the image that women's magazines convey) is 
wrong, bad, destructive. The fundamental wrong­
ness is that we're supposed to believe we can satisfy 
our real needs by buying things and by buying 
things only. And of course we can't-which is pre­
cisely the point. Unsatisfied, we buy more, more, 
and more. Always a little hungry. Always seeing ful­
fillment just a little out of reach. 

The political potential, the human potential, of 
this movement is enormous. We are half of human­
kind; we are 53% of America. We've been pinched 
and repressed and distorted in a thousand ways for 
a thousand years and more. Tap that sublimated 
and misdirected energy, and something's going to 
happen. Is happening. Soon it will become stylish; 
the New York Times printed in February a long­
and quite sympathetic-article about the "women 
of the American revolution, 1969." Stylishness will 
not kill it, any more than the media really killed 
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what was strong and liberating in the early hippie 
movement. 

And the women's magazines? How will they ac­
commodate this upheaval? Soon we will start see­
ing articles about furniture fashions for the liber­
ated woman living with the liberated (swinging, 
chic, young) man. Soon will come articles about 
honeymoon-like vacations for the unmarried set. 
Soon will come articles detailing the horrors of 
being 35 and having lived with a man (or men) con­
tentedly for years, and suddenly realizing you're all 
alone. And not quite so soon, but certainly on the 
agenda, are articles about the entirely disastrous 
consequences of trying to raise a child with a man 
you're not married to. 

The consequences-plenty of them-will be dis­
astrous, precisely to the degree to which people are 
left to deal with them alone. Enter once more the 
women's liberation movement and the New Left (of 
which it is a part), which bears promise of not hav­
ing to deal with the consequences alone. If cohabita­
tion without marriage and child-rearing without 
marriage (without relying on the nuclear family) are 
dealt with socially and politically-along with a vast 
number of other things, to be sure-we stand a 
chance of beginning to transform our society pro­
foundly, and in immensely healthy ways. 

Think of it just in terms of the development of a 
healthy, curious, confident, loving child. A hun­
dred years ago, a child grew up in an extended 

family (parents, lots of brothers and sisters, grand­
parents, aunts, uncles, and their families). Grew up, 
in other words, used to being around a variety of 
people and not dependent only upon his parents for 
love, for identity-formation, for early learning. Con­
trast that with a child (I know too many) who 
grows up, until age three or four maybe, knowing 
the adult world only through his parents, with his 
parents as his only stable/frequent/reliable refer­
ence points. It's bad. It means (comparatively) 
limited ability to accept and relate to people who 
aren't your parents, it means your early (and par­
tially definitive) interests, prejudices and skills are 
limited by those of your parents; it means, in short, 
going through critical formative years in a semi­
deprived environment. 

The women's liberation movement is real. It's 
growing so quickly that a standard complaint of 
every women's group I know of is that they don't 
know how to absorb new members fast enough. 
And one of the top items on our agenda is a redefi­
nition of who we are. Step one in that redefinition is 
that we aren't who the women's magazines say we 
are, or ought to be. And redefining ourselves and 
how we live-we're doing the defining this time, 
not the guys that sell shampoo and refrigerators 
(and make a little napalm on the side). Redefining 
ourselves is what liberation is about. 
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BY MARILYN SALZMAN WEBB 

I have a Bachelor's degree in French literature. The smartest 
thing I ever did, however, was to take a typing course my 
junior year in high school; without it I would never be 
able to find a job. (secretary, age 24) 

Ever since I had Kevin I lie in bed at night and plan what 
I'm going to do the next day. When I need to go to the 
drugstore to buy some more Pampers, that's a big thing. 
I plan my whole day around it. I can't believe that's be­
come an excursion out for me now . (new mother, age 21, 
college graduate) 

Ye Gods-what do I do (all day). Well, I get up and out of 
bed at 6 AM. I get my son dressed and then get breakfast. 
After breakfast I wash dishes, then bathe and feed my baby. 
She's 3 months old. Then I start the procedure of house 
cleaning. I make beds, dust, mop, sweep, vacuum. Then I 
do my baby's wash. Then I get lunch for the three of us. 
Then I put my baby to bed, and the little boy to bed for 
his nap. Then I usually sew or mend or wash windows or 
iron and do the things I can't possibly get done before 
noon. Then I cook supper for my family. After supper my 
husband usually watches TV while I wash dishes. I get the 
kids to bed. Then-if I'm lucky-I'm able to sit down, 
watch TV or read a magazine. Then I set my hair and go 
to bed. (a 22-year-old housewife, quoted in Workingman's 
Wife, p. 34) 
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T ake her off the stage and fuck her," was the 
polite greeting of a "radical" brother as one 
woman tried to speak about the Woman's 

Liberation Movement recently. "Go home; women 
have it good in our society." Sadly, that just isn't 
true! 

Our Women's Liberation group in Washington, 
D. C. has been concerned with the emptiness of 
women's lives. We've looked at ads, heard the per­
sonal testimonies, and tried to understand why we 
all, in one way or another, have lived alone and 
isolated, keeping those stories of our days locked 
up inside. How did we come to this situation; why 
do we live depersonalized, dehumanized existences? 
How does society reinforce this emptiness? 

Through months of talk, study and reflection, 
we have come to the understanding that we, as 
women, are brought up to behave in specific ways. 
We are trained for particular roles in this society, 
and we are given very few alternatives. We label 
these roles Secretary, Sexpot, Sow, Spender, Civic 
Actor and Sickie. Each role reinforces the others, but 
they are all interrelated . Spender is a function of all 
the others, while Sickie is their failure. All of them 
are limiting and dehumanizing to us as thinking, 
feeling human beings. 

Why, if these roles are limited and dehumanizing, 
have they been perpetuated? It would be easy sim­
ply to see men as the immediate enemy and the 
cause of women's oppression; yet this would imply 
that the cause is rooted in something inherently evil 
in men. It is necessary, therefore, to look into the 
present social system and to examine how, over a 
long period of time, society programs people, men 
and women, into specific roles that fit its needs for 
maintaining itself. 

Social order grows out of basic human needs. In 
early human history, these needs were quite simple: 
food, shelter, and physical protection. To survive, 
ancient humans devised ways to care for themselves, 
creating simple forms of social or.ganization to meet 
these basic needs. As methods for meeting basic 
needs became more sophisticated, social organiza­
tion changed to adapt most efficiently to changes in 
methods of production. 

In Origins of the Family, Private Property and the 
State, Engels describes the change from a primitive, 
communal society, with group marriage and collec­
tive work for collective ends, to a property-oriented, 
pairing social structure that developed class differ­
entiations of work and life-style. 

Tribes, Engels said, divided labor so that men 
cared for cattle and women maintained communal 
farms and cared for children and domestic chores. 
In this early period, there were no status differen­
tiations between men's and women's work; both 
were necessary for survival, and both contributed 
to the good of the whole community. 

Then early forms of trading began. Cattle became 
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the early unit of exchange around which all other 
forms of trade were measured. Trade broke down 
the concept of work for the necessity of the com­
munity, and developed the notions of bartering and 
property. If one could trade something for some­
thing else, one owned what one traded. Since 
cattle, which was the assigned responsibility of men, 
became the unit of trade, it followed that men be­
came the first owners of property. This subtle shift 
spelled the end of communal production and the 
beginning of private wealth vested in the hands of 
men. 

Property owned by men could not be passed to 
their sons if paternity was uncertain. Thus the 
economic development of trade slowly 

changed the family structure from a kind of group 
commune to pairing and marriage. Whereas before, 
sexual relations were free and open within the 
group, now strict fidelity was demanded to insure 
known paternity and thus heredity lineage. Women 
became, like cattle, the property of men. 

Several groups or classes emerged: those men 
who owned cattle, and those who did not. Secon­
dary to this were women who were the property 
of either the owners or the laborers. The wealthy 
began to live differently from the workers; they de­
veloped sports and "refined" tastes, engaged in wars 
and consumed the products of others' work. The 
workers engaged in arduous drudgery with no leis­
ure time and no energy for anything more than sur­
vival. Religions and customs developed which rein­
forced this emerging class society. 

Marx emphasizes that the superstructure of society 
develops around the economic base, or the means 
of production. There is cultural lag; customs may 
carry over even after the previous productive form 
has been outdated; but those who adapt most quick­
ly to new forms of production develop a new social 
organization that reflects that new economy. The 
owners of this new productive form thus gain the 
power to define, by providing the means by which 
others can survive, how social organization will de­
velop. 

0 ur own history and our own society today re­
flect the power of the productive process to 
define us in our guts. American women are 

used for profits, and we are programmed to make 
our capitalist system run most effectively for the 
good of those who reap the benefits of our work. 

Quite early, London merchants who put money 
into the ''new world" realized that men alone would 
not build a stable colony, but would remain shifting 
adventurists unless women could be provided to 
settle them down. In 1619 they sent "Agreeable per­
sons, young and incorrupt ... sold with their own 
consent to settlers as wives, the price to be the cost 
of their own transportations." (Flexner, p. 3) 

so 

These women, and the many more who came, 
either by being kidnapped in England, or in search 
of a husband, or by selling themselves as indentured 
servants, became, like slaves, the property of the 
men they lived with. In marriage, they had few civil 
rights; they, like slaves, did not exist as human beings 
under law. They were expected to behave with 
deference and obedience; they had little education 
and were expected to breed and to do their share of 
the work. 

The patriarchal extended family was the basic 
social and economic unit. All goods the family used 
were produced by its members; and work was di­
vided so that women cared for the house and farm­
yard, while men brought home lumber, meat, grain 
and wool. The house was a small factory that em­
ployed old men, women and children and pro­
duced all the family needed. 

With the invention of the spinning jenny, the 
power loom and other industrial machines, and with 
a rising demand for mass-produced items, a new 
era in American production began. Women who saw 
their lives waning under the thumb of men at home 
flocked to the new mflls to gain some economic 
independence and freedom. 

Mass production made it easier and often cheaper to pur­
chase the family's needs than to rely on home production. 
This meant that the family's greatest need was cash in­
come to buy processed foods and manufactured goods. 
Because the new factory system needed workers, women 
and even children were encouraged to seek employment. 
(Wells, p. 4) 

But "freedom" to work and to leave the demand­
ing private family unit was deceptive. Factories 
merely moved hard labor from the home to the 
central workplace, and made money for the mill 
owners, while the workers were still impoverished. 

Since the typical workday for the factory girl 
lasted from sunup (4:30 a.m.) to sundown, it 
completely altered family relationships. Work­

ers had only a few short hours together, and they 
had to live within textile villages that were entirely 
run and owned by the factory. Single women, whose 
wages were always lower than men's, earned from 
$1 to $3 per week, out of which they had to pay 
$1.50 to $1.75 for board in the company-owned 
houses. Economic freedom did not appear, and the 
living conditions of workers grew steadily worse. 

Expanded industry created a new middle-class and 
freed growing numbers of women from domestic 
drudgery, giving them time to work in new "service" 
occupations. The Civil War (wars always being times 
when women are enlisted to take on the work of 
fighting men) opened up new economic roles for 
women. They began teaching and hospital work and, 
with the invention of the typewriter in 1867, they 
entered new clerical fields. 

Although two world wars have changed the situa-
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tion for short periods, women have remained in the 
same occupations they held before World War I. 
They did clerical and factory work and they continu­
ously expanded the new " soothing " professions like 
social work, nursing, and teaching. Propaganda and 
mass mobilizations for the "war effort" got women 
to fill in while men fought, but they were quickly 
sent home again when the men returned. 

Without a whimper, women believed what they 
were told and followed the needs of a changing 
economy. When women were wanted during World 
War II, companies provided child care facilities; 
when the male workers returned , there were no 
more child care programs. Social scientists were 
popularized who maintained that motherhood was 
a full-time, all-important job. Freud was useful in the 
process, as were Margaret Mead and the functional 
sociologists who eulogized that what existed was 
good. 

As capitalism became more sophisticated and 
further rationalized, it demanded that other 
values replace these. Early competitive capital­

ism was consolidated by growing monopolies and 
large corporate conglomerates . 

The corporation has replaced the old family struc­
ture and early competitive small business around 
which community was organized, and socialization 
occurred. A new corporation man or woman must 
learn to work collectively in each corporation for 
the profit of that firm . He must repress bald com­
petitive urges and fit smoothly into his niche in a 
well-oiled machine geared for maximum efficiency . 
He must find outlets for his tension in situations 
other than the workplace . Here we see the ultimate 
form of personal adaptation , defined by the produc­
tive process for the higher profits of some and the 
survival of the rest. 

But the development of the productive corpora­
tion and the corporate personality isn't by any 
means the whole story . At the turn of the century , 
in his search for new markets, Henry Ford discov­
ered that if he paid his workers more than the bare 
minimum for survival , they could afford his auto­
mobiles. They could be markets as well as workers to 
maximize his profits. The consumption economy had 
deep roots in the past; the rich had always con­
sumed in quantity. But the notion of the mass mar­
ket appeared only at the turn of the century. The 
gearing up for the sales effort began, and_it has since 
become one of modern capitalism 's nerve centers. 

Thus the advertising industry arose, first to an­
nounce new products , then to convince the prospec­
tive buyer of the absolute necessity of the product , 
and finally to encourage waste consumption. 

Since society demands that woman 's place be in 
the home, her economic function easily became that 
of consumer ; each household was seen as both a 
production and a consumption unit. 
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Nothing makes markets like a marriage. There's new 
business in setting up house, and future business in raising 
a family . All together it 's big business, appliances and 
house furnishing s to stepped-up insurance and bigger 
cars. (New York Times ad for TV Guide, Nov. 6, 1968) 

Today the advertising promotion and sales busi-
ness eats up most of the spending of large corpora­
tions . Baran and Sweezy estimate that expenditures 
for sales efforts , if market research, public relations 
and commercial design are included , had reached 
the phenomenal figure of over $20 billion by 1966. 
Corporate workers were complaining that the sales 
departments were taking over business by reaching 
back into design and product development to maxi­
mize product turnover. 

This sales effort fit in nicely with the developing 
corporate and worker personalities. As workers 
had to suppress their human tensions, both 

physically and mentally , and as feelings of powerless­
ness grew in the face of ever-expanding economic 
conglomerates and political manipulations, people 
came to see purchasing power as their only outlet 
for freedom of choice. Trends of mass consumption 
culture were set by an elite leisure class that had 
fostered the myth of the American Dream where 
''anyman" could be a success and live surrounded 
by cars and appliances. Conspicuous consumption 
clouded the class nature of American society and 
allowed a worker to feel he had it made when he 
could buy a TV and lounge in his prefabricated 
backyard. 

In middle-class America, "the duties of vicarious 
leisure and consumption devolve upon the wife 
alone . . . for the good name of the household." 
(Veblen, p. 68) She is the ceremonial consumer of 
goods which the husband produces. Her dress, her 
household goods, her " refinement," her ladylikeness 
and " culture" are symbolic of the household's abil­
ity to pay. Her job is to expand the consumption 
economy and to reinforce the American Dream. 

If the economy needed people to consume, and 
if the mark of success were to be set by the "style" 
of the rich in which women played the role of an 
expensive mannequin of leisure culture , and if the 
economy needed women to stay at home and re­
duce the pressures of unemployment, it followed 
that popular culture would proclaim women's fash­
ions and products for the home to be key concerns 
of the American woman . The statistics show that we 
have listened well : during the '60's there was a mas­
sive boom in consumer goods, particularly clothing 
and household commodities. Women make 75% of 
all consumer purchases. 

Roles Women Play: Secretary 

Twenty-eight million women now work in Ameri­
ca. They work in almost every job listed by the 
Bureau of the Census, but contrary to a now popular 
ad, " you have not come a long way, baby." Most 
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women are employed in the same occupations 
we've had for centuries. We do the crap work of 
society! 

Clerical work is the largest single occupation of 
women workers. In 1960, 31 % of all women who 
worked were secretaries, bookkeepers, stenogra­
phers, and clerk-typists. 

The next largest occupation of women is service 
work-over 15% of working women are wait­
resses, cooks, bartenders, and hospital attend­

ants, not including nurses. In 1960, two out of three 
women in the service category were waitresses, and 
most of the jobs in this category were only part­
time. 

Fourteen percent of women workers do factory 
work-they are operators, assemblers, and other kin­
dred workers, always with wages lower than those 
of men. We are the first fired and the last hired. 
Blacks get more attention than we do. 

Slightly over 13% of us are professionals. Forty­
two percent of all professionals were teachers (ex­
cept college) in 1965, and seven out of ten of these 
teachers taught in elementary schools. Since then, 
secondary schools and junior high schools have be­
come even more the domain of men. 

One-fourth of the professionals were in the health 
professions, the largest single occupation being 
nursing, followed by dental and medical technicians. 
" ... Women hold only a small proportion of the 
po!itions as engineers, technicians (other than medi­
cal and dental) and scientists, despite the numerous 
job openings created by the tremendous interest in 
research and development." (Handbook on Women 
Workers, p. 95) 

In 1963, over sixty percent of those women who 
had earned BA's in 1958 were classified as full-time 
housewives: they held no job at all. The statistics 
further indicate that even if we weren't working as 
housewives and wanted to work, our preparation 
was not the best for professions other than those 
listed above. 

Forty-three percent of us majored in education in 
the school year 1963-64. Twenty-two percent were 
in the humanities and the arts; fourteen percent 
were in social sciences. We aren't given much on­
the-job training in comparison to men with BAs. 
They give us a typing test and men a management 
training test when we look for jobs straight out of 
college. 

The prospects for us as workers aren't good. The 
earning gap between men and women has widened 
continually. In 1964, the median income of male 
workers was $6,283; for female workers it was 
$3,710. 

Women's jobs are usually part-time, so real earn­
ings are further decreased since we aren't given 
fringe benefits like health and life insurance plans 
given full-time male workers. 
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Furthermore, not only have we stagnated in 
"women's vocations," we have regressed. In 1940, 
40% of all working women worked in service jobs; 
today that figure has reached 54% . Plus there has 
been a decline in the percent of women profession­
als with PhDs, since 1930. We have greater unem­
ployment than men even when we are the sole sup­
port of our families, and that is very often. Forty­
two percent of working women support themselves 
and others, and an additional 24% have husbands 
who earn less than $5,000 a year. 

How did we get in this position? How did we 
get the scut-work of society? We have been placed 
in the lowest paying, lowest skilled, and most boring 
jobs in America, a country overburdened with bor­
ing jobs anyway, by workforce channeling! 

The fact is that the 'woman's place is in the home' myth 
is a phony rationalization for paying lower wages and pro­
viding worse working conditions for women than men 
. .. (Employers) use the feminine mystique to mold women 
into 'their place' in industry, the place of the reserve 
labor pool. They can be thrown in or out of the labor 
market at will, used as part-time or temporary workers, 
kept in the lowest-paying jobs with a minimum of re­
sistance, and their rate of exploitation is the highest 
(women have lower median income than black people). 
(Wells, p. 9) 

0 ur media, education, families, in fact our en­
tire socialization is for this channeling in 
adult life. "You are nobody unless you 

marry"-love comics tell you that all the time. "You 
are a poor housewife and mother unless you buy 
things"-magazines just assume that. ' 'You are to 
be pretty, not as smart as men, sexy, and not com­
pete with men in any way." "Your job will fit into 
what is feminine and ladylike-it is innate, you 
know, that women love kids." 

Role Number Two: Sexpot 

"Ain't she sweet 
Makin' profit off her meat. 
She's just America's prime commodity, 
Ain't she sweet." 

(sung by Women 's Liberation at the Miss America 
Pageant, 1968) 

We are to entertain men; we are the playgirls of 
America. One lucky girl each month makes it into 
Playboy 's centerfold, but each of us wants to be 
there and to be the Myth America of every man's 
dreams. 

From the prostitute to the advertising model to 
the socialite hostess, women have been able to 
make it in life by selling their sexiness. We have 
been made to see our bodies as commodities. We 
are to entertain men and to sell products-use your 
bod, kid, not your mind. 

Besides the more blatant sex-roles of the call girls, 
we serve as sex entertainers in many other jobs, 
such as airline stewardesses (United's flight's "for 
men only") or special receptionists ("Hertz has one 
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leg up on Detroit.") Katherine Gibb's high class sec­
retarial schools teach girls to dress to be expensive­
looking in a luxury office. 

Sex sells everything from cigarettes to farm ma­
chinery, and i_t sells "beauty products" to maintain 
the image. "The call of the Wild Streak: It's irresis­
tible. Now! The first complete kit to fashion-streak 
your hair. Like all good lures, the Wild Streak by 
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Clairol is beautifully simple. No retouching for up 
to six seductive months. Why hide the secret siren 
inside of you? Answer the call of the Wild Streak. 
You're not the type to be timid. And this is no time 
to be tame." (Cosmopolitan, the sex seller of them 
all.) 

Get it? Women are to be screwed and not heard. 
That's part of it. The other part is that they're to 
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buy all the products they can afford to make sure 
they are desirable enough to get a man. 

A good housewife knows how to be an expensive mistress . 
Are you so busy being devoted to your husband you never 
make reckless demands? That's a mistake I Try acting spoiled 
now and then. Simply have to have some wildly beautiful 
extravagance . This extraordinary Natural Russian Crown 
Sable should fill the bill admirably. How will your hus­
band feel about suddenly having an expensive mistress? 
He' ll complain about the cost of maintenance. And he'll 
be a lot more attentive . (New York Times ad, No. 24, 1968) 

This ad, to sell an air conditioning system, in For­
tune Magazine, the Bible of Big Business, speaks for 
itself. 

"What a way to heat your building ," said above two men 
taking off their glasses to look at a new miniskirted secre­
tary. "Miss Johnson is a warm-blooded animal. Her ther­
mostat is set at 98.6° . She burns food and generates a lot 
of heat. So much , in fact , that she and her co-workers 
overheat modern, tightly insulated buildings and cause the 
air conditioning to turn on. Even when it's cold out­
side ... " (So these guys sell spot air conditioning to cool 
areas where all the hot chicks are, so to speak.) 

You can find others in every magazine, but the 
point is that the selling we do is billion dollar busi­
ness. The buying we do to keep up the sexual sell 
is even higher . It's American business , patriotic and 
a sure way to whip up marriage consumer units. 
"Here, kids, try this . The first one's free ." We are 
the woman behind the great man . We are the whore 
of American Capitalism! 

And whore we become to society if we give in. 
Many men view sex as freeing women-that is, if 
we are free with sex we are truly liberated, and our 
identity problems are gone . Playboy proclaimed 
"The New Girl" in one of its recent issues. She is 
' 'unabashedly sexy, charmingly individualistic, and a 
joy to the men in her life." They make us feel that 
we will be loved if we screw; that's what all our 
sexual gearing up is supposed to be for-or is it? 

Society on the surface keeps sex under the cover 
-literally . We don't talk about it; it's dirty. Because 
we've made it a commodity, we've also made love 
a commodity, along with beauty, trust, and human 
interrelatedness. If we're discreet, that's ok, but God 
help the woman who gets herself pregnant. Then 
she's treated like the whore people thought she was 
all along. Over 10,000 women each year, at lowest 
estimates, have abortions . Most of these are illegal, 
done in some doctor's office, if the girl is lucky , and 
in some hotel room or rundown tenement, if she's 
not. Whole institutions are built up around un­
wanted pregnancies-isolated homes for a woman 
" to go on vacation" for nine months, abandoned 
children 's homes , etc. We are left to make it alone 
or die ; society could care less. 

Birth control information is kept a dark secret for 
most women. Only if she's black or poor is it pushed; 
then for rather hazy reasons that often resemble 
genocide. Teenage girls cannot get birth control 
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devices in most cities. Unless you are married or 
engaged, most college clinics will not help you 
out, either. 

Role Number Three: Spender 

And so we buy to make ourselves appealing, to 
get a husband 'cause that man in our life will pre­
sumably give the emptiness meaning. 

Properly manipulated (if you ' re not afraid of that word), 
American housewives can be · given the sense of purpose , 
creativity , identity, the self-realization, even the sexual 
joy they lack-by buying things . (so proclaims an ad 
executive Betty Friedan interviewed) 

Department stores are the Broadway shows and 
the circuses of the American housewife. A shopping 
trip is an excursion into fantasy, a relief from 
vacuuming and diaper-changing, a chance to get 
dressed up and spend a day without the kids. They 
are a pacifier for powerlessness, a chance to choose 
one of many identical brands of toothpaste and 
pretty bathroom tissues . We hope our new pantsuit 
will get us the attention, the love, the security that 
life has robbed from us. It's a very pretty system 
that saps our human potential and adds to the gross 
national product. 

Fortune magazine predicts consumers will spend 
over $36 billion for fashion goods this coming year. 
They further say that consumer outlays for fashion 
goods have risen by $15 billion or 40% in the past 
four years, a rise equal to the last fifteen years put 
together. Home goods sales have risen $11 billion in 
the same period. Consumer purchases have been 
eating up greater percentages of disposable income 
(income after necessities are satisfied) yearly. 

Capitalism hasn't yet been able to devise a well 
planned system for workers to buy back the products 
they produce . It has thus created the system of 
credit and installment buying, so that products can 
move from factory to home, leaving the burden of 
forking up the money with the little guy. Besides, 
it makes bank profits..:._those big guys stick together. 

Today over 21 % of the average family's income 
is used to pay back installments, mortgages, 
personal loans and other consumer debts. Con­

sumer debt has risen at a fantastic rate in this same 
period. In 1950, $14 billion in installment and con­
sumer credit was "spent." By 1966, this figure was 
up to $74 billion. 

Since women spend the major amount of this 
money, it is clear they have us going in the right 
direction for their purposes , but we've been selling 
our souls to the company stores. 

Before a girl marries , she buys. Major and small appliances . 
Living, dining and bedroom furniture . A TV set. Rugs and 
carpeting . China . Silver. Linens. Draperies. Household 
furnishing s of every de scription. She must buy them. She 's 
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moving into her first home-an empty house or apart­
ment. (The ad tells American Business to advertise in 
Modern Bride Magazine-the magazine that sells it to un­
suspecting newlyweds .) 

The Fourth Role: Sow 

Our programmed role of housewife and mother 
helps them hold us up for the sales . We creatively 
redecorate our homes to provide sanctuary for our 
men who hate their jobs , or to lure them back if 
they are among the few who find total escape in 
their work. We learn to see our lives in terms of 
others-our kids will have it better than we, our 
husbands are winning us social status no single girl 
could have. 

Marriage is a property relationship. Kids are the 
products we produce; if we fail with them, we are 
no good. So we'd better make motherhood a full­
time profession, smother them with love and toys 
or we will fail for sure. 

The economy plays on this insecurity about 
motherhood. The youth market, according to Busi­
ness Week is now worth $15 billion a year, just 
for teenagers alone. As a.llowances went up, with 
the family's disposable income, advertisers began 
to appeal directly to youth to exercise their newly 
found freedom by buying . Parents are pressured 
to raise allowances, as well as to buy toys and new 
foods for smaller children, who are counted on by 
TV advertisers to push their parents to buy. No part 
of the family is sacred to the advertisers, and Mom­
my is made to buy, not only for herself but for every 
member of the family. 

Family relationships are put under severe strain. 
The husband has to earn enough to keep up with 
and to surpass the Joneses . His wife has to soothe 
him to help him regain the confidence and identity 
that are destroyed by his dehumanizing office or 
factory job. She must produce "beautiful children" 
who do well in school and who don't become delin­
quents, hippies , or-horror of horrors-commie pro­
testers. She has to look pretty, on top of all her 
domestic drudgery, to keep a good image for the 
family and to keep her man by being the expensive 
mistress he might otherwise seek. 

It's no wonder relationships collapse; but even 
the collapse is now a commodity . An ad for Sony 
TV reads, "It's nice to be alone with the one you 
love." It shows a man and a woman in bed , facing 
opposite directions watching different programs on 
their little , private TV's. They're wearing earphones 
so as not to disturb the continuity of the corporate 
message with extraneous noise-like talk, perhaps? 

Taking the Fifth: Civic Actor 

So what can homebound mothers do besides buy? 
If we're disturbed about America, or if we want 
some stimulation and interest outside the home, 
we can join the PTA, the church , the League of 
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Women Voters, or volunteer to help retarded chil­
dren . If we want a change, we can join an organiza­
tion that will pressure Congress or elect a candidate. 
That's important for women to do-after all, we 
are 53% of the population . Civic affairs is now the 
great American pacifier, second only to consump­
tion. It rests on the myth that power and decision­
making are accessible in this country. 

Political scientists want us to believe that we live 
in a pluralistic society. If one wants change, one 
organizes a pressure group strong enough to effect 
that change. That's democracy! 

But real power doesn't lie with the state, Congress, 
the courts or pressure groups . The power that counts 
-the power to define how the rest will work and 
live-lies with private corporations. Their assump­
tions about economic growth determine how pro­
duction will occur, and they define how we all work 
and live. This is the central decision. 

C. Wright Mills describes the system this way: 

There is no effective countervailing power against the 
coalition of the big businessmen-who as political out­
siders, now occupy the command posts-and the ascen­
dant military men-who with such grave voices now 
speak so frequently in the higher councils. (The Power 
Elite, Mills, p. 267) 

Even John Kenneth Galbraith, that stalwart of Amer­
ican "liberalism," knows where it's at. 

The industrial system . . . is inextricably associated with 
the state . In notable respects the mature corporation is an 
arm of the state . And the state , in important matters, is an 
instrument of the industrial system. (The New Industrial 
State, p. 296) 

Galbraith demonstrates the common practice for 
corporate executives and millionaires to move in and 
out of government at top administrative and de­
cision-making levels. The permanent establishment 
of the military and the growth of the aerospace and 
defense industry were not coincidental. 

The mature corporation . . . depends on the state for 
trained manpower , the regulation of aggregate demands 
for stability in wages and price . . . . The state , through 
military and other technical procurements , underwrites the 
corporation's largest capital commitments in its area of 
most advanced technology. (p. 308) 

The state trains corporate manpower , gives fat 
contracts for corporate development , and makes 
damn sure national and international policy help 
corporate growth. Talk about socialism, the rich 
have it for sure. The state and the corporation are 
usually one and the same group of people changing 
caps every so often. 

T hat the vote is meaningless was made most 
clear by this past presidential election . Mc­
Carthy supporters saw that even a candidate 

with popular support , shown in state primaries, had 
no way of breaking through the party structure to 
get the nomination. Most states did not even have 
primaries ; and in many of those that did, it was 
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INTAGLIO : EATING, FORTUNATELY, IS MY ONLY VICE 

not mandatory that delegations to the conventions 
support the primary election candidate. Local party 
structures are controlled not by us, but by those 
same men who speak for big business or who sup­
port it. 

Wallace supporters saw that it was nearly impos­
sible for any third party to win against the weight 
of entrenched look-alikes like the Democrats and 
Republicans. 

The vote has been the biggest myth grabbed by 
the American people. Sure, we get to choose be­
tween two or even three candidates every few years , 
but elections don't let us decide on central political 
issues. Those decisions will be made privately, un­
touched even by public debate. Remember that 
Johnson , during the 1964 Presidential election, was 
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the peace candidate, and that he won because vot­
ers were appalled as Goldwater promised escalation 
in Vietnam. 

And what about Congress, that great representa­
tive voice of the people? 

. . . as social types, these (Congressmen) are not represen­
tative of the rank and file citizen . They represent those who 
have been successful in entrepreneurial and professional 
endeavors. Older men, they are of the privileged white, 
native-born, of native parents, Protestant Americans .. . 
They are, in short, in and of the new and old upper 
classes of local society. (Mills, p. 248) 

Senator Gale McGee, on the Senate floor on Feb. 4, 
1969, said: 

In the US Senate today there are said to be 27 million­
aires. This is up from what it was two years ago, and that 
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was up from the preceding election, and so on. My 
point is we are gradually forfeiting service in our National 
Congress to the millionaires. (Congressional Record) 

And these are the campaigns women, as the major­
ity of campaign workers, staff. 

More and more the fundamental issues never come to 
any point of decision before the Congress, or before its 
most powerful committees, much less before the electorate 
in campaigns. (Mills, 255) 

No Congress ever declared war in Vietnam, and 
you can bet your next picket sign many Congress­
men don't even know about the wars we are pres­
ently waging in Laos, Cambodia, Bolivia, Guatemala 
and Peru. 

PT A's aren't any better. Business is glad for us to 
work for free to make for better schools. Better 
schools make better students who will become bet­
ter workers-especially new white collar workers 
who are now much in demand. 

Forward Together, we will create a more ration­
alized capitalism. Women-help staff nicer social 
institutions and keep up the image of citizen par­
ticipation in democracy, but don't come near where 
real decisions are made. Remember, your place is 
in the home. 

The Collapse of Roles: Sickie 

When these roles fail to satisfy, as they do, women 
resort to the salves of all oppressed groups. They 
take to drugs and drink, and if they can afford it, to 
psychiatry. 

Indices of rising drinking and drug use, let alone 
psychiatric care, show that during the last two 
decades American consumption has zoomed way 
ahead of any previous predictions. 

Psychiatry, the art of fitting people back into their 
socially designated places, is expanding by leaps and 
bounds. New institutes, like Esalen, and new forms 
of therapy-dance, group, drug, Rogerian, etc.-are 
growing wildly and women flock to them to find 
some happiness and security. 

A study now under way at George Washington 
University indicates that much larger proportions of 
women are on drugs and in psychiatric care than 
men. 

A ny society finds ways of dealing with its mal­
r\.. adjusted, but never has a society seemed so 

maladjusted as ours. "Over one-half of all the 
hospital beds in this country are occupied by mental 
patients. There are 500,000 psychiatric patients 
housed in public and private mental hospitals at any 
given time." (Shofield, p. 4). This doesn't include the 
hordes of us going to local shrinks. 

As of 1951, the World Health Organization esti­
mated that the United States had the greatest num­
ber of alcoholics as a percent of total adult popula­
tion in the world. Alcoholism and other drug use 
has risen sharply since that year. 
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Consider "crime." Taxpayers shell out over $12 
million each day just on maintaining prison systems, 
and $4 billion annually for "law enforcement." 
That's higher, percentage-wise, than any other coun­
try in the world. This doesn't include the "welfare 
prison system," where women who are poor are 
subject to prying scrutiny in their homes all hours 
of the day. Many ''criminals" are women-prosti­
tutes unable to make a decent living elsewhere or 
forced into it by the system of sexual objectification. 

Something is terribly wrong with this whole sys­
tem-a system that forces us to conform or be 
labeled sick or locked up for "deviance." 

Could it be that we have been programmed to 
self-destruct when our tolerance for living in this 
America gets very low? That is much better than the 
route of revolution, in the eyes of the corporate 
rulers and their professional "crisis managers." 

It should be clear that the roles we see as our only 
alternatives in this society are quite essential to the 
continuation of the status quo. We fit in all too 
well. We continue to play these roles because we . 
have learned them from childhood. We are afraid 
to be concerned about our condition for fear of 
being called frustrated, unsexy, feminist, communist, 
or other synonyms for bad. Because we have been 
brought up to think of ourselves as inferior, we 
block our minds and come to believe we are. 

Remember the times in elementary school when 
girls were the smartest in the class? Somewhere be­
tween then and high school we learned that smart­
ness doesn't pay off for our prime goal in life­
that of getting and keeping a man, at least not the 
kind of smartness we learned in schools. We learned 
that girls with brains didn't have dates; that cheer­
leaders were the envy of all girls in the school. We 
learned to see each other as competitors for that 
all-important man, and to be wary of each other. 
That's how the programming began, but it got much 
more complex as we got older. 

T he roles we have described are functional to 
capitalism, whether or not women play them. 
Someone has to consume; someone has to be 

surplus labor with depressed wages. The system is 
capable of giving us as women a token of integra­
tion, just as it has begun to give blacks. We must not 
be misled by our new supposed freedoms. We must 
create a new society where no one has to play these 
roles, and where we, as women, can all develop 
to the highest of our human potential. 

What shall we do? 
Because we have been kept from each other, and 

because we are in the unique position of having to 
live a daily "desegregated" life with a representative 
of the system of male supremacy (a house slave, 
while we are field slaves), we must meet and or­
ganize for mutual support, solidarity and major 
social change. 
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We should have three main goals in mind: 
One: To increase our understanding, from our 

own personal experiences, of the way in which we, . 
as women, have been programmed and oppressed, 
and to analyze the social institutions that create the 
context of our oppression. 

Two: To devise methods of changing our situation 
by changing the corporate economic structure so 
these roles are not necessary. We must create an 
economic revolution that will end a system that 
exploits most people for the good of a few. 

Three: We must create a cultural revoluton in the 
process, that will destroy the centuries of social pro­
gramming we have undergone. It has been this 
programming that has made us see ourselves as in­
ferior to men, that created the institution of mar­
riage as a property relationship, that caused us to 
get little satisfaction from our work and leisure, 
that caused us to feel completely powerless and to 
accept that state of being. 

The cultural aspect of the revolution has hap­
pened in very few other revolutions-usually the 
superstructure that developed under a previous 
economic system was maintained even after eco­
nomic upheaval and reorganization. To prevent this 
from occurring in America, we must be organized 
before, during and after the initial struggles. We 
must all band together in Women's Liberation 
Groups, not as caucuses or auxiliaries of other or­
ganizations, but in our own organization that allows 
us" to define our own goals and to determine our 
own programs. We must be active individually in 
other revolutionary organizations and take leader­
ship roles in determining their programs, but each 
of us must be a part of a revolutionary woman's 
movement if real change in our condition is to 
occur. 

What should we do? 

Women in each class, in each culture (Black, 
Third World, Indian), will have to determine the 
most appropriate means of struggle for themselves. 
Revolutionary battles cannot begin until real wages 
are at least equal to those of men. Fight on those 
issues, and raise the questions we have outlined 
above about the kind of work we do and the condi­
tions we live under. Don't wage union fights on 
only bread and butter issues. 

S tudents and middle-class women have been 
meeting in small groups, no larger, usually, 
than twenty, to analyze the roots of their op­

pressions as women. Such groups usually begin by 
focusing on people's immediate concerns, problems, 
and experiences, and then dig deeper by asking how 
those emerged . . . what institutions in society 
caused these conditions. What each participant once 
thought was her personal, individual problem, is in 
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fact a social problem, shared by most in the group. 
It is a problem with institutional roots. 

Secondly, the programming we each have under­
gone becomes clear. We can then build actions 
around the institutions that reinforce this program­
ming-abortion laws, low wages, hiring discrimina­
tions, Bridal Fairs, Wall Street, Virginia Slims ads, etc. 

We can build support services so that additional 
women can join with us. We should develop abor­
tion funds and referral services, birth control infor­
mation centers, child care facilities-all while pres­
suring appropriate institutions like the government 
and the work place to provide these services. This 
pressuring is not an end in itself; nor are the services 
we provide or the services the government and 
business may be forced to provide. Our goal is to 
raise consciousness by our own actions, and no ac­
tion should be taken unless it is clear how that con­
sciousness-raising process will be accomplished. 

We must reach out and talk with other women. 
We can give courses on women's history at a local 
Free University, on campus, or in citywide forums. 
We can hold dorm meetings, workplace meetings, 
talk to women at trade and professional schools and 
prisons and try to develop new ways of communi­
cating with each otner (e.g., making films or "comic 
books"). 

We must act, as someone said at one of our con­
ferences, as if the revolution had already begun. We 
must break through the Myth America image and 
create new ways of living and struggling with each 
other and with our brothers, as we destroy a system 
that will allow no growth of this kind. We must re­
learn how to be human beings, and we must create 
the conditions so that others, too, can learn. Viva la 
revolucion! 
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Vindication of Beauty 

-Lynn Strongin 

I 
It is too classic, and too sad­
our Lesbian love; 
and too Christlike: 
I the Slain and you the Comforter. 
It has a dignity 
greater than our age: 
It is Michelangelo 
in its torture: 
in fact, the sculpture 
of our great shoulders turning in the . night 
outlines a passion 
whose purity 
and sadness 
is a flame 
beyond blame 
burning in 
this judgmental time. 

II 
Must I 
marry 
my body? 
Shall I 
be 
the bride? 
or groom? 
Take it to bed, 
lie beside 
the pain ... 
As a bride I 
in a white nightgown. 
Only, being broken, 
there'd be no breaking in. 

III 
Like deer in a forest 
I hear two women's voices pass­

and I imagine they are you and I 
(beloved 

at end of day.) 
Water pure 
like a stream 
moves in the next green room 

( the heart turns over 
once, 

0 return! 
Like deer 
in a forest 
the voices pass 

twice) 

elusive, 
fair 

-the passing deer 
So, beloved, 

we are 
. . . or so we were. 
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The 
Realities 
Of 
Lesbianism 
By Del Martin and Phyllis Lyon 

WOODCUT: PREOCCUPATION 

The Lesbian minority in Amer­
ica, which may run as high as 
ten million women, is prob­

ably the least understood of all 
minorities and the most down­
trodden. She has two strikes on 
her from the start; she is a woman 
and she is a homosexual, a minor­
ity scorned by the vast majority 
of people in our country. If, in 
addition, she is a member of a 
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racial minority, it is hard some­
times to understand how she sur­
vives. 

A Lesbian is a woman who pre­
fers another woman as a sexual 
partner; a woman who is drawn 
erotically to women rather than 
to men. This definition includes 
women who have never experi­
enced overt sexual relations with 
a woman-the key word is "pre-

LOIS KOJOLA 

fers." There is really no other 
valid way to define the Lesbian, 
for outside of the sexual area she 
is as different in her actions, dress, 
status and behavior as anyone 
else. Just as there is no typical 
heterosexual woman, neither is 
there any typical Lesbian. 

However, there is a popular 
misconception, or stereotype, of 
the Lesbian. She is believed to 
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embody all the worst masculine 
attributes of toughness , aggres­
siveness , lack of emotion , lack of 
sentiment, overemphasis on sex, 
lack of stability-the need and de­
sire to dress as a man or , at least, 
as much like a man as possible . 

At some time in her life the 
Lesbian may fit this stereotype­
usually when she is very young 
and just finding out about her­
self. After all, the Lesbian is a 
product of her heterosexual en­
vironment and all she has to go 
on, at her first awareness of Les­
bian feeling in herself, is society's 
image. Part of the reason for her 
over-masculinization is the sexual 
identity of being attracted to 
women. At this point the Lesbian 
feels that in order to be attractive 
to another woman she must ap­
pear masculine. Another reason 
is for identification purposes. 
How will she meet other Lesbians? 
How will they know her to be one 
of them unless she indicates her­
self in her outward appearance? 
A third reason is one of releasing 
her hostility against society, of de­
fying the mores which she finds 
stifling to what she considers her 
very being. A fourth reason is 
comfort. Any woman who says 
that girdles and high heels are 
comfortable is simply lying. 

While it is true that occasionally 
a Lesbian gets trapped in this way 
of life (emulation of the male) and 
never finds her way to being a 
person rather than a symbol, the 
vast majority pass through this 
phase and learn to accept their 
femininity . As a Lesbian she comes 
to realize she is a human being 
first, a woman second, and a Les­
bian only third . Unfortunately, 
however, society places the em­
phasis on the third-sexual iden­
tification-and does not acknowl­
edge the Lesbian as a woman or 
a person . 

But the average Lesbian (if there 
can be anything approaching 
"average" in our very complex 
world) is indistinguishable from 
other women in dress, in manner, 
in goals and desires, in actions 
and in interests . The difference 
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lies only in that she looks to wo­
men for her emotional and sexual 
fulfillment. She is a member of 
the family-a distant cousin, or 
perhaps, a maiden aunt. But more 
than likely she's closer to home­
maybe a daughter, a wife and 
mother, a grandmother or a sister. 
She may work in an office, in a 
factory production line, in the 
public school system, at the cor­
ner grocery. She is not bound by 
lines of class distinction or edu­
cational level, race or religion. 

W hat causes a woman to 
become a Lesbian? How 
can it be that two sisters, 

raised by the same parents in the 
same home, can turn in two dif­
ferent directions-one toward 
heterosexuality, the other toward 
homosexuality? Very simply, the 
answer is that no one knows. A 
great deal of research and study 
has been done in this country on 
the male homosexual, but very 
little has been done on the Les­
bian . The reason for this, we 
suspect, lies in the status of wom­
en in our country. Because the 
male-masculinity-is so highly 
valued, it has been deemed to be 
imperative to search out the rea­
sons for any deviation from this 
American norm. Also, the majority 
of persons working in research 
are men. Research on the Lesbian 
has, for the most part , been con­
fined to women who were either 
psychiatric patients or in prison­
which hasn't made for a very full 
or accurate picture . 

Nevertheless, if you begin read­
ing about the "causes" of homo­
sexuality you will find that , as in 
the Bible, the answer you want to 
find will be somewhere. Each "ex­
pert" on the subject presents a 
different "cause." Our feeling, 
which is supported by a growing 
number of professional persons, 
is that homosexuality (in both 
men and women) is merely one 
dimension of the vastly compli­
cated and varied spectrum of hu­
man sexuality. There has always 
been homosexuality; it has ap­
peared in almost every culture in 

recorded history; it occurs in 
every species of animal. 

Perhaps the most logical and 
least hysterical of all statements 
about homosexuality is the follow­
ing made by Dr. Joel Fort, psychi­
atrist and public health specialist; 
Dr. Evelyn G. Hooker, research 
psychologist at the University of 
California at Los Angeles; Dr. Joe 
K. Adams, psychologist and former 
mental health officer in Cali­
fornia. The statement, made in 
August of 1966, is as follows: 

Homosexuals , like heterosexuals, 
should be treated as individual hu­
man beings, not as a special group, 
either by law or social agencies or 
employers. 
Laws governing sexual behavior 
should be reformed to deal only 
with clearly antisocial behavior, such 
as behavior involving violence or 
youth . The sexual behavior of in­
dividual adults by mutual consent in 
private should not be a matter of 
public concern . 
Some homosexuals , like some het­
erosexuals, are ill ; some homo­
sexuals, like some heterosexuals, are 
preoccupied with sex as a way of 
life . But probably for a majority of 
adults their sexual orientation con­
stitutes only one component of a 
much more complica~d life style. 

W hy then, if the Lesbian is 
by and large indistin­
guishable from other 

women and if her sexuality is not 
abnormal, does she face such 
genuine problems in her search 
for self-fulfillment? For struggle 
she does against myriad obstacles 
presented to her by a hostile so­
ciety. Through ·our work with the 
Daughters of Bilitis, Inc ., a Lesbian 
organization started in San Fran­
cisco in 1955, we have talked to 
literally thousands of Lesbians 
(and almost as many male homo­
sexuals). And , although each case 
is different, each person individ­
ual, through all is a searching for 
self-identity and self-fulfillment to 
the utmost of the person's ability. 

Consider the stereotyped "box" 
most women in this country are 
placed in from birth : that of be­
coming wife and mother, nothing 
else. Consider then, the girl 
brought up in this box who finds 
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her sexual identification to be 
Lesbian. How then express the 
"wife-and-mother" role? This 
conflict often starts the process 
of self-searching which goes on 
for years and which, for some, is 
never resolved. 

Toward a Quaker View of Sex, 
which came out of England and 
is more enlightened than most re­
ligious treatises on male homo­
sexuality, fails utterly in its chapter 
on the female homosexual. The 
only statement with which we can 
agree is the first sentence : 
"Homosexuality is probably as 
common in women as it is in 
men ." The Quaker view of the 
Lesbian is apparently that of the 
wishy-washy, namby-pamby old 
maid who holds hands with an­
other old maid (or preferably an 
adoring younger girl , if available) 
because she never was able to 
catch a man and fulfill her deep 
yearning for the rewards of the 
pangs of childbirth . At least the 
American stereotype of the pred -
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atory, aggressive masculine wom­
an has a little more color! 

The Quaker view indicates that 
woman's prime requisite is her 
"maternal tenderness ," that her 
only reason for being is to have 
babies, and that the Lesbian is 
warped and frustrated because 
she isn't doing her fair share to­
ward the population explosion . To 
this question of maternity we must 
point out that the mere posses­
sion of biological machinery to 
produce babies has no correlation 
whatever with the attributes of 
motherhood. Let's face it-many 
women can have babies but make 
lousy mothers. 

T he art of motherhood in the 
human species is not instinc­
tual. It is learned . We have 

courses in the care of the baby, 
and there are countless books on 
the market to help the young 
mother with the problems she 
may encounter during the course 
of her child 's growth and devel-
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opment. In some cultures, babies 
are taken from the mothers and 
raised by the community without 
any apparent psychically trau­
matic results for the biological 
mothers or their offspring. In 
other cultures it is the male who 
tends the young. 

It simply does not follow, then, 
that every Lesbian is suffering un­
told qualms because she is frus­
trating her " natural" birthright for 
giving birth. There are many other 
ways for women to contribute 
creatively to society, and at this 
particular point in the history of 
the population of our globe , they 
may also be highly desirable. The 
Lesbian who does feel frustrated 
because she doesn 't have any 
children of her own may work in 
the teaching profession, she may 
be a playgr :>Und director or a so­
cial worker who comes in contact 
with families and children. But the 
majority of Lesbians we have 
known have not expressed in any 
way the " void " they feel because 
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they have no children. To the con­
trary, the expression, "I would 
prefer to lead a heterosexual life 
if I could," is much more apt to 
come from the male homosexual 
than from the female. 

It must be said, however, that 
there are many Lesbians who are 
raising children-some success­
fully, some not so successfully. 
The rate of success is, of course, 
determined by the degree of self­
acceptance and self-assu ranee of 
the mother, and the permanence 
and stability of her relationship to 
her Lesbian partner. It takes guts, 
grit and determination. For if a 
mother is determined to be a Les­
bian the courts will assume she 
is an "unfit mother" on the face 
of it and take her children away 
from her. It seems children must 
have the protection of hetero­
sexuals, regardless. The fact that 
all homosexuals are products of 
heterosexuality seems to escape 
those who would judge the 
homosexual relationship. 
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The teenage Lesbian has a par­
ticular problem which has 
not been met. Homophile or­

ganizations, like the Daughters of 
Bilitis, have had to refuse mem­
bership to those under 21 for fear 
that they will be charged with 
"contributing to the delinquency 
of a minor." The teenager has no 
one to turn to. Society thinks only 
in terms of counseling of the 
variety that would tend toward 
reestablishing the sexual identity 
in heterosexual vein, and the 
teenage Lesbian is whisked off by 
her parents to the family doctor 
or clergyman to put a stop to this 
nonsense. However, in the cases 
that have come to our attention, 
the teenager has no doubt about 
her sexual orientation. What she 
wants to know is what to do about 
it. She wants to meet others like 
herself; she wants to socialize and 
to discuss the problems she faces. 
She is looking for Lesbian models, 
those who have worked out their 
problems and have established 
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long-term relationships. 
When she is denied this social 

outlet, she very often winds up 
in unsavory areas of a city like the 
Tenderloin in San Francisco . There 
she may find other youth, but she 
also finds herself in the company 
of prostitutes, pimps, drug addicts 
and dope peddlers. There have 
been several attempts in various 
cities to set up coffee houses 
where there is dancing for the 
teenage homosexual. But they 
have lacked the influential back­
ing of, say, the church, to provide 
protection against police harass­
ment while creating a whole­
some social fabric for the teenage 
homosexual. 

Because of the absence of role 
models in working out her way of 
life , and because the only mar­
riage she has known is that of 
Mom and Dad, the young Lesbian 
usually gets hung up in the 
" butch-femme" syndrome in her 
early relationships. It is only with 
painful experience that she learns 

65 



INTAGLIO: TWO JOANNAS 

the Lesbian is attracted to a 
woman-not a cheap imitation of 
a man . The lasting Lesbian liaison 
(and there are many) is one 
based on mutuality of concern, 
love, companionship, responsi­
bility, household chores, outside 
interests and sex. 

The successful Lesbian relation­
ship cannot be based on society's 
exaggerated male-female, domi­
nant-passive roles , as depicted in 
the flood of Lesbian novels on the 
newsstands which are , for the 
most part, written by men for 
heterosexual male consumption . 
It is the realization that, contrary 
to cultural myths, all human 
beings have both feminine and 
masculine traits and that a per-
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son has to find her own identity as 
a woman and as a partner in this 
love relationship that makes for 
success. The fact that Lesbian re­
lationships are generally long­
lasting without benefit of religious 
ceremony or -legal sanction is in­
dicative of a strong bond of love 
and respect which sees the couple 
th rough all the obstacles society 
places in their way. 

Fortunately for all women , 
there is a growing awareness in 
this country that woman needs 
and is more openly demanding 
an identity for herself as a human 
being, an identity over and be­
yond the societal role of house­
wife and mother. This awareness , 
coupled with more openness 

about sexuality and homosexual­
ity, is making it easier now for the 
young girl, newly aware of her 
Lesbianism, to cope wtih the neg­
ative sanctions of society. But it 
is still true that in most areas of 
our country she has no place to 
turn for counsel, no one with 
whom she can talk about her feel­
ings without running the very real 
risk that the counselor will turn 
away from her with horror and re­
vulsion. 

The Quakers state: "Female 
homosexuality is free from the 
legal and, to a large extent, the 
social sanctions which are so im­
portant in the problems of male 
homosexuals ." This is a myth that 
even the male homosexual has 
come to believe. It is true that in 
England there were never any 
laws pertaining to female homo­
sexuality . But this is not true in 
the U.S.A. The Lesbian is just as 
subject to the sanctions of certain 
laws as the male homesexual; she 
is just as subject to arrest when 
she sets foot in a "gay bar;" she 
is just as subject to blackmail and 
police harassment. The stigma at­
tached to homosexuality has just 
as much effect on the Lesbian as 
she tries to deal with fear and so­
ciety-imposed guilt in the prob­
lem areas of employment, family 
relationships and religion. Just be­
cause the record of arrests is so 
much smaller is no indication that 
the Lesbian is relatively free from 
legal or social sanction. It only 
means that she is less obvious and 
less promiscuous. She has done a 
better job of covering up. 

I esbian problems we have dealt 
L with over the years include 

the 20-year-old driven to 
thoughts of suicide because she 
could not resolve the conflict be­
tween her identity as a Lesbian 
and as a Christian. Or the 40-year­
old mother who telephoned 
Daughters of Bilitis 3,000 miles 
across the country to break "18 
years of silence " after reading a 
book called The Grapevine by 
Jess Stearn. Then there was the 
nurse with a "perfect work re-
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cord" in a federal hospital who 
was interrogated by a government 
investigator, flown from Washing­
ton, D.C., at the taxpayers' ex­
pense, because someone wrote to 
a Congressman accusing her of 
being a Lesbian. 

There was the 19-year-old who 
was trying to find out what homo­
sexuality was all about because 
she was drumm~d out of the 
armed services on a charge she 
didn't understand. The daughter 
who receives a monthly allowance 
from her wealthy family in the 
Midwest to stay on the coast lest 
her district attorney father be 
threatened with a "family skel­
eton" by his political foes. And 
the 25-year-old who, after five 
years of psychiatric therapy, de­
cides she must make the best of 
herself as herself-a Lesbian. 

The most serious problem a 
Lesbian faces in life is that of self­
acceptance. Like everyone else, 
she has been taught the cultural 
folklore that a Lesbian is some­
thing less than human-a sick, 
perverted, illegal, immoral animal 
to • be shunned and despised. 
Needless to say, with the first 
glimmering of self-knowledge, of 
awareness that she has Lesbian 
tendencies, she becomes bogged 
down in doubt, fear, guilt and 
hostility. 

Some Lesbians claim they have 
been aware of their Lesbianism 
since early childhood. Others 
first become aware during ado­
lescence. Yet there are some wo­
men who make this discovery 
about themselves much later in 
life-after they have been married 
and have had children. Still others, 
either by choice or lack of op­
portunity, never admit or act out 
their Lesbianism. 

It isn't easy for a woman to say 
to herself, let alone anyone else, 
"I am a Lesbian." But once the 
words are said, has she really 
changed? Isn't she still the same 
person she was-the dear friend, 
the competent employee, the 
loving sister? And yet the words 
become a barrier in her personal 
and working relationships. To pro-
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tect her family and her job, she 
is forced to live a lie, to take on 
a dual life. No wonder many Les­
bians seek out some type of 
psychiatric or therapeutic help. 
The miracle is that so many are 
able to function so well and to 
contribute so much to society. 

The Lesbian is thus a secretive, 
chameleon creature. She is not 
easily recognized. The old adage, 
"It takes one to know one," is not 
true. Not being distinguishable 
from other women, she has dif­
ficulty meeting others like her­
self. The "gay bar" is still a meet­
ing place, but there are few such 
bars which cater to women ex­
clusively because they do not con­
stitute a steady clientele. Besides, 
a Lesbian, as a woman, has no 
doubt heard many times the old 
saw "nice girls don't go into bars," 
or "no lady would ever go into 
a bar alone." The Lesbian goes 
out on the town only occasionally 
and is more apt to settle dow~ 
with a partner, to build a home 
and a lasting relationship, and to 
develop a small circle of friends­
usually both homosexual and 
heterosexual. Another social out­
let for the Lesbian can be homo­
phile organizations throughout 
the country (if she knows about 
them), such as Daughters of Bilitis, 
which has chapters in New York 
and San Francisco. 

The Lesbian, being a woman, 
comes out of the same cultural 
pool as do heterosexual women. 
Therefore, on top of everything 
else, she may have the same hang­
ups and inhibitions about sex, 
dress, work, actions, etc., as do 
her heterosexual sisters. Since 
women have been taught to be 
passive, to shun the role of the 
aggressor, the Lesbian finds her­
self without the slightest idea of 
how to approach another woman 
for a date, for a conversation, for 
sex. It is a rarity for a heterosexual 
woman to be approached by a 
Lesbian unless she has given much 
indication that such advances are 
welcome. 

Even when the Lesbian accepts 
her sexual identity and herself as 

a person, she still faces very real 
discrimination from society. If she 
has educated herself to a profes­
sion (a role doubly difficult for 
any woman), she can lose her pro­
fessional status merely because 
someone points a finger. This is 
especially true of teachers, attor­
neys, doctors, social workers and 
other professions licensed by the 
state. But it can also be true for 
file clerks and secretaries. Very 
few employers are aware enough 
to realize that in the Lesbian he 
has an employee who must work, 
who will not get married or preg­
nant, who will devote her ener­
gies and capabilities to her job 
because she will always have to 
support herself. 

As Rabbi Elliot Grafman has 
stated, "People fear that which 
they do not understand, and what 
they fear they despise." It is only 
through more knowledge and 
more personal confrontation that 
the stereotype of the Lesbian can 
be dispelled. However, to accom­
plish this feat is to overcome the 
vicious circle that now envelops 
the Lesbian who tries to be hon­
est. 

If she divulges her identity, 
she automatically becomes vulner­
able. She faces loss of job, family 
and friends. Yet, until she opens 
herself to such possibilities, no 
one will have the opportunity to 
come to know and to understand 
her as the whole person she is. 

Through The Council on Relig­
ion and the Homosexual, which 
was formed in San Francisco in 
1964 after a three-day retreat at­
tended by clergymen and male 
and female representatives of the 
homophile community, such a 
dialogue began in earnest. Ave­
nues of communication have been 
opened up not only with the re­
ligious community (seminaries 
and other church groups), but 
with governmental agencies, the 
police, business and professional 
groups, college and high school 
students. But the task of demyth­
ologizing, of education and re­
definition of the homosexual is a 
long and arduous one. 
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You've Come A Long Way, Baby 
- women in the movement 
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The treatment of women in the movement re­
flects the treatment of women in the dominant 
society. That testimony sums up the experi­

ences of most of the movement women I've known 
in recent years. 

As women we accuse men in North American so­
ciety of being domineering, aggressive and com­
petitive. Men treat women as sex objects and make · 
them the drudge workers; men do not listen to 
women or think women have brains . These patterns 
are apparent in prevailing American society, but 
they also describe the movement. 

There is a popular movement saying which claims, 
"She is just joining the movement because she's in 
love with him (some big shot leader in the move­
ment)." This myth has been exploded in various 
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informal surveys taken among radical women. Al­
though the charge is occasionally accurate, it ig­
nores the larger and more fundamental truth that 
most women get involved in radical political move-. 
ments because of an awareness (often unconscious) 
of their own oppression. 

"The only position for women in SNCC is prone." 
-Stokely Carmichael, Oct., 1964 

This aptly expresses the Student Non-violent Co­
ordinating Committee's attitude toward women in 
general; the attitude toward white women was even 
worse. White women were not permitted to do 
voter registration work, but were relegated to teach­
ing and community center work with old people and 
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little kids. White women were not permitted to 
leave their homes after dark. Use of project funds 
or cars was forbidden and, of course, women were 
expected to do the laundry, cooking and cleaning. 
The first question when a woman arrived at a proj­
ect was "Can you type?" (Note: the first paid 
SNCC worker was Jane Stembridge, who was the 
typist. Jane later proved to be a very gifted poet.) 

The hierarchy of SNCC was black man, black 
woman, white man and then white woman. White 
women often felt that they were fighting for the 
equality of black men at the expense of their own. 
Such policies were rationalized on the basis of pos­
sible adverse reactions by the local whites and a de­
sire not to reinforce the matriarchal societal and 
familial structure of poor blacks (it seems that some 
SNCC people and Moynihan had something in com­
mon). 

Despite these restrictions, some women achieved 
the freedom to organize and did a fine job of it. 
Because it was obvious that no white woman could 
gain a power position in SNCC, none tried; they 
were therefore free to organize in their communi­
ties. The cotton pickers' strike and the Mississippi 
Freedom Labor Union (MFLU) arose in a town which 
had had one white woman as its only organizer for 
ten months. 

White women saw the black matriarchal society 
and began to discover an alternative to the lives of 
their white, middle-class mothers . We realized the 
biological-inferiority-of-women argument to be a 
lie and a myth. We saw women manage jobs and 
families. We saw women rule their own roosts, not 
merely deciding what color car to buy. We noted 
that the leadership of the Southern grassroots or­
ganizations-MFLU and Mississippi Freedom Demo­
cratic Party (MFDP)-was female . We met Fannie 
Lou Hamer, a truly great person , who is also a 
woman. At the same time, we saw the dangers of 
the matriarchal society-the oppression of black 
men. We do not advocate such a society; we do 
wonder why people condone the oppressions of all 
women everywhere while they condemn the op­
pression of black men. 

Women in the North 

Simultaneous with these Southern experiences, 
there were women in Students for a Democratic 
Society (SDS) and its community organizing branch, 
ERAP, who were working very hard to build a radical 
movement. They were doing an excellent job, in 
part because women seemed better able to endure 
the monotonies that became commonplace after 
the excitement had worn off. Women seemed bet­
ter able to relate to people and less inclined to 
engage in "ego trips." (Both of these advantages 
were probably due to early training and expecta­
tions and it is a shame that men were not trained 
fo: some of the same talents.) These women, how-
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ever, faced the same restrictions as their sisters in 
the South, though the insults were less blatant. On 
many ERAP projects, one or two men held so much 
power that there was no room for anyone else­
male or female. On some projects, attempts to or­
ganize women on women's issues were stopped 
by male project members. Occasionally, men shared 
the domestic chores of the project and in Cleveland, 
women led the white community organizing proj­
ect. But these were the exceptions, achieved by a 
few women after much struggle and many insults. 
Women who struggled for even such tidbits of 
equality were not "real women," said some move­
ment men. 

G radually, it became apparent that there are 
two roles for women in the movement­
workers and wives: 

One role for women is servicing the organization's men. 
These women maintain the stable, homey atmosphere 
which the radical male needs to survive. They raise the 
future radicals of Canada. They earn the money in the 
mundane jobs that our society pays people to do, so 
the radical men can be at home and be political and 
creative ... . But in order to do this , these men need 
followers and maintainers. Thus, the workers of the 
movement-the typists, fund-raisers and community or­
ganizers. 1 

Some SOS women recognized their position in a 
slightly different way: 

The movement for social change taught women ac­
tivists about their own oppression . Politically, women 
were excluded from deci sion -making . They typed, made 
leaflets, did the shit -work. The few women who attained 
leadership position s had to struggle against strong con­
vention . 

Also, women in the movement were in a unique situ ­
ation. As some got married , they fourid that there were 
no models for a marriage in which both man and woman 
were politically active . Was the once active woman now 
to assume a supportive role, to stay home with the kids 
or get an unwanted job to support her activist husband? 
Were both partners ' interests to have equal weight in 
determining what kind of wo rk they would do , where 
they would live?• 

Other aspects of the oppression of women in the 
movement were the loss of many members-wom­
en left in droves-and the failure to recruit many 
others who were turned off by the hypocrisy that 
permitted women to remain in servile positions, that 
refused to listen to women in meetings , and that 
even dared to deny that women were oppressed. 
We have had to face the fact that many of our 
talented sisters became so demoralized and hurt 
by their treatment in the movement that they 
are gone. The movement had closed all channels 
to one-half of its membership. 

Another phenomenon of this oppression was 
the movement bitch . Women who wanted to assert 
themselves often had to scream and rage to be 
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listened to. So, they were labelled bitches and few 
men ever wondered how they got that way. Other 
women who rose to positions of some power were 
no longer seen as women. To be equal to a man 
meant to lose all attractiveness . 

The Beginning of Women's Liberation 

The Women's Liberation Movement grew rapidly 
from a few isolated women seeking justice, to Femi­
nine Caucuses within the movement, to the forma­
tion of separate woman's liberation groups. 

During the community organizing period-ap­
proximately 1963-1966-women fought against 
their oppression as they have always done-on a 
one-to-one basis in their personal relationships or 
to gain some measure of power in the local project. 
Most women felt this kind of struggle was enough. 
Their lack of strength on an organizational level was 
not important, because they were not interested 
in being big shots, anyway. 

A few rare women realized their oppression and 
that it was hurting women-stifling their potential 
-and hurting the movement. The first woman to 
raise the cry of dissent was Ruby Doris Smith Rob­
inson, a young black who was the chief administra­
tor for SNCC-in charge of personnel, cars and fi­
nances. Ruby Doris, a founding member of SNCC, 
was a tough, strong woman with a large heart. It was 
her paper, The Position of Women in SNCC, pre­
sented at a conference in October, 1964 which 
evoked Stokely's famous remark quoted above. The 
response, of course, was laughter and there was 
no discussion of the paper. This-to the most pow­
erful woman in SNCC! 

I n the fall of 1965, Casey Hayden and Mary King, 
two white women from the South who had been 
very active in SNCC and ERAP for years, wrote an 

article on women in the movement in the now-de­
funct journal, Studies on the Left. A year later, 
Heather Dean, a staff member of the Student 
Union for Peace Action (SUPA, the New Left 
organization in Canada), wrote an article in which 
she drew an analogy between the conditi .on of 
women and that of blacks in North America . She 
went on to attack penis envy as a myth of the mas­
ters. Heather begins the struggle for a separate 
women's movement: 
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Women should undergo this process of self-examination 
with each other, but away from men . .. women must 
fortify themselves against the punishment of the male 
chauvinist and the paternalism of the male liberal. Once 
women have shared the process of self-discovery and the 
experi ence of independent decision-making, they are 
rea~y for the real struggle . . . This is not a struggle 
against men ... Women cannot be free until men are 
~ree . • .. The solutions for women lie in solving far- rang­
ing social problems . But this involves nothing short of 
revolutionary restructuring of the most basic institutions 
in society ... • 
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Slowly, women began to follow this advice. We 
began to talk to each other and to see that what 
we had considered personal problems were the 
problems of women . We began to see that our ex­
clusion corresponded to that of many men who 
were not aggressive enough to be leaders . Women 
on community projects realized that they needed a 
larger movement and that this movement of com­
munity organizers excluded them. Men were not 
consciously excluding us; rather, exclusion stemmed 
from the collusion of the timidity that women 
have ingrained in them from a childhood of dolls, 
and the aggressiveness that men have ingrained in 
them from their earliest admonishments to "be a 
man, don't cry." We began to realize that such 
attitudes are not inherent , but learned. We began 
to unlearn them. 

We began-rather timidly (for we did not want 
to hurt the fragile movement by showing dissen­
tion in the ranks)-to form Feminine Caucuses with­
in the various New Left organizations. We had heard 
the cry of the black movement to deal with our own 
oppression. We began to throw off the Protestant 
ethnic heritage of assumptions that all women are 
expected to sacrifice all their lives, and especially 
in the movement. Women began to work for their 
own freedom. At the December, 1965 SOS confer­
ence, the subject of women's role in society and 
in the movement was openly discussed. Such discus­
sions were heard elsewhere-Southern Students 
Organizing Committee (SSOC), Southern Confer­
ence Educational Fund (SCEF), Southern Christian 
Leadership Conference (SCLC) and SUPA. Many 
debates and discussions have also begun among the 
women of the militant black movements. 

The male response (and sometimes the female 
response) to the Feminine Caucus was often laugh­
ter and disbelief . "What do they want? " "She just 
needs a good screw." "She 's a castrating female." 
The women who were struggling often felt humili-
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ated. We had not had experience in speaking in 
large groups and could not articulate well , especially 
when greeted by remarks such as these. We didn't 
have any set ideology; we had had no experience in 
such matters. Many of our papers were joint efforts 
because most of us felt unable to write alone. 

Because of the ridicule, we began to depend 
upon one another, a new experience for many 
women, for we see each other as rivals for 

men. We began to meet separately from movement 
organizations. Often we didn't know that other 
groups existed in other cities . But we gained strength 
in our solidarity . Now men would not attack if 
several of us were around. The women in Toronto 
threw out the challenge: "any man living in a rela­
tionship of exploitation who speaks of liberation is 
voicing political lies .... We are going to be the 
typers of letters and distributers of leaflets (hewers 
of wood and drawers of water) NO LONGER." 

The movement was too slow to respond. The ridi­
cule continued. Some men now began to enter their 
liberal stage and the advice on how to carry out 
the struggle was almost overwhelming. Paternalism 
was rampant. We began to call our little groups 
Women 's liberation and we excluded men from 
our meetings and actively sought other women 
from outside the movement. We learned to express 
ourselves . We also learned that meetings could be 
humane and participatory. Women's Liberation grew 
from women in the movement who were in their 
twe•nties, white and middle-class to include groups 
of once non-political housewives , women now mar­
ried to movement men who previously had no 
politics of their own, college students , and high 
school students. 

During the winter of 1968 , some Chicago women 
began a Voice of Women 's Liberation Movement 
newsletter (VWLM). This excellent publication car­
ries articles on various aspects of the woman ques­
tion , reports on activities around the country , and 
features cartoons , reading lists, and other goodies. 
It can be obtained for $3 per year from VWLM , 
5336 S. Greenwood , Chicago , Illinois 60615 . 

On Halloween , the Women 's International Ter­
roist Conspiracy from Hell (WITCH) surfaced from 
below Wall St. and hexed the stock exchange, driv­
ing the prices down . They have also demonstrated at 
the Miss America contest and some Bridal Fairs, and, 
in company with some non-WITCH women , have 
hexed the Chicago Transit Authority , the Playboy 
Club and Nixon 's Inauguration . 

Last Thanksgiving , approximately two hundred 
women met near Chicago for the first national 
women 's liberation conference. Women came 
from more than thirty cities and groups . We dis­
covered that the feelings of liberation gained in 
small groups could carry over to a large gathering . 
From this , women returned and began more activi­
ties. The number and size of groups continues to 
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spread. We are attempting the unique task of be­
ginning a movement in which political ideology and 
one's personal life might be integrated. 

Slowly , the movement groups are responding to 
the challenge. There are women on most major 
committees. Both the Canadian and American New 
Left have women in high positions of leadership. 
SOS passed a resolution on women at its last 
conference. Women are now speaking at peace 
demonstrations. SCEF has a women's liberation 
organizer . Women have recently played an integral 
role in the University of Chicago sit-in , which arose 
over the failure to rehire Marlene Dixon , a radical 
woman faculty member . All movement and many 
underground papers are now carrying articles on 
and by women . 

Women realize that this is tokenism. A few wom ­
en making it means little . Blatant chauvinism still 
exists in the movement - recent women speakers 
at a peace rally were greeted with hoots , laughter 
and obscenities. All of the conditions of the early 
sixties still exist. There are still meetings where no 
women can speak and women are still accused of 
only thinking what their lovers think . Men tell 
women who object to w oman 's condition that there 
is something wrong with them . Some women do 
not recognize the problem and either feel that there 
is no problem or that something is wrong with 
them personally . 

W omen 's liberation is a revolutionary demand 
and we must create the revolutionary 
women's liberation movement to push for 

these demands . We can be the vanguard of the revo-
1 ution when we refu se to listen to the men telling 
us that "women 's demand s are reformist." It is clear 
that the only way for radical men to support our 
revolution is for us to build a strong independent 
movement , so that no revolution is possible without 
us. Then , and only then , will they take us seriously . 
No amount of education will change them as long 
as they have a power position to preserve. 

We haven't come a long way , baby. The first step 
has been made, but there need to be many more . 
When the total impetu s of women 's demands hits 
this country , the men and especially the men who 
control this country will wish for the quiet days of 
the suffragettes to return . Our demands can only 
be met by overturning most of the existing structures 
in society. We hope that the men of the left will join 
us in the struggle by fighting their own battles , and 
not trying to tell us what to do . Women are aw aken­
ing. We are beginning to use our brains , and thi s 
awakening could be even more earth shatterin g than 
the awakening of blacks . 

1 Bernstei n, Mo rto n, Seese and Woo d "S isters Brothers Lovers 

2 
Liste n," pu bl_ished by New Left Co,;, m ittee, Toro nto, 1967. · · · 
Boot h, Go ldfie ld, and Mun ake r, "Towa rd a Radica l Movement" Voice 
of Wome n's Libe rat io n News lette r, April 1968. ' 

3 Dea n, "O n Passing Two Who res and a Nun : The Sexua l Caste Syste m " 
Random, Octobe r 1966, University of To ro nto. ' 
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A 
MAN'S 
VIEW 

By 

Andy Hawley 

The fate of one sex is inseparable from that of 
the other, and any movement seeking to shatter 
one set of stereotypes must acknowledge the 

influence of the opposite stereotypes. So, it seems 
imperative that the prevailing assumptions about 
masculinity be exposed if we are to set free both 
the oppressors and the oppressed. 

What are the prevailing myths about masculinity 
in our society? Masculinity seems to be synonymous 
with: 
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-rugged individualism. 
-reason and utility as opposed to emotion and 

beauty, the later being feminine, i.e. sec­
ondary. 

-not showing emotion; being "cool" and ironic. 
-not having to explain yourself to anyone or to 

take others' feelings into account. 

-not making mistakes, or at least not admitting 
them. 

-making the most difficult decisions almost auto­
matically, without thinking twice and cer­
tainly without consulting anyone else. 

-resolving conflicts through violence. 
-commanding and then expecting to be obeyed, 

especially where women are con,cerned. 
-taking what you want sexually when you want 

it, and disregarding her. 
In short, masculinity means inherent superiority, 

hence autonomy, in all important matters. Weak­
ness, doubt, discussion and compromise are signs 
of failure. 

This James Bond concept of masculinity makes a 
lot of trouble for all of us. It fosters anxiety in men, 
since it is unattainable and, where partially achieved, 
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it is destructive rather than fulfilling. It is a direct 
insult to women, sinc;e it is based fundamentally on 
a doctrine of sexual supremacy. Indirectly, the falla­
cious view of masculinity makes women the targets 
of bitterness for men who hate and fear femininity 
in themselves-as happens to men who are raised 
by women, away from men, and yet are pressured 
to be masculine. Femininity in women becomes a 
necessary evil; in men it is evil, period. (This fear 
of being feminine, combined with the greater or 
lesser homoeroticism which is natural in all men, 
leads into an even stronger fear of being homo­
sexual-which of course accelerates the whole 
vicious cycle of confusion, guilt, irritability and 
hostility.) 

If everyone, women and men, could see that the 
whole business of sex identity is a red herring, then 
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men could stop reinforcing all the wrong attitudes 
in each other through verbal cock-fighting, abusing 
women in front of other men, and ritual flirtation 
(the latter goes for women, too). 

Our desire for social acceptance and our secret, 
lonely sense of being unable (as, luckily, most of 
us are) to live up to the male stereotype, have 
blinded us to the nature of our real needs and limits 
and our real opportunities for creating varied, happy 
lives. As American middle-class boys we were taught 
that our basic and ultimate motives are selfishly anti­
social; moreover we, like our society, are confused 
and ambivalent about whether or not that's a good 
thing. In other words, we are a mixture of Puritan 
and hedonist. We are sheep who dream of being 
wolves, and who awake to feel self-hate at our 
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secret wickedness and/or self-contempt at our 
timidity. 

Thus women, for men, are alternately angels and 
slaves, to be worshipped one minute and spurned 
and exploited the next, but seldom treated as equals. 
Concerning sex, our society teaches total abstinence 
for the first decade of sexual maturity (even mastur­
bation is considered at best unavoidable), then life­
long fidelity to one partner. All the while, society 
does its best both to keep us ignorant and confused 
about what a normal and well-developed sex life 
can be and to convince us that the forbidden fruits 
of promiscuity surpass anything the "moral" person 
will ever taste. What a bundle of paradoxes! 

This last myth is possibly the cruelest joke of all. 
So ready are we to buy (literally) the notion that 
an evening in bed with the Playmate-of-the-Month 
is the greatest thing that could happen to us, that 
we ruthlessly suppress our real, protean, uncom­
mercial fantasies and impulses, line the pockets of 
mountebanks like Hugh Hefner, and then congratu­
late ourselves on our liberal-mindedness! If instead 
we could face without flinching our homosexual 
impulses, our erotic feelings toward family, friends, 
strangers, our curiosity about how this or that act 
with such and such a person might feel-then we 
might be able to distinguish between an impulse, 
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which is amoral and involuntary, and an action, 
which of course must be taken deliberately in ac­
cordance with its likely consequences and our over­
all values and goals. 

W hat would happen if men rejected the male 
stereotype and acknowledged the value of 
openness, humility, discussion, considera­

tion, cooperation, and compromise, along with 
honest, respectful disagreement and conflict? 

We would trade our impossible standards and 
false self-image for realistic standards and real self­
respect 

We would trade the dominance/submission syn­
drome for woman/man relationships that assume 
equality, honesty and good faith. We have to help 
each other become the kind of people we can 
love. 

We would not deny the richness of our sexual 
imagination, nor the natural sexual element in all 
relationships. Just how it occurs-talking, touching, 
dancing, making love-should be our guilt-free 
choice, based on our own honest needs and values 
and our sensitivity to others, rather than a "moral" 
or "masculine" stereotype. 

What about the queslion of "fidelity" to one part-
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ner versus a diverse sex life? Most adults need to 
have a primary relationship which comes before all 
others. If a problem in the primary relationship, 
which is the most demanding but also potentially 
the most rewarding kind, makes us try to escape 
through an outside flirtation or "affair," this is bad 
-not bec;ause of the sexual acts committed but be­
cause it is an escape. The problem remains un­
solved. 

Both gratification and consideration, both variety 
and responsibility, are important to us; and not 
only are they not mutually exclusive, they are inter­
dependent. When we don't recognize the equal 
right of two people to gratification and considera­
tion in sex and in general-and the great capacities 
we all have for getting pleasure from giving pleasure 
-then we withdraw into one of the myriad cop­
outs available (such as cynical aloofness and Don 
Juan-ism). 

As long as one is committed to the kind of "pri­
mary" relationship (usually marriage) mentioned 
above, its security and growth will outweigh all 
other considerations-which doesn't necessarily 
mean no experimentation or no sex outside the mar­
riage. 

All our relationships tend to be over-reserved; 
we need to loosen up and learn to express affec­
tion openly and physically. But the "primary" rela­
tionship-a deep, long-term commitment of a 
woman and a man to one another-is a unique, 
tremendously rich opportunity for self-knowledge, 
self-confidence, pleasure and generosity. In such 
a relationship, sex is both less and more than in a 
casual affair: less because only a part of the whole; 
more, because an expression and a consummation 
of the whole relationship. 

These "changes of heart" are crucial. But change 
in consciousness must be accompanied (not 
preceded) by change in institutions. 

Would men's and women's liberation of the sort 
I've described destroy or change the traditional 
American family? I think so. It is an institution with 
many drawbacks. While privacy and the sense that 
a spouse or child has of being special should not be 
valued lightly, considerations of efficiency and econ­
omy and of exposure to the difficulties and oppor­
tunities inherent in larger groups living and work­
ing together make it a good idea to experiment 
with some "communal" kinds of arrangement. Not 
only might it be possible to reduce the individual 
housework, cooking and childcare load, for exam­
ples, but some amount of group living affords inti­
mate contact with a variety of people, multiple per­
spectives on oneself, and experience in dealing with 
group conflicts and decisions. This is a good way, 
especially for children, to break the cycle of selfish 
individualism and to move toward the sense of 
community that we need. 
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Whether or not we make such experiments, the 
following changes in traditional family patterns seem 
to follow necessarily from liberated consciousness. 

Woman must be seriously involved in projects 
outside the home that are as challenging, broaden­
ing and socially consequential as any that men 
engage in. Whether or not this takes the form of a 
paying job is beside the point. But there is no reason 
why the woman's work might not be actuaHy more 
remunerative than her husband's-the matter of fi­
nancial support and the matter of socially useful 
work are not essentially related-at least, not in this 
society. 

Men, by the same token, should take direct re­
sponsibility for a corresponding amount of the 
housekeeping chores. This is not a matter of rigid 
formulas; the point is that household chores need 
doing, there is no good reason the woman should 
have to do more of them than the man, and there 
are excellent reasons why she shouldn't. In the ideal 
society, of course, there may be women, just as 
there may be men, who really like housework and 
prefer to do it, but our goal is to establish a situation 
where men and women can approach this question 
without prejudice and with enough diverse experi­
ence and models to make an educated, individual 
choice. 

The father should accept a more equal propor­
tion of child-care responsibilities. This is even more 
important for the children than it is for the father 
and mother. Such an arrangement will help build 
good attitudes in the child about men's and women's 
roles, and will help eliminate the specialized "bed­
room community" with its tired, estranged week­
end fathers and its bored, resentful and slavishly 
ignorant housewife-mothers-hardly a good child­
rearing environment. 

Lastly-and here many will draw the line-wom­
en and men who accept the principle of equality 
must, if they are serious about it, become political 
agitators, constantly struggling to change a// the in­
stitutions in their lives. Schools, business, church, 
family ... all insult, exploit and oppress women. 
This system is so destructive of everyone it touches 
-and it touches everyone-that it must be de­
stroyed. Oppression of women is so basic to our 
society that its destruction will constitute no less 
than a revolution. 

Many draw the line at trying to change not only 
themselves but society. Considering _ the ridicule, 
hostility and resistance this women's struggle is en­
count~ring and will continue to encounter, that is 
understandable. But it is a vain hope. Personal lib­
eration alone is impossible; escape is impossible. 
We need each other's support in taking the material 
and emotional risks involved in such struggles. 
Those risks can help give meaning and an air of 
reality to our relatively luxurious lives. 
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WITCH 

They told me 
I smile prettier with my mouth closed. 
They said-
better cut your hair­
long, it's all frizzy, 
looks Jewish. 
They hushed me in restaurants 
looking around them 
while the mirrors above the table 
jeered infinite reflections 
of a raw, square face. 
They questioned me 
when I sang in the street. 
They stood taller at tea 
smoothly explaining 
my eyes on the saucers, · 
trying to hide the hand grenade 
in my pants pocket, 
or crouched behind the piano. 
They mocked me with magazines 
full of breasts and lace, 
published their triumph 
when the doctor's oldest son 
married a nice sweet girl. 
They told me tweed-suit stories 
of various careers of ladies. 
I woke up at night 
afraid of dying. 
They built screens and room dividers 
to hide unsightly desire 
sixteen years old 
raw and hopeless 
they buttoned me into dresses 
covered with pink flowers. 
They waited for me to finish 
then continued the conversation. 
I have been invisible, 
weird and supernatural. 
I want my black dress. 
I want my hair 
curling wild around me. 
I want my broomstick 
from the closet where I hid it. 
Tonight I meet my sisters 
in the graveyard. 
Around midnight 
if you stop at a red light 
in the wet city traffic, 
watch for us against the moon. 
We are screaming, 
we are flying, 
laughing, and won't stop. 

-Jean Tepperman 
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WITCH POWER 

(By W.I.T.C.H.) 

W I.T.C.H., otherwise known as the Women's 
International Terrorist Conspiracy from Hell, 
surfaced last Halloween. Their ina1:1gural day 

began with an Up Against the Wall Street, all-day 
guerilla theater procession in which the witches cast 
hexes on the Stock Exchange, declared "You Have a 
Fiend at Chase Manhattan" and created general ter­
ror and chaos. Halloween night the guerilla witches 
flew through the Lower East Side, zapping all-male 
bars, girlie burlesque houses, and chic uptown­
tourist infringements on the community. 

WITCH is an all-woman Everything. It's theater, 
revolution, magic, terror, joy, garlic flowers, spells. 
It's an awareness that witches and gypsies were the 
original guerrilla and resistance fighters against op­
pression-particularly the oppression of women­
down through the ages. 

Witches have always been women who dared to 
be: groovy, courageous, aggressive, intelligent, non­
conformist, explorative and curious, independent, 
sexually liberated, and revolutionary (this may ex­
plain why nine million women have been burned 
as witches). 

Witches were the first friendly heads and dealers, 
the first birth-control practitioners and abortionists, 
the first alchemists (turn dross into gold and you 
devalue the whole idea of money!). They bowed to 
no man, being the living remnants of the oldest 
culture of all-one in which men and women were 
equal sharers in a truly cooperative society, before 
the death-dealing sexual, economic, and spiritual re-
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pression of the "Imperialist Phallic Society" took 
over and began to shit all over nature and human 
life. 

A witch lives and laughs in every woman. She is 
the free part of each of us, beneath the shy 
smiles, the acquiecence to absurd male domi­

nation, the make-up or flesh-suffocating clothing our 
sick society demands. There is no "joining" WITCH. 
If you are a woman, and dare to look within your­
self, you are a witch. You make your own rules. 
You are free and beautiful. You can be invisible or 
evident in how you choose to make your witch­
self known. 

You can form y9ur own Coven of sister witches, 
do your own actions. Whatever is repressive, solely 
male-oriented, greedy, puritanical, authoritarian­
those are your targets. Your weapons are theater, 
magic, satire, explosions, herbs, music, costumes, 
masks, chants, stickers, stencils and paint, bricks, 
brooms, guns, voodoo dolls, cats, candles, bells, 
chalk, your own boundless beautiful imagination. 
Your power comes from your own self as a woman, 
and from sharing, rapping, and acting in concert 
with your sisters. You are pledged to free our 
brothers from oppression and stereotyped sexual 
roles, as well as ourselves. 

You are a witch by being female, untamed, angry, 
joyous and immortal. You are a witch by saying 
aloud, "I am a witch" and thinking about that. 
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Psychologists have set about describing the true 
nature of women with an enthusiasm and ab­
solute certainty which is rather disquieting. 

Bruno Bettelheim, of the University of Chicago, 
tells us (1965) that "we must start with the realiza­
tion that, as much as women want to be good 
scientists or engineers, they want first and fore­
most to be womanly companions of men and to be 
mothers." 

Erik Erikson of Harvard University (1964), upon 
noting that young women often ask whether they 
can "have an identity before they know whom they 
will marry, and for whom they will make a home," 
explains somewhat elegiacally that "much of a young 
woman's identity is already defined in her kind of 
attractiveness and in the selectivity of her search for 
the man (or men) by whom she wishes to be 
sought. ... " Mature womanly fulfillment, for Erik­
son, rests on the fact that a woman's " ... somatic 
design harbors an 'inner space' destined to bear the 
offspring of chosen men, and with it, a biological, 
psychological, and ethical commitment to take care 
of human infancy." 

Some psychiatrists even see the acceptance of 
woman's role by women as a solution to societal 
problems. "Woman is nurturance ... ," writes 
Joseph Rheingold (1964), a psychiatrist at Harvard 
Medical School, " ... anatomy decrees the life of 
a woman ... when women grow up without dread 
of their biological functions and without subversion 
by feminist doctrine, and therefore enter upon 
motherhood with a sense of fulfillment and altruistic 
sentiment, we shall attain the goal of a good life 
and a secure world in which to live it." 

These views from men of high prestige reflect a 
fairly general consensus: liberation for women will 
consist first in their attractiveness, so that second, 
they may obtain the kinds of homes (and men) which 
will allow joyful altruism and nurturance. 

Business does not disagree. If views such as Bettel-
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heim's and Erikson's do indeed have something to 
do with real liberation for women, then seldom in 
human history has so much money and effort been 
spent on helping a group of people realize their 
true potential. Clothing, cosmetics and home fur­
nishings are multi-million dollar businesses: if you 
don't like investing in firms that make weaponry 
and flaming gasoline, and there's a lot of cash in 
"inner space." 

It is an interesting but limited exercise to show 
that psychologist's ideas of women's nature fit so 
remarkably the common prejudice and serve indus­
try and commerce so well. Just because it's good 
for business doesn't mean it's wrong. It is wrong, 
and there isn't the tiniest shred of evidence that 
these fantasies of servitude and childish dependence 
have anything to do with women's true potential. 
The idea of the nature of human possibility which 
rests on the accidents of individual development or 
genitalia, on what is possible today because of what 
happened yesterday, on the fundamentalist myth 
of sex organ causality, has strangled and deflected 
psychology so that it is relatively useless in describ­
ing, explaining, or predicting humans and their be­
havior. Present psychology is less than worthless 
in contributing to a vision which could truly liber­
ate--men as well as women. 

Psychology has nothing to say about what 
women are really like, what they need and 
what they want, essentially, because psychology 

does not know. This failure is not limited to women; 
rather, the kind of psychology which has addressed 
itself to how people act and who they are has failed 
to understand, in the first place, why people act 
the way they do, and has certainly failed to under­
stand what might make them act differently. 

The kind of psychology which has addressed itself 
to these questions is in large part clinical psychology 
and psychiatry, which in America means endless 
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commentary and refinement of Freudian theory. 
Here, the causes of failure are obvious and appalling: 
Freudians and neo-Freudians, and clinicians and 
psychiatrists in general, have simply refused to look 
at the evidence against their theory and their prac­
tice, and have used as evidence for their theory and 
their practice·stuff so flimsy and transparently biased 
as to have absolutely no standing as empirical evi­
dence. But even psychology which conforms to 
rigorous methodology has gone about looking at 
people in such a way as to have limited usefulness. 
This is because it has been a central assumption for 
most psychologists of human personaJity that human 
behavior rests primarily on an individual and inner 
dynamic, perhaps fixed in infancy, perhaps fixed by 
genitalia, perhaps simply arranged in a rather im­
movable cognitive network. 

This assumption is raprdly losing ground as per­
sonality psychologists fail again and again to get 
consistency in the assumed personalities of their 
subjects (Block, 1968) and as the evidence collects 
that what a person does and who he believes him­
self to be, will in general be a function of what 
people around him expect him to be, and what the 
overall situation in which he is acting implies that 
he is. Compared to the influence of the social con­
text within which a person lives, his or her history 
and "traits," as well as biological makeup may sim­
plv be random variations, "noise" superimposed on 
the true signal which can predict behavior. 

To summarize: the first reason for psychology's 
failure to understand what people are and how they 
act, is that clinicians and psychiatrists, who are 
generally the theoreticians on these matters, have 
essentially made up myths without any evidence to 
support these myths. The second reason for psy­
chology's failure is that personality theory has 
looked for inner traits when it should have been 
looking at social context. 

T he first cause of failure is the acceptance by 
psychiatrists and clinical psychologists of theory 
without evidence. If we inspect the literature of 

personality, it is immediately obvious that the bulk 
of it is written by clinicians and psychiatrists, and 
that the major support for their theories is "years of 
intensive clinical experience." This is a tradition 
started by Freud. His "insights" occurred during the 
course of his work with his patients. There is nothing 
wrong with such an approach to theory formulation; 
a person is free to make up theories with any in­
spiration which works: divine revelation, intensive 
clinical practice, a random number table. But he is 
not free to claim any validity for his theory until it 
has been tested and confirmed. 

Theories are treated in no such tentative way in 
ordinary clinical practice. Consider Freud. What he 
thought constituted evidence violated the most 
minimal conditions of scientific rigor. In The Sexual 
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Enlightenment of Children, the classic document 
which is supposed to demonstrate empirically the 
existence of a castration complex and its connec­
tion to a phobia, Freud based his analysis on the 
reports of the father of the little boy, himself in 
therapy, and a devotee of Freudian theory. I really 
don't have to comment further on the contamina­
tion in this kind of evidence. It is remarkable that 
only recently Freud's classic theory on the sexuality 
of women-the notion of the double orgasm-has 
been tested physiologically and found plain wrong. 

T hose who claim that fifty years of psychoanalytic 
experience constitute evidence enough of the 
essential truths of Freud's theory should ponder 

the robust health of the double orgasm. Did women, 
until Masters and Johnson (1966) believe they were 
having two different kinds of orgasm? Did their 
psychiatrists cow them into reporting something 
that was not true? If so, were there other things they 
reported that were also not true? Did psychiatrists 
ever learn anything different from what their theories 
had led them to believe? If clinical experience means 
anything at all, surely we should have been done 
with the double orgasm myth long before the Mas­
ters and Johnson studies. 

But certainly, you may object, "years of intensive 
clinical experience" is the only reliable measure 
in a discipline which rests for its findings on in­
sight, sensitivity, and intuition. The problem with 
insight, sensitivity, and intuition, is that these can 
confirm for all time the biases that one started out 
with. People used to be absolutely convinced of 
their ability to tell which of their number were en­
gaging in witchcraft. 

Years of intensive clinical experience is not the 
same thing as empirical evidence. The first thing 
an experimenter learns in any kind of experiment 
which involves humans is the concept of the "double 
blind." The term is taken from medical experi­
ments, where one group is given a drug which is 
presumably supposed to change behavior in a cer­
tain way, and a control group is given a placebo. 
If the observers or the subjects know which group 
took which drug, the result invariably comes out on 
the positive side for the new drug. Only when it is 
not known which subject took which pill, is validity 
remotely approximated. 

In judgments of human behavior, it is so difficult 
to precisely tie down just what behavior is going 
on, let alone what behavior should be expected, 
that one must test again and again the reliability of 
judgments. How many judges, blind, will agree in 
their observations? Can they replicate their own 
judgments at some later time? When, in actual prac­
tice, these judgment criteria are tested for clinical 
judgments, then we find that the judges cannot 
judge reliably nor can they judge consistently: they 
do no better than chance in identifying which of a 
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certain set of stories were written by men and which 
by women; which of a whole battery of clinical test 
results are the products of homosexuals and which 
are the products of heterosexuals (Hooker, 1957) 
and which, of a battery of clinical test results and 
interviews (where questions are asked such as "do 
you have delusions" and "what are your symptoms?" 
(Little & Schneidman, 1959) are products of psy­
chotics, neurotics, psychosomatics, or normals. 

Lest this summary escape your notice, let me 
stress the implications of these findings. The ability 
of judges, chosen for their clinical expertise, to dis­
tinguish male heterosexuals from male homosexuals 
on the basis of three widely used clinical projective 
tests-the Rorschach, the TAT, and the MAP, was 
no better than chance . The reason this is such devas­
tating news, of course, is that sexuality is considered 
by personality theorists to be of fundamental impor­
tance in the deep dynamic of personality; if what 
is considered gross sexual deviance cannot be 
caught, then what are psychologists talking about 
when they claim, for instance, that at the basis of 
paranoid psychosis is "latent homosexual panic"? 
They can't even identify what homosexual anything 
is, let alone "latent homosexual panic"! 

More frightening, expert clinicians cannot be con­
sistent on what diagnostic category to assign to a 
person, again on the basis of both tests and inter­
views; a number of normals in the Little & Schneid­
man study were described as psychotic, in such 
categories as "schizophrenic with homosexual ten­
dencies," or ''schizoid character with depressive 
trends." But most disheartening, when the judges 
were asked to rejudge the test protocols some weeks 
later, their diagnosis of the same subjects on the 
basis of the same protocol differed markedly from 
their initial judgments. It is obvious that even sim­
ple descriptive conventions in clinical psychology 
cannot be consistently applied; that these descrip­
tive conventions have any explanatory significance 
is therefore, of course, out of the question. 

A s a student in a graduate class at Harvard, some 
years ago, I was a member of a seminar which 
was asked to identify which of two piles of a 

clinical test, the TAT, had been written by males, 
and which of the two piles had been written by 
females. Only four students out of twenty identified 
the piles correctly, and this was after one and a 
half months of intensively studying the differences 
between men and women. Since this result is below 
chance, that is, this result would occur by chance 
about four out of a thousand times, we may con­
clude that there is finally a consistency here; stu­
dents are judging knowledgeably within the context 
of psychological teaching about the differences be­
twe~n men and women; the teachings themselves 
are erroneous. 

Ah, you may argue, the theory may be scientiti-
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cally "unsound" but at least it cures people. There 
is no evidence that it does. In 1952, Eysenck re­
ported the results of what is called an "outcome of 
therapy" study of neurotics which showed that, of 
the patients who received psychoanalysis, the im­
provement rate was 44%; of the patients who re­
ceived psychotherapy, the improvement rate was 
64 % ; and the patients who received no treatment 
at all, the improvement rate was 72%. These findings 
have never been refuted; subsequent later studies 
have confirmed the negative results of the Eysenck 
study. (Barron and Leary, 1955; Bergin, 1963; Cart­
wright and Vogel, 1960; Truax, 1963.) 

H ow can clinicians and psychiatrists then, in all 
good conscience, continue to practice? Large­
ly by ignoring these results and being careful 

not to do outcome-of-therapy studies. The attitude is 
nicely summarized by Rotter (1960) (Quoted in 
Astin, 1961): "research studies in psychotherapy 
tend to be concerned more with some aspects of 
the psychotherapeutic procedure and less with out­
come ... to some extent, it reflects an interest in 
the psychotherapy situation as a kind of personality 
laboratory." Some laboratory. 

Thus, we can conclude that since clinical experi­
ence and tools can be shown to be worse than use­
less when tested for consistency, efficacy, agree­
ment, and reliability, we can safely conclude that 
theories of a clinical nature advanced about women 
are also worse than useless. It has become increas­
ingly clear that in order to understand why people 
do what they do, and certainly in order to change 
what people do, psychologists must turn away from 
the theory of the causal nature of the inner dynamic 
and look to the social context within which indi­
viduals live. 

Block's work (1968) established that personality 
tests never yield consistent predictions; a rigid au­
thoritarian on one measure will be unauthoritarian 
on the next. But the reason for this inconsistency 
is only now becoming clear, and it seems over­
whelmingly to have much more to do with the social 
situation in which the subject finds himself than 
with the subject himself. 

In a series of brilliant experiments, Rosenthal and 
his co-workers (Rosenthal and Jacobson, 1968; Ro­
senthal, 1966) have shown that if one group of ex­
perimenters has one hypothesis about what they 
expect to find, and another group of experimenters 
has the opposite hypothesis, both groups will obtain 
results in accord with their hypotheses. Thus, in a 
success rating task, where subjects were required to 
rate faces cut out from magazines on a twenty point 
scale from -10, very unsuccessful, to + 10, highly 
successful, the group of subjects whose experimen­
ters had been told would rate the faces high, had 
mean ratings, in every case, above the highest mean 
rating for the group of subjects whose experimen­
ters expected the subjects to rate the faces low. 

motive 



--
~ 

INTAGLIO : MOST POPULAR O.C. 

MARCH-APRIL 1969 

____ ... 
------

RODNEY FREW 

81 



I n all, about 375 subjects were tested; the results 
would have happened by chance about one in 
one thousand times. The experimenters were in­

structed to read the same set of instructions, and to 
say no more than was in the instructions; obviously, 
the cues which influenced subjects were nonverbal. 
Even with animals, in two separate studies (Rosen­
thal & Fode, 1960; Rosenthal & Lawson, 1961), those 
experimenters who were told that rats learning 
mazes had been especially bred for brightness ob­
tained better learning from their rats than did ex­
perimenters believing their rats to have been bred 
for dullness. These results would have happened by 
chance one out of one hundred times. 

In a very recent study, Rosenthal & Jacobson 
(1968) extended their analysis to the natural class­
room situation. Here, they found that when teachers 
expected randomly selected students to "show great 
promise," these students' I.Q.'s increased significant­
ly from control group students, with the most dra­
matic increments in the area of reasoning ability. 

Thus , even in carefully controlled experiments, 
and with no outward or conscious difference in be­
havior, the hypotheses we start with will influence 
enormously the behavior of another organism. These 
studies are extremely important when assessing the 
validity of psychological studies of women. Since it 
is fairly safe to say that most of us start with hy­
potheses as to the nature of men and women, the 
validity of a number of observations of sex differ­
ences is questionable, even when these observa­
tions have been taken under carefully controlled 
conditions. 

Second, and more importantly, the Rosenthal ex­
periments point quite clearly to the influence of 
social expectation. In some extremely important 
ways, people are what you . expect them to be or at 
least they behave as you expect them to behave. 
Thus, if women, according to Bruno Bettelheim, 
want first and foremost to be good wives and moth­
ers, it is extremely likely that that is what Bettelheim, 
and the rest of the society, want them to be . 

T here is another series of social psychological 
experiments which points to the inescapable 
overwhelming effect of social context in an ex­

tremely vivid way. These are the obedience experi­
ments of Stanley Milgram (1965), concerned with the 
extent to which subjects in psychological experi­
ments will obey the orders of unknown experimen­
ters, even when these orders carry them to the dis­
tinct possibility that the subject is killing somebody. 

Briefly, a subject is made to administer electric 
shocks in ascending 15 volt increments to another 
person whom the subject believes to be another 
subject, but who is in fact a stooge. The voltages 
range from 15 to 450 volts; for each four consecu­
tive voltages there are verbal descriptions such as 
"mild shock," "danger, severe shock," and finally, 
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for the 435 and 450 volt switches, simply a red XXX 
marked over the switches. The stooge, as the voltage 
increases, begins to cry out against the pain; he 
then screams that he has a heart condition, begging 
the subject to stop, and finally, he goes limp and 
stops responding altogether at a certain voltage. 
Since even at this point, the subject is instructed to 
keep increasing the voltage, it is possible for the 
subjects to continue all the way up to the end switch 
-450 volts. 

The percentage of subjects who do so is quite 
high; all in all, about one thousand subjects were 
run, and about 65% would go to the end switch in 
an average experiment. No tested individual differ­
ences between subjects predicted which of the sub­
jects would continue to obey, and which would 
break off the experiment. Predictions were far below 
actual percentages, with an average prediction that 
3% of the subjects would obey to the end. But, even 
though psychiatrists have no idea of how people 
are going to behave in this situation (despite one of 
the central facts of the twentieth century, which is 
that people have been made to kill enormous num­
bers of other people), and even though individual 
differences do not predict which subjects are going 
to obey and which are not, it is very easy to predict 
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when subjects will be obedient and when they will 
be defiant. All the experimenter has to do is change 
the social situation. In a variant of the experiment 
(Milgram, 1965), when two other stooges who were 
also administering electric shocks refused to con­
tinue, only 10% of the subjects continued to the 
end switch. This is critical for personality theory; for 
it indicates that the lawful behavior is the behavior 
that can be predicted from the social situation, not 
from the individual history. 

Finally, an ingenious experiment by Schachter and 
Singer (1962) showed that subjects injected with 
adrenalin, which produces a state of physiological 
arousal in all but minor respects identical to that 
which occurs when subjects are extremely afraid, 
became euphoric when they were in a room with a 
stooge who was acting euphoric , and became ex­
tremely angry when they were placed in a room 
with a stooge who was acting extremely angry . 

To summarize : if subjects under quite innocuous 
and non-coercive social conditions can be made to 
kill other subjects and under other types of social 
conditions will positively refuse to do so ; if subjects 
can react to a state of physiological fear by becom­
ing euphoric because there is somebody else eu­
phoric, if students become intelligent because teach­
ers expect them to be intelligent, and rats run mazes 
better because experimenters are told that the rats 
are bright, then it is obvious that a study of human 

.behavior requires, first and foremost, a study of 
the social contexts within which people move, the 
expectations as to how they will behave, and the au­
thority which tells them who they are and what 
they are supposed to do. 

Two theories of the nature of women, which 
come not from psychiatric and clinical tradition, 
but from biology, can be disposed of with little 

difficulty . The first argument notices social inter­
action in primate groups, and observes that females 
are submissive and passive. Putting aside for a 
moment the serious problem of experimenter bias 
(for instance, Harlow (1962) of the University of 
Wisconsin, after observing differences between male 
and female rhesus monkeys, quotes Lawrence Sterne 
to the effect that women are silly and trivial, and 
concludes that "men and women have differed in 
the past and they will differ in the future"), the 
problem with the argument from primate groups 
is that the crucial experiment has not been per­
formed. The crucial experiment would manipulate 
or change the social organization of these groups, 
and watch the subsequent behavior. Until then, we 
must conclude that, since primates are, at present, 
too stupid to change their spcial conditions by 
themselves, the ''innateness" and fixedness of their 
behavior is simply not known. As applied to humans, 
the argument becomes patently irrelevant, since the 
most salient feature of human social organization 
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is its variety; and there are a number of cultures 
where there is at least a rough equality between 
men and women (Mead, 1949). Thus, primate argu­
ments tell us little. 

The second theory of sex differences argues that 
since females and males differ in their sex hor­
mones and sex hormones enter the brain (Ham­

burg and Lunde in Maccoby, 1966), there must be 
innate differences in "nature." But the only thing 
this argument tells us is that there are differences 
in the physiological state. The problem is whether 
these differences are at all relevant to behavior. 
Recall that Schacter and Singer (1962) have shown 
that a particular physiological state can itself lead 
to a multiplicity of felt emotional states and outward 
behavior, depending on the social situation. 

In brief, the uselessness of present psychology 
with regard to women is simply a special case of 
the general conclusion: one must understand social 
expectations about women if one is going to char­
acterize the behavior of women. 

How are women characterized in our culture, and 
in psychology? They are inconsistent, emotionally 
unstable, lacking in a strong conscience or super­
ego, weaker, "nurturant" rather than productive, 
"intuitive" rather than intelligent, and, if they are at 
all "normal," suited to the home and the family. In 
short, the list adds up to a typical minority group 
stereotype of inferiority (Hacker, 1951): if they know 
their place, which is in the home, they are really 
quite lovable, happy, childlike, loving creatures. 

In a review of the intellectual differences between 
little boys and little girls, Eleanor Maccoby (1966) 
has shown that there are no intellectual differences 
until about high school, or, if there are, girls are 
slightly ahead of boys. At high school, girls begin 
to do worse on a few intellectual tasks, such as arith­
metical reasoning, and beyond high school, the 
achievement of women now measured in terms of 
accomplishment drops off even more rapidly. 

There are a number of other, non-intellectual 
tests which show sex differences: I choose the 
intellectual differences since it is seen clearly 

that women start becoming inferior. It is no use 
to talk about women being different but equal; all 
of the tests I can think of have a "good" outcome 
and a "bad" outcome. Women usually end up at the 
"bad" outcome. In light of social expectations about 
women, what is surprising is not that women end up 
where society expects they will; what is surprising 
is that little girls don't get the message that they 
are supposed to be stupid until high school; and 
what is even more remarkable is that some women 
resist this message even after high school, college, 
and graduate school. 

I began with remarks on the task of discovering 
the limits of human potential. Until psychologists 
realize that it is they who are limiting discovery of 
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human potential by their refusal to accept evidence, 
if they are clinical psychologists, or, if they are 
rigorous, by their assumption that people move in a 
context-free ether with only their innate disposi­
tions and their individual traits determining what 
they will do, then psychology will have nothing of 
substance to offer in this task. I don't know what 
immutable differences exist between men and wom­
en apart from differences in their genitals; perhaps 
there are some other unchangeabfe differences; 
probably there are a number of irrelevant differ­
ences. But it is clear that until social expectations 
for men and women are equal, until we provide 
equal respect for both men and women, our an­
swers to this question will simply reflect our preju­
dices. 
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Thought-provoking posters in brilliant colors and a variety of 
shapes quote from such diverse sources as Whitman, Camus, and 
e. e. cummings. Special appeal for students. 

INDIVIDUAL "LOVE" POSTERS 
ALL YOU NEED IS LOVE 

22" X 34" $1.50 
BE OF LOVE A LITTLE MORE CAREFUL 

22" X 34" $1.50 
FOR ALL THAT HAS BEEN, THANKS 

11" X 34" $1.00 
THE GREATEST GOOD WE CAN DO FOR OTHERS 

22" X 34" $1.50 
..• A PIECE OF GOOD NEWS 

11" X 34" $1.00 

THE "CREATIVITY" POSTERS 
16 8" x 8" posters, the backs of which, 

put together, form a large 32" x 32" 
poster $2.25 

THE "RELATIONSHIP" POSTERS 
16 circular posters, 11" in 

diameter, printed on both sides, 
can be used as mobiles $2.98 

THE "WALK ON YOUR TOES" POSTERS 
6 posters with religious themes 

Now at your favorite poster store 14" X 20" $2.98 

More laudable* essays from 
the little Old DUbliSher. 
Contemporary Writers in Christian 
Perspective-A Continuing Series. 

Joining the seventeen titles already pub• 
lished are four new essays: Marianne Moore, 
by Sister M. Therese; C. S. Lewis, by Peter 
Kreeft; Evelyn Waugh, by Paul A. Doyle; The 
Pylon Poets, by Derek Stanford. Each 48 
pages, $.95 

•' 'instructive, provocative and exciting"­
New York Times 
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In full knowledge that the admission of the 
following qualifies me for the VWLM's "Male­
Chauvinist-of-the-month Award" and will un­

doubtedly result in one more elaborate hex from 
guest editor Joanne Cooke, a few musings on wom­
en's (and men's) liberation. 

The theme conjoins more than six years of edi­
torial bull-and-cow sessions on questions of human 

and sexual identity. Preceding the Freidan ferment, 
we conjectured an issue in '63-'64 on "women in 
society." To which our then-art-editor (a woman), 
suggested that it was men-not women-who 
needed some prodding and analyzing, and anyone 
probing new terrain should reflect on matters 
masculine. Pursuing neither, we concentrated on a 
special issue on ''Death." 

SOUTHERN 
AFRICA A TIME 

FOR 
CHANGE 

tells of the brutal repression which effectively walls in 
the lives of more than 32 million black Africans in five 
southern Africa countries (the Republic of South Africa, 
Rhodesia, South West Africa, Angola and Mozam­
bique). 

In penetrating language and superb photographs SOUTHERN AFRICA: A 
TIME FOR CHANGE graphically reveals how the African majorities' existence 
is a tragedy of human degradation a.lmast unparalled in modern time. 

What are apartheid and UDI? Where are the wars of liberation being fought 
today? Do U. S. investments undergird injustice? 

These issues are discussed by more than a dozen major authors who clearly point 
out what needs to be done, how, and when . 

SOUTHERN AFRICA: A TIME FOR CHANGE, published by Friendship P·ress, is excellent 
for general study, Sunday school and discussion group use. 

ORDER NOW, 
SAVE 25¾ 

Publication date: June 
1, 1969. You can save 
nearly 25 per cent by re­
servino your copy now . 
Pre-publication co st: 
$1.50 per copy, ReQular 
price, $1.95. Check or 
money order must ac­
company your order. 

All orders shipped 
postpaid. 

Discounts on quantity 
orders available on re ­
quest. 
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order payable to Service 
Center. Pre-publication 
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Service Center 
United Methodist Boord of Missions 

7820 Reading Road, Cincinnati, Ohio 45237 
I am enclosino a check or money order for 
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AFRICA, A TIME FOR CHANGE. 
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Address 
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Homosexuality-male and female-was a theme 
also warmly debated and editorially projected in the 
mid-sixties. Attendance by the editor at the consul­
tation on homosexuality referred to by Martin and 
Lyons in this issue stimulated much reflection and 
correspondence on the subject. But procrastination 
and lack of courage to deal frankly and realistically 
with an explosive subject at a time when the maga­
zine seemed to be in an. already too-precarious 
political situation with the church resulted in month­
to-month postponements of the issue. 

So, like most special issues of this publication, the 
topic of human liberation, vis a vis the sexual identi­
ty context, awaite "d the propelling force of an editor 
singularly passionate about the subject. 

She arrived last June. 
Joanne Cooke came fresh from college-attrac­

tive, articulate, hip ... our femme fatale in resi­
dence. 

She stimulated male fantasies, fulfilled orders 
(magazine subscription ones, that is), participated 

REPRINTED BY PERMISSION OF THE GUARDIAN 
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a word from our sponsor 
Free choice is 28 flavors of ice cream as opposed to only 8; three presidential 

candidates as opposed to only two; two candidates as opposed to only one. Why, 
with one candidate there would be no free choice at all! 

Freedom is freedom to compete. Vanilla versus maple walnut; Howard Johnson 
versus Borden's Nixon versus Humphrey, Restrict the competition (eliminate 
candidates) and freedom disappears. 

Freedom to compete means that anyone can play. It may take several million 
dollars to buy into the game, but even people without that sort of stake can bet on 
the competitors and thus participate in freedom. 

And anyone who doesn't like the game, or wants to change the rules, is against 
competition and free choice, is against freedom. Probably thinks we have too much 
freedom. Probably wants to get rid of ice cream entirely. 

Susan Sutheim 
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in editorial conferences . . . . and worked cheap. 
(In earlier times, we might have even said that she 
became "one of the boys.") 

We had it made. The magazine (and its male 
editors) benefitted from brains, beauty, and budget­
saving dedication. Until November and that 
$#-'&(*#$! women's liberation movement con­
ference at some YM(!)CA camp in the midwest. Be­
cause we had already said that now was past time 
for doing something contemporary on women in 
society (and had asked Girl Friday to do the re­
search/mind-blowing prospectus for such an issue), 
we (being four male editors) graciously offered to 
send-economy class, of course-Miss Girl Friday to 
look in on such a conference ... on her Thanks­
giving holiday. 

A s the preceding eighty-odd pages testify, the 
"research" turned into existential testimony, 
and male chauvinism got hung on the hook for 

what it is. Joanne cooked our goose over a freedom 
fire, and served notice that second-class status was 
out. Zap. 

More seriously, (I'm learning that humor is accept­
able when it vents a common bondage, but taboo 
if it favors elitist escapism), no thinking, perceptive 
person can-or should want to-dismiss the oppres­
sion of women that too long has denied women the 
freedom and fullness which is theirs as human 
beings . No man can deny that he has benefitted from 
and enjoys-the support, acceptance, and strength 
given him by the women in his life-his mother, 
his wife, his lover(s), his sisters, his daughters. Not 
because they are his, but because they symbolize the 
human otherness that comforts, supports, accepts, 
and restrains. The joy is not that of possession-it 
is a full, natural response to these ultimately suppor­
tive relationships. 

Part of the anger-and hope-of the writers in 
this issue is that they challenge the tradition and the 
assumption that supportive relationships are to be 
guaranteed and unquestioned. All relationships, if 
authentic and reciprocal, must be premised on full 
acceptance and total, human respect. Servants do 
not enjoy the freedom of full decision-making, and 
most of the women in this issue remind us that West­
ern civilization and its systems have placed women 
in the economic, sexual, and professional role of 
being a servant. 

But-and here enters the defensive male .ego­
the essays in this issue also are anti-male, some to 
the degree of being anti-humanizing. 

Is there no common ground on which women­
and men-can claim their freedom short of an analy­
sis which demands the dissolution of the family 
unit, which demands withdrawal from heretofore 
masculine movements, and which celebrates femi­
nine martyrdom-as do most of the quotes from 
Beverly Jones? 
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Marlene Dixon is being anachronistic when she 
quotes Margaret Fuller to the effect, "We ask of 
men to remove arbitrary barriers." Most of the 
women in this issue are not asking men anything; 
they are telling men the grounds on which men may 
be co-participants in the freedom struggle if men 
prove that they can be trusted not to exploit, veto, 
or manipulate the so-called "weaker" sex. 

Historically, fair enough. Men have enjoyed far 
too many liberties at the expense of women, and 
women have been far-too-identified in terms of 
sexual functions. 

The message of the most radical is clearly anti­
male. The arguments are predicated on anger 
which borders on bitter hatred for what men 

have done to women. Rejection of pseudo-mascu­
line domination and determination to achieve free­
dom via "woman power" serves the revolution well. 
But the severest of the strategies are also destructive 
in that they deny the genuine sexuality of both men 
and women. 

Naomi Weisstein emphasizes that "Our answers 
... will simply reflect our prejudices." Each of us 
reflects our individual histories, our social biases, 
our sexual prejudices when we discuss and debate 
the nature of woman. Setting our own histories in 
order is part of the baggage of becoming both ma­
ture and fully human. 

But what price freedom? Is there any room for 
dissent? Can the models for change be multi-dimen­
sional and multi-directional, or must every woman's 
(and man's) freedom follow the prescription of the 
radical dissenter? 

I believe that women-and men-want to be free 
-as free as history, conscience, competence, sacri­
fice, and human events will permit them. Thank 
God, there have always been those pioneers who 
have stretched the freedoms which society has de­
fined, and such people have always paid dear prices. 

The cause of human survival is such these days 
that one hopes that the energies of all of us will be 
devoted to the cause of liberating all those who 
are oppressed-especially those who are oppressed 
because of race, class, and sex. 

One man's liberation is often another man's wom­
an's bondage. Hopefully, our personal liberations 
from sexual-identity bondages will be the instru­
ments for liberating others from the bondages of 
hunger, death, poverty, and the sheer right to sur­
vival. 

The complete quintet read by 
the author to a live audience 
at Stanford. $11.95 

Hardcover book $3.50, 
paperbound $1.95 
from your bookseller or the 
publisher 

Pilgrim Press books 
UNITED CHURCH PRESS 
1505 Race Street 
Philadelphia, Pa. 19102 



More to read 
about women 
I. GENERAL OR BASIC WORKS 
•1. deBeauvior, Simone. The Second Sex. Bantam Paperback: originally 

1949. Classic treatment of women: biology and history through to 
present day. 

2. Borgese, Elisabeth Mann. The Ascent of Woman. New York: Braziller, 
1963. Relates "feminine revolution" to rise of new forms of collecti­
vism, as on~ of basic causes of change today. 

•3, Friedan, Betty. The Feminine Mystique. New York: Norton; Dell (paper­
back), 1963. Perceptive analysis of "feminine" roles of wife and mother 
since World War II, especially good on media, advertising, popular 
Freud and anthropology. 

•4, Goldfield, Evelyn; Munaker, Sue, and Weisstein, Naomi. "A Woman is 
a Sometime Thing," in The New Left: A Collection of Essays. ed. Pris­
cilla Long. Boston: Porter Sargent, 1969. Discusses women's liberation 
as seen by and developing in the New Left. 

5. Hunt, Morton. Her Infinite Variety: The American Woman as Lover, 
Rival, and Mate. New York: Harper & Row, 1962. Popular, general com­
mentary on many roles of women today. 

•6. Lessing, Doris. The Golden Notebook. New York: Ballantine, 1962. Auto­
biographical novel of a woman alone with her child in London; 
her experiences with sex, independence, as a writer and with the Left. 
Lessing is also author of numerous novels and short stories relevant 
to women. 

7. Lifton, Robert Jay (ed.). The Woman in America. Daedalus, Spring, 1964 
and Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1965. Good collection of diverse essays; 
Especially Rossi, Alice, "Equality Between the Sexes: An Immodest 
Proposal." 

8. Solanas, Valerie. S.C.U.M. Manifesto. New York: Olympia Press, 1968. 
Rationale and program for Society for Cutting Up Men (SCUM) by 
woman who shot Andy Warhol. 

II. HISTORY 
1. Beard, Mary. Woman As A Force In History. New York: Macmillan, 

1946. Contrasts conventional myths of woman's social role with his­
torical reality. 

2. Dell, Floyd. Women as World Builders: Studies in Modern Feminism. 
Chicago: 1913. Biographies of late 19th and early 20th century women 
such as Jane Addams, Charlotte Perkins Gilman, Emma Goldman, and 
others. 

•3, Flexnor, Eleanor. A Century of Struggle: The Woman's Rights Move­
ment In the USA. Harvard: 1959 (Atheneum paperback). Most complete 
history of movement through 1920. 

4. Kraditor, Aileen S. Ideas of the Woman Suffrage Movement, 1890-1920. 
New York: Columbia Univ., 1965. Key intellectual history, especially 
of split between older suffragists and socialists. . 

5. O'Neill, William L. "Feminism as a Radical Ideology." in Dissent: 
Explorations in the History of American Radicalism. ed. Alfred E. Young. 
DeKalb, Ill.: Northern Ill. Press, 1968. Just what it says! 

6. Woolstonecraft, Mary. A Vindication of the Rights of Women. 1792. 
W. W. Norton, 1967 paperback. Fiery eighteenth-century classic by a 
daring woman in her day. 

Ill. SOCIAL THEORY 
•1. Engels, Friedrich. The Origins of Family, Private Property, and the State. 

1884. New World paperback. Examine the social organization of primi­
tive man-including marriage and role of women and relates to rise 
of class society. ' 

Cloth, $4.95 
Paper, $1.95 
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2. Gilman, Charlotte Perkins. Women and Economics, 1898. Harper Torch­
books paperback. Lively collection of dominant progressive ideas of her 
day, as related to women particularly. Also author of numerous other 
books on children, the home, human work, etc. 

3. Marcuse, Herbert. Eros and Civilization: A Philosophical Inquiry into 
Freud. New York: Vintage Books, 1955. Discusses sexual suppression as 
necessary part of historically repressiveness of society. One-Dimensional 
Man. Beacon'. 196~; Gooi:l on socialization-repressiveness of society. 

4. Mitchell, Juliet. The Longest Revolution," New Left Review, #40 
(Nov.-Dec., 1966). Study of role of women and how it was not dealt 
with effectively in history of socialist thought. 

•5, Packard, Vance. The Hidden Persuaders. New York: Pocket Books, 1957. 
and The Waste Makers. New York: Pocket Books, 1960. Both good on 
how we get sold "goods" and the waste of our society. The Sexual 
Wilderness: The Contemporary Upheaval in Male-Female Relationships. 
New York: David McKay, 1968. Comprehensive survey of present sexual 
attitudes. 

6. Veblen, Thorstein. The Theory of the Leis.ure Class. New York: Mentor, 
1899. Especially see portions on women as vehicles of conspicuous 
consumption. 

IV. INTERNATIONAL 
1. Linner, Birgitta. Sex and Society In Sweden. New York: Pantheon, 1967. 

Interesting discussion of women, sex, etc. in one of countries where 
women are most emancipated. 

2. "The Educated Woman." Special issue of Student World, no. 3, 1966. 
This quarterly of World Student Christian Federation includes con­
sciousness of women primarily in Europe (East and West) and North 
America. 

3. "Women Around the World." Special issue of Annals of the American 
Academy of Political and Social Science. Vol. 375 (January 1968). Good 

collection of general data about a number of countries. 
4. Numerous books and pamphlets on women's situation, especially in 

work and education, in other countries are available through the 
United Nations. United Nations: UN Plaza, New York and UNESCO, 
Paris. 

V. SEXUALITY 
•1. Brecher, Ruth and Edward. An Analysis of Human Sexual Response. 

Signet: 1967. Excellent discussion of female sexuality and orgasm. 
More readable and less technical language than the milestone study 
it is discussing, Human Sexual Response by William Masters and Vir­
ginia Johnson, 1966. 

2. Greene, Gael. Sex and the College Girl. New York: Dial Press, 1964. 
Thorough analysis made after numerous conversations with US college 
women. 

3. Lydon, Sue. "Understanding Orgasm," Ramparts (Vol. 7, #9), De­
cember 14-28, 1968. p. 59-63. Concise discussion of debate over female 
orgasm and sexual pleasure and implications of debate. 

4. Schur, Edwin M .. (ed.) The Family and the Sexual Revolution. Blooming­
ton: Indiana University Press, 1964. Collection of essays on changing 
sex standards, "the woman problem," and birth control; see especially 
Bassett, Mannes, and Bettelheim. 

5. "Sex and the Contemporary American Scene." Special issue of Annals 
of the American Academy of Political and Social Science. Vol. 376, 
(March 1968). Essays reflect on basic attitudes and problems of American 
culture in this area; see especially Rosenberg & Bensman Boyers 
and Ferdinand. ' ' 

VI. MISCELLANEOUS AREAS 
•1. EMPLOYMENT AND STATUS: Bird, Caroline. Born Female: The High 

Cost of Keeping Women Down. N.Y.: Van Rees Press, 1968. 
2. BLUE COLLAR LIFE: Coleman, Richard P.; Handel, Gerald; and Rain­

water, Lee. Workingman's Wife: Her Personality, World, and Life 
Style. N.Y.: Oceana, 1959. A market research depth study of nation's 
largest market-25,000,000 working class wives. 

3. CHURCH AND THEOLOGY: Daly, Mary. The Church and the Second 
Sex. Harper and Row, 1968. 

4. WOMEN-COLONIALISM AND RACISM: Fanon, Frantz. Studies in a 
Dying Colonialism; The Wretched of the Earth. N.Y.: Grove Press 
1961, and Black Skin, White Masks. N.Y.: 1967. ' 

5. ABORTION: Lader, Lawrence. Abortion. N.Y.: Bobbs-Merrill, 1966. 
6. SCI ENCE: Mattfeld, Jacquelyn A. and Van Aken, Carol G. (eds.) Women 

and the Scientific Professions. M.I.T. Symposium. M.I.T. Press, 1965. 
•7, ANTHROPOLOGY: Mead, Margaret. Male and Female: A Study of the 

Sexes in a Changing World. N.Y.: Morrow, 1949. Also, Sex and Tem­
perament in Three Savage Societies, 1935. Studies illustrate how primi­
tive and present cultures determine meaning of sex and roles assigned 
to each. 

8. EDUCATION: Newcomer, Mabel. A Century of Higher Education for 
Women. New York: 1959. 

9. LEGAL RIGHTS: Pilpel, Harriet, and Zavin, Theodora. Your Marriage 
and the Law. N.Y.: Collier, 1952 (revised 1965). 

VII. GENERAL RESOURCES 
1. National Organization for Women (NOW), 509 Fifth Ave., N.Y., N.Y. 

10017.· Some work in area of education and employment particularly. 
2. Society for Humane Abortion, P.O. Box 1B62, San Francisco, Cal. 94101. 

Reprints of articles and newsletter available. 
3. United Nations at UN Plaza, New York City or UNESCO in Paris. 

Numerous studies of women around the world. 
4. Voice of the Women's Liberation Movement. 5336 South Greenwood 

Ch_icago, HI., 60615. National newsletter and distribution of paper; 
written within_ the women's. liberation movement around the country. 

5. Women: A B1b/1ography, C1sler, 102 West 80th St., N.Y., N.Y. 10024. 
Detailed eleven page bibliography to which I am indebted for help 
in this shorter list. 

6. Women's Bureau, U.S. Department of Labor, Washington D.C. Leaflet 
#10 lists their numerous publications on women, especially as workers. 

• Most important books. 
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in the heat 
of the world 

LOOK AT US, LORD 
Robert Marshall Haven. Exceptional in 
both beauty and content, Look at Us, 
Lord has a world of experience com­
pressed into its pages. Joy and tears, 
faith and failure, success and doubt, 
laughter and pain are depicted in sharp 
images of reality that demand to be 
remembered. Poems and photographs 
are arranged to explore the ages of 
man-from birth through childhood, to 
maturity and death. The total effect is 
an emotional experience producing a 
deeper grasp of the meaning of religion. 
These intense prayer/poems and poignant 
photographs make an unforgettable 
combination. $4.95 

THE YOUNG ADULT 
GENERATION 
Allen }. Moore. The generation gap . 
reality or myth? This calm and 
objective look at the young adult 
generation uses al I available research 
data to sort out facts from fiction and 
evaluate the significance of these facts 
in our modern world. Amidst all the 
confusion and doubt, this book offers 
sound guidance in helping young adults 
understand themselves. $3.75 

LITURGIES IN A TIME 
WHEN CITIES BURN 
Keith Watkins. Instead of spending his 
sabbatical at a university center in 
further research, Keith Watkins elected 
to take his leave with a church. " I 
counseled ... met with committees 
and boards ... I preached and buried 
and presided in the- litu.fg+caf- assembly. 
Most of all I talked and listened." 
From his direct involvement, he 
demonstrates the church can and should 
provide support for our revolutionary 
days. $3.75 

from LOOK AT US, LORD 

FERMENT 
IN THE MINISTRY 
Seward Hiitner. Certainly the ministry 
is going through a time of ferment and 
unrest. This is necessary if the clergy 
is to progress beyond its present 
horizons into a brighter future. In 
this purposeful and constructive 
analysis of functions of the ministry is 
realistic help for the minister as he 
works toward effective integration of his 
many and varied activities. $4.95 

HIS END UP 
Vernard Eller. " It takes two for the 
see-saw, and modern theology must 
discover how to give God his due." 
How the "new theology" might learn to 
teeter-totter is the theme of this witty 
approach to a theology of hope. Not 
an attempt to replace the "new 
theology," it does offer needed 
corrections. $3.95 

At your local bookstore 

abingdon press 



EXPERIMENT WITH SLEEP-LEARNING! Fascinating, educational. 
Use your recorder, phonograph. Astonishing details, strange 
catalog of tapes, records, equipment free! Sleep-Learning Asso­
ciation, Box 24 MT, Olympia, Wash. 98501. 

HUNG-UP WITH A PERSONALITY PROBLEM? Poor Student­
can't concentrate? Shy-can't get dates? Feel Inferior-think 
others look down on you? Inhibited? Frustrated? Send for 
Free Literature: SELF-REALIZATION CENTER, Box 393M, New 
York 10003. 

PEACE POST CARDS call for "NO MORE POVERTY, NO MORE 
VIETNAMS, PEACE AND JUSTICE NOW. 11 Send them to the 
new administration, your Congressman, etc. Bright orange and 
yellow, 6/50¢, 12/$1, 30/$2 (plus 3% in Mass.)-group dis­
counts. Peace-Cards, Box 116, Cambridge, Mass. 02138. 

AUTOMOBILE BUMPER STICKERS, Low-cost, custom-made, ad­
vertising for Organizations, Special Events, School Projects, 
Political Campaigns, Slogans, Business, Entertainment and The­
atrical Productions. Write for Free Brochure, Price List and 
Samples. Please state intended use. REFLECTIVE ADVERTISING, 
INC., Dept. M, 873 Longacre, St. Louis, Mo. 63132. 

SICK OF DANCING TO THE TUNE OF ARBITRARY AUTHORITY? 
Then read MODERN LEADER, the newspaper that gives sound 
philosophy and the techniques of responsible revolution. Sam­
ple, 25¢. Portable Playhouse, P.O. Box 5922, Chicago 60617. 

NEED MONEY? Be a sales representative for a socio-politico­
satirical new poster line. Ideal for individuals and organizations. 
Write for complete poster profit kit : GROSS NATIONAL PROD­
UCT, Box 427, Wayzata, MN 55391. 

BUTTONS ("Student Power" and hundreds more!), patches, 
trip glasses, glo-balls, electric yo-yo's, posters, rolling machines 
and papers, pipes, strobe lights, psychedelia, etc. We print your 
button titles in lots of 500 or morel Prizes for winning button 
ideas. Free 13-page mail order catalogue. 25¢ brings yours air 
mail. Randy Wicker and Peter Ogren, Free Speech, Inc., 28 St. 
Marks Pl, NYC 10003. 

BUTTONS, BUMPER STRIPS, DECALS, BALLOONS. $1 (refund­
able) for catalog and samples. LARRY FOX, BOX 581-M, Hemp­
stead, NY 11551. 

MARCH-APRIL 1969 

EUROPE BY STUDENT SHIP. Attend .shipboard language classes, 
art lectures, international forums, travelogues. Enjoy deck sports, 
movies, jazz and folk festivals. Low fares; 9 all-student trans­
atlantic sailings June-Sept. Write: Council on International Edu­
cational Exchange, 777 United Nations Plaza, Dept. M-3, New 
York 10017; telephone (212) 661-0310. 

PROTEST LAWS AND PUNISHMENTS THAT FLAGRANTLY 
VIOLATE THE 8TH AMENDMENT. POB 4069, GRAND CENTRAL 
STA., NYC. 

Concerned and Frustrated? Cons.ider: SUMMER IN WILLIMAN­
TIC, 1969. Write: 220 Valley Street, Willimantic, Conn. 

BOOMING AUSTRALIA wants You-Good jobs. Adventure. 
Forms and Australian Handbook (1969) describing Australian 
assisted passage, passport-visa, advantages, opportunities $1.00. 
Buckeye, Box 1032PF, Fairborn, Ohio 45324. 

FREE CHURCH DIRECTORY of liberated congregations, fellow­
ships, etc. which are ecumenical and working for peace and 
justice by direct action. Printed as a service to the Movement, 
to help contact runaways and prisoners and for just plain soli­
darity . Free to anyone who wants in. Write: Emily Waymouth, 
Editor, Free Church Publications, Box 9177, Berkeley, Ca. 94709. 

OPEN HOUSE! New staff members needed for MOTIVE. Needed 
immediately-Promotion Manager . Should be experienced in 
all phases of advertising and direct mail promotion, and have 
some knowledge of the MOTIVE audience and institutional 
constituency. Needed June first: Business Manager, to assume 
direction of all phases of business and circulation planning. 
Needed as soon as possible, although funding arrangements are 
incomplete: Associate Editors for International Affairs and The 
Sciences. Both positions require a person who is politically 
radical, knowledgeable, and an excellent writer...::...and some 
knowledge of hustling funds wouldn't hurt, eitherl Write to 
Alan Austin, c/o MOTIVE. 

WOMEN POWER . . .. extra copies of this special issue are 
available while they last. Single copies, $1; ten or more, 80 
cents. Write the Circulation Department. 
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Co ntri b uto rs 
CYNTHIA OZICK is expecting the paperback edition 
of her novel, Trust, (first published by the New 
American Library in 1966) on May 15. Her poems, 
translations, fiction, essays, critical essays and re­
views have appeared in numerous periodicals, in­
cluding Commentary, Midstream, Mademoiselle, 
Hudson Review and Evergreen Review ("before it 
became what it is today"). 
MARLENE DIXON is an assistant professor in sociol­
ogy and human development at the University of 
Chicago. National Coordinator of the Women's 
Caucus of the New University Conference, she is 
active in women's liberation activities at the Univer­
sity of Chicago. She recently received national at­
tention when radical students made her rehiring a 
rallying cry. 
SUSAN SUTHEIM is news editor for the Guardian. A 
former regional staff member for New York SDS, 
she is active in women's liberation wo~k there. She's 
the one who often does "A Word From Our Spon­
sor" in the Guardian. 
MARILYN SALZMAN WEBB is an associate of the In­
stitute for Policy Studies, and works in the Washing­
ton (D.C.) Women's Liberation group. Her essays 
and special reports have appeared in Ramparts, The 
Guardian, and many other spots. 
DEL MARTIN and PHYLLIS LYON are two of the 
founders of the Daughters of Bilitis, Inc., a Lesbian 
organization founded in San Francisco in 1955. At 
present they are both Board Members of The Coun­
cil on Religion and the Homosexual, Inc. Mrs. Martin 
is chairman of Citizens Alert, a group working on 
the problems of police-community relations in San 
Francisco. Miss Lyon is assistant director of the Na­
tional Sex and Drug Forum, a service of The Glide 
Foundation which seeks to make available to pro­
fessional persons the most current and reliable in­
formation on human sexuality and mind-altering 
drug use and abuse through an educational format, 
using a multimedia approach. 
LINDA SEESE is a member of the Women's Radical 
Action Project (WRAP) in Chicago. She was a civil 
rights worker in Mississippi, Alabama and Columbus, 
Ohio . She worked on a Student Union for Peace 
Action (SUPA) Indian project in northern Saskatche­
wan and was later elected chairwoman of the New 
Left Committee (NLC), successor to SUPA. She co­
authored "Sisters , Brothers , Lovers, ... Listen" and 
was a co-founder of the Women's Liberation Move­
ment in Toronto. 
ANDY HAWLEY is an assistant professor of literature 
at Massachusetts Institute of Technology. He is the 
husband of Nancy Hawley, who is active in the Cam­
bridge women 's liberation group. 
W.I.T.C.H. asked to be credited collectively-"just 
WITCH, because we do it together, you know?" 
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But we can tell you that it was done in New York. 
NAOMI WEISSTEIN teaches psychology at Loyola 
College at the University of Chicago. She was ac­
tive in CORE in New Haven and in SDS in Chicago, 
and she has been involved in "woman's stuff" since 
1967. She's currently helping organize an all-woman 
rock band "to combat the hegemony of chauvinist 
and oppressive lyrics now in rock." So far they have 
a flute, a piano, a washpan ''and maybe a guitar." 
She's 29. 
POETS 
DIANE DI PRIMA is a well-known American poet. 
The two poems included here are from Revolution­
ary Letters, a sequence of poems she has been cir­
culating freely (with permission for anyone to use as 
they see fit) in generous scorn of property-oriented 
copyright laws. 
MARGE PIERCY's first book of poetry was published 
by Wesleyan University Press in 1968 (Breaking 
Camp); they will publish her second, Hard Loving, 
in September. Her first novel, Going Down Fast, 
will be published this fall by Trident (Simon & Schus­
ter). Her poems have appeared in many magazines 
and anthologies. She lives in New York City, is ac­
tive in the New Left, and is especially involved in 
Women's Liberation. 
LEAH FRITZ describes herself as a "verbal terrorist" 
who has been "freaking out" the over- and under­
ground press in New York. She has publi:;hed in 
The Village Voice, Liberation and The New York 
Free Press; is active in the drive for community con­
trol of schools, and in the Women's Liberation 
Movement. "The Playground' 'is a section of "The 
Swindle," a long prose-poem about the class struc­
ture in Manhattan. 
LYNN STRONGIN's poems have appeared in a num­
ber of literary magazines, including Calley Sail Re­
view, Bay Podium, Trace, and Illuminations, as well 
as in 31 New American Poets, a Hill & Wang anthol­
ogy edited by Ron Schreiber. "Vindication of 
Beauty" is part of a sequence of love poems entitled 
"The Rose Poems." Miss Strongin now lives on the 
West Coast. 
JEAN TEPPERMAN is a young poet who lives in Dor­
chester, Massachusetts, and is active in the Women's 
Liberation Movement. 
ARTISTS 
It's often pointed out that artists have a way of an­
ticipating that which affects the consciousness of 
others later on. The orientation · of this issue of 
motive says it again. For the renewed fight of Amer­
ican women to expose a less-than-human status 
shows that artists, male as well as female, have long 
been at work reforming a woman-as-commodity 
ethos. Particularly effective are: George Miyasaki, 
Mark Bulwinkle, Ben Sakoguchi, Monica Miller, 
Betty La Duke, Martin S, Dworkin, Val Christensen, 
Lois Kojola, Jan Stussy, Kris Hotvedt, Kit Hirshberg, 
Jody Courtney, and Rodney Frew. 
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