Sexual Politics

The three instances of sexual description we have examined so far were remarkable
for the large part which notions of ascendancy and power played within them. Coitus
can scarcely be said to take place in a vacuum; although of itself it appears a
biological and physical activity, it is set so deeply within the larger context of human
affairs that it serves as a charged microcosm of the variety of attitudes and values to
which culture subscribes. Among other things, it may serve as a model of sexual

politics on an individual or personal plane.

But of course the transition from such scenes of intimacy to a wider context of
political reference is a great step indeed. In introducing the term "sexual politics,"
one must first answer the inevitable question "Can the relationship between the
sexes be viewed in a political light at all?" The answer depends on how one defines

politics.

[The American Heritage Dictionary's fourth definition is fairly approximate:
"methods or tactics involved in managing a state or government." One might expand
this to a set of stratagems designed to maintain a system. If one understands
patriarchy to be an institution perpetuated by such techniques of control, one has a

working definition of how politics is conceived in this essay].

This essay does not define the political as that relatively narrow and exclusive
world of meetings, chairmen, and parties. The term "politics" shall refer to
power-structured relationships, arrangements whereby one group of persons is
controlled by another. By way of parenthesis one might add that although an ideal
politics might simply be conceived of as the arrangement of human life on agreeable
and rational principles from whence the entire notion of power over others should be
banished, one must confess that this is not what constitutes the political as we know

it, and it is to this that we must address ourselves.

The following sketch, which might be described as "notes toward a theory of

patriarchy," will attempt to prove that sex is a status category with political



implications. Something of a pioneering effort, it must perforce be both tentative and
imperfect. Because the intention is to provide an overall description, statements
must be generalised, exceptions neglected, and subheadings overlapping and, to

some degree, arbitrary as well.

The word "politics" is enlisted here when speaking of the sexes primarily because
such a word is eminently useful in outlining the real nature of their relative status,
historically and at the present. It is opportune, perhaps today even mandatory, that
we develop a more relevant psychology and philosophy of power relationships
beyond the simple conceptual framework provided by our traditional formal politics.
Indeed, it may be imperative that we give some attention to defining a theory of
politics which treats of power relationships on grounds less conventional than those
to which we are accustomed. I have therefore found it pertinent to define them on
grounds of personal contact and interaction between members of well-defined and
coherent groups: races, castes, classes, and sexes. For it is precisely because certain
groups have no representation in a number of recognised political structures that

their position tends to be so stable, their oppression so continuous.

In America, recent events have forced us to acknowledge at last that the
relationship between the races is indeed a political one which involves the general
control of one collectivity, defined by birth, over another collectivity, also defined by
birth. Groups who rule by birthright are fast disappearing, yet there remains one
ancient and universal scheme for the domination of one birth group by another - the
scheme that prevails in the area of sex. The study of racism has convinced us that a
truly political state of affairs operates between the races to perpetuate a series of
oppressive circumstances. The subordinated group has inadequate redress through
existing political institutions, and is deterred thereby from organising into

conventional political struggle and opposition.

Quite in the same manner, a disinterested examination of our system of sexual
relationship must point out that the situation between the sexes now, and
throughout history, is a case of that phenomenon Max Weber defined as herrschaft,

a relationship of dominance and subordinance. What goes largely unexamined, often



even unacknowledged (yet is institutionalised nonetheless) in our social order, is the
birthright priority whereby males rule females. Through this system a most
ingenious form of "interior colonisation" has been achieved. It is one which tends
moreover to be sturdier than any form of segregation, and more rigorous than class
stratification, more uniform, certainly more enduring. However muted its present
appearance may be, sexual dominion obtains nevertheless as perhaps the most
pervasive ideology of our culture and provides its most fundamental concept of

power.

This is so because our society, like all other historical civilisations, is a patriarchy.
The fact is evident at once if one recalls that the military, industry, technology,
universities, science, political office, and finance - in short, every avenue of power
within the society, including the coercive force of the police, is entirely in male
hands. As the essence of politics is power, such realisation cannot fail to carry
impact. What lingers of supernatural authority, the Deity, "His" ministry, together
with the ethics and values, the philosophy and art of our culture - its very civilisation

- asT. S. Eliot once observed, is of male manufacture.

If one takes patriarchal government to be the institution whereby that half of the
populace which is female is controlled by that half which is male, the principles of
patriarchy appear to be two fold: male shall dominate female, elder male shall
dominate younger. However, just as with any human institution, there is frequently a
distance between the real and the ideal; contradictions and exceptions do exist
within the system. While patriarchy as an institution is a social constant so deeply
entrenched as to run through all other political, social, or economic forms, whether
of caste or class, feudality or bureaucracy, just as it pervades all major religions, it
also exhibits great variety in history and locale. In democracies, for example, females
have often held no office or do so (as now) in such minuscule numbers as to be below
even token representation. Aristocracy, on the other hand, with its emphasis upon
the magic and dynastic properties of blood, may at times permit women to hold
power. The principle of rule by elder males is violated even more frequently. Bearing

in mind the variation and degree in patriarchy - as say between Saudi Arabia and



Sweden, Indonesia and Red China - we also recognise our own form in the U.S. and
Europe to be much altered and attenuated by the reforms described in the next

chapter.

I Ideological

Hannah Arendt has observed that government is upheld by power supported either
through consent or imposed through violence. Conditioning to an ideology amounts
to the former. Sexual politics obtains consent through the "socialisation" of both
sexes to basic patriarchal polities with regard to temperament, role, and status. As to
status, a pervasive assent to the prejudice of male superiority guarantees superior
status in the male, inferior in the female. The first item, temperament, involves the
formation of human personality along stereotyped lines of sex category ("masculine"
and "feminine"), based on the needs and values of the dominant group and dictated
by what its members cherish in themselves and find convenient in subordinates:
aggression, intelligence, force, and efficacy in the male; passivity, ignorance, docility,
"virtue," and ineffectuality in the female. This is complemented by a second factor,
sex role, which decrees a consonant and highly elaborate code of conduct, gesture
and attitude for each sex. In terms of activity, sex role assigns domestic service and
attendance upon infants to the female, the rest of human achievement, interest, and
ambition to the male. The limited role allotted the female tends to arrest her at the
level of biological experience. Therefore, nearly all that can be described as distinctly
human rather than animal activity (in their own way animals also give birth and care
for their young) is largely reserved for the male. Of course, status again follows from
such an assignment. Were one to analyse the three categories one might designate
status as the political component, role as the sociological, and temperament as the
psychological - yet their interdependence is unquestionable and they form a chain.
Those awarded higher status tend to adopt roles of mastery, largely because they are
first encouraged to develop temperaments of dominance. That this is true of caste

and class as well is self-evident.



II Biological

Patriarchal religion, popular attitude, and to some degree, science as well assumes
these psycho-social distinctions to rest upon biological differences between the sexes,
so that where culture is acknowledged as shaping behaviour, it is said to do no more
than cooperate with nature. Yet the temperamental distinctions created in patriarchy
("masculine" and "feminine" personality traits) do not appear to originate in human

nature, those of role and status still less.

The heavier musculature of the male, a secondary sexual characteristic and
common among mammals, is biological in origin but is also culturally encouraged
through breeding, diet and exercise. Yet it is hardly an adequate category on which to
base political relations within civilisation. Male supremacy, like other political
creeds, does not finally reside in physical strength but in the acceptance of a value
system which is not biological. Superior physical strength is not a factor in political
relations - vide those of race and class. Civilisation has always been able to substitute
other methods (technic, weaponry, knowledge) for those of physical strength, and
contemporary civilisation has no further need of it. At present, as in the past,
physical exertion is very generally a class factor, those at the bottom performing the

most strenuous tasks, whether they be strong or not.

It is often assumed that patriarchy is endemic in human social life, explicable or
even inevitable on the grounds of human physiology. Such a theory grants patriarchy
logical as well as historical origin. Yet if as some anthropologists believe, patriarchy
is not of primeval origin, but was preceded by some other social form we shall call
pre-patriarchal, then the argument of physical strength as a theory of patriarchal
origins would hardly constitute a sufficient explanation - unless the male's superior
physical strength was released in accompaniment with some change in orientation
through new values or new knowledge. Conjecture about origins is always frustrated
by lack of certain evidence. Speculation about prehistory, which of necessity is what

this must be, remains nothing but speculation. Were one to indulge in it, one might



argue the likelihood of a hypothetical period preceding patriarchy. What would be
crucial to such a premise would be a state of mind in which the primary principle
would be regarded as fertility or vitalist processes. In a primitive condition, before it
developed civilisation or any but the crudest technic, humanity would perhaps find
the most impressive evidence of creative force in the visible birth of children,
something of a miraculous event and linked analogically with the growth of the

earth's vegetation.

It is possible that the circumstance which might drastically redirect such attitudes
would be the discovery of paternity. There is some evidence that fertility cults in
ancient society at some point took a turn toward patriarchy, displacing and
downgrading female function in procreation and attributing the power of life to the
phallus alone. Patriarchal religion could consolidate this position by the creation of a
male God or gods, demoting, discrediting, or eliminating goddesses and constructing
a theology whose basic postulates are male supremacist, and one of whose central

functions is to uphold and validate the patriarchal structure.

So much for the evanescent delights afforded by the game of origins. The question
of the historical origins of patriarchy - whether patriarchy originated primordially in
the male's superior strength, or upon a later mobilisation of such strength under
certain circumstances - appears at the moment to be unanswerable. It is also
probably irrelevant to contemporary patriarchy, where we are left with the realities
of sexual politics, still grounded, we are often assured, on nature. Unfortunately, as
the psycho-social distinctions made between the two sex groups which are said to
justify their present political relationship are not the clear, specific, measurable and
neutral ones of the physical sciences, but are instead of an entirely different
character - vague, amorphous, often even quasi-religious in phrasing - it must be
admitted that many of the generally understood distinctions between the sexes in the
more significant areas of role and temperament, not to mention status, have in fact,
essentially cultural, rather than biological, bases. Attempts to prove that
temperamental dominance is inherent in the male (which for its advocates, would be

tantamount to validating, logically as well as historically, the patriarchal situation



regarding role and status) have been notably unsuccessful. Sources in the field are in
hopeless disagreement about the nature of sexual differences, but the most
reasonable among them have despaired of the ambition of any definite equation
between temperament and biological nature. It appears that we are not soon to be
enlightened as to the existence of any significant inherent differences between male
and female beyond the bio-genital ones we already know. Endocrinology and

genetics afford no definite evidence of determining mental-emotional differences.

Not only is there insufficient evidence for the thesis that the present social
distinctions of patriarchy (status, role, temperament) are physical in origin, but we
are hardly in a position to assess the existing differentiations, since distinctions
which we know to be culturally induced at present so outweigh them. Whatever the
areal" differences between the sexes may be, we are not likely to know them until the
sexes are treated differently, that is alike. And this is very far from being the case at
present. Important new research not only suggests that the possibilities of innate
temperamental differences seem more remote than ever, but even raises questions as
to the validity and permanence of psycho-sexual identity. In doing so it gives fairly
concrete positive evidence of the overwhelmingly cultural character of gender, i.e.

personality structure in terms of sexual category.

What Stoller and other experts define as "core gender identity" is now thought to
be established in the young by the age of eighteen months. This is how Stoller

differentiates between sex and gender:

Dictionaries stress that the major connotation of sex is a biological one, as for
example, in the phrases sexual relations or the male sex. In agreement with this, the
word sex, in this work will refer to the male or female sex and the component
biological parts that determine whether one is a male or a female; the word sexual
will have connotations of anatomy and physiology. This obviously leaves tremendous
areas of behaviour, feelings, thoughts and fantasies that are related to the sexes and
yet do not have primarily biological connotations. It is for some of these
psychological phenomena that the term gender will be used: one can speak of the

male sex or the female sex, but one can also talk about masculinity and femininity



and not necessarily be implying anything about anatomy or physiology. Thus, while
sex and genderseem to common sense inextricably bound together, one purpose this
study will be to confirm the fact that the two realms (sex and gender) are not
inevitably bound in anything like a one-to-one relationship, but each may go into

quite independent ways.

In cases of genital malformation and consequent erroneous gender assignment at
birth, studied at the California Gender Identity Center, the discovery was made that
it is easier to change the sex of an adolescent male, whose biological identity turns
out to be contrary to his gender assignment and conditioning - through surgery -
than to undo the educational consequences of years, which have succeeded in
making the subject temperamentally feminine in gesture, sense of self, personality
and interests. Studies done in California under Stoller's direction offer proof that
gender identity (I am a girl, I am a boy) is the primary identity any human being
holds - the first as well as the most permanent and far-reaching. Stoller later makes
emphatic the distinction that sex is biological, gender psychological, and therefore
cultural: "Gender is a term that has psychological or cultural rather than biological
connotations. If the proper terms for sex are "male" and "female," the corresponding
terms for gender are "masculine” and "feminine"; these latter may be quite
independent of (biological) sex. Indeed, so arbitrary is gender, that it may even be
contrary to physiology: ". . . although the external genitalia (penis, testes, scrotum)
contribute to the sense of maleness, no one of them is essential for it, not even all of
them together. In the absence of complete evidence, I agree in general with Money,
and the Hampsons who show in their large series of intersexed patients that gender
role is determined by postnatal forces, regardless of the anatomy and physiology of

the external genitalia."

It is now believed that the human foetus is originally physically female until the
operation of androgen at a certain stage of gestation causes those with y
chromosomes to develop into males. Psycho-sexually (e.g., in terms of masculine and

feminine, and in contradistinction to male and female) there is no differentiation



between the sexes at birth. Psycho-sexual personality is therefore postnatal and

learned.

... the condition existing at birth and for several months thereafter is one
of psycho-sexual undifferentiation. Just as in the embryo, morphologic
sexual differentiation passes from a plastic stage to one of fixed
immutability, so also does psycho-sexual differentiation become fixed
and immutable - so much so, that mankind has traditionally assumed
that so strong and fixed a feeling as personal sexual identity must stem
from something innate, instinctive, and not subject to postnatal
experience and learning. The error of this traditional assumption is that
the power and permanence of something learned has been
underestimated. The experiments of animal ethologists on imprinting
have now corrected this misconception.

John Money who is quoted above, believes that "the acquisition of a native language
is a human counterpart to imprinting," and gender first established "with the
establishment of a native language." This would place the time of establishment at
about eighteen months. Jerome Kagin's studies in how children of pre-speech age
are handled and touched, tickled and spoken to in terms of their sexual identity ("Is
it a boy or a girl?" "Hello, little fellow," "Isn't she pretty," etc.) put the most
considerable emphasis on purely tactile learning which would have much to do with

the child's sense of self, even before speech is attained.

Because of our social circumstances, male and female are really two cultures and
their life experiences are utterly different and this is crucial. Implicit in all the gender
identity development which takes place through childhood is the sum total of the
parents', the peers', and the culture's notions of what is appropriate to each gender
by way of temperament, character, interests, status, worth, gesture, and expression.
Every moment of the child's life is a clue to how he or she must think and behave to
attain or satisfy the demands which gender places upon one. In adolescence, the
merciless task of conformity grows to crisis proportions, generally cooling and
settling in maturity. Since patriarchy's biological foundations appear to be so very
insecure, one has some cause to admire the strength of a "socialisation" which can

continue a universal condition "on faith alone," as it were, or through an acquired



value system exclusively. What does seem decisive in assuring the maintenance of
the temperamental differences between the sexes is the conditioning of early
childhood. Conditioning runs in a circle of self-perpetuation and self-fulfilling
prophecy. To take a simple example: expectations the culture cherishes about his
gender identity encourage the young male to develop aggressive impulses, and the
female to thwart her own or turn them inward. The result is that the male tends to
have aggression reinforced in his behaviour, often with significant anti-social
possibilities. Thereupon the culture consents to believe the possession of the male
indicator, the testes, penis, and scrotum, in itself characterises the aggressive
impulse, and even vulgarly celebrates it in such encomiums as "that guy has balls."
The same process of reinforcement is evident in producing the chief "feminine"
virtue of passivity. In contemporary terminology, the basic division of
temperamental trait is marshalled along the line of "aggression is male" and
"passivity is female." All other temperamental traits are somehow - often with the
most dexterous ingenuity - aligned to correspond. If aggressiveness is the trait of the
master class, docility must be the corresponding trait of a subject group. The usual
hope of such line of reasoning is that "nature," by some impossible outside chance,
might still be depended upon to rationalise the patriarchal system. An important
consideration to be remembered here is that in patriarchy, the function of norm is
unthinkingly delegated to the male - were it not, one might as plausibly speak of
"feminine" behaviour as active, and "masculine" behaviour as hyperactive or

hyperaggressive.

Here it might be added, by way of a coda, that data from physical sciences has
recently been enlisted again to support sociological arguments, such as those of
Lionel Tiger who seeks a genetic justification of patriarchy by proposing a ""bonding
instinct" in males which assures their political and social control of human society.
One sees the implication of such a theory by applying its premise to any ruling group.
Tiger's thesis appears to be a misrepresentation of the work of Lorenz and other
students of animal behaviour. Since his evidence of inherent trait is patriarchal
history and organisation, his pretensions to physical evidence are both specious and

circular. One can only advance genetic evidence when one has genetic (rather than



historical) evidence to advance. As many authorities dismiss the possibility of
instincts (complex inherent behavioural patterns) in humans altogether, admitting
only reflexes and drives (far simpler neural responses), the prospects of a "bonding

instinct" appear particularly forlorn.

Should one regard sex in humans as a drive, it is still necessary to point out that
the enormous area of our lives, both in early "socialisation" and in adult experience,
labelled "sexual behaviour," is almost entirely the product of learning. So much is
this the case that even the act of coitus itself is the product of a long series of learned
responses - responses to the patterns and attitudes, even as to the object of sexual

choice, which are set up for us by our social environment.

The arbitrary character of patriarchal ascriptions of temperament and role has
little effect upon their power over us. Nor do the mutually exclusive, contradictory,
and polar qualities of the categories "masculine" and "feminine" imposed upon
human personality give rise to sufficiently serious question among us. Under their
aegis each personality becomes little more, and often less than half, of its human
potential. Politically, the fact that each group exhibits a circumscribed but
complementary personality and range of activity is of secondary importance to the
fact that each represents a status or power division. In the matter of conformity
patriarchy is a governing ideology without peer; it is probable that no other system

has ever exercised such a complete control over its subjects.

III Sociological

Patriarchy's chief institution is the family. It is both a mirror of and a connection
with the larger society; a patriarchal unit within a patriarchal whole. Mediating
between the individual and the social structure, the family effects control and
conformity where political and other authorities are insufficient. As the fundamental
instrument and the foundation unit of patriarchal society the family and its roles are

prototypical. Serving as an agent of the larger society, the family not only encourages



its own members to adjust and conform, but acts as a unit in the government of the
patriarchal state which rules its citizens through its family heads. Even in patriarchal
societies where they are granted legal citizenship, women tend to be ruled through

the family alone and have little or no formal relation to the state.

As co-operation between the family and the larger society is essential, else both
would fall apart, the fate of three patriarchal institutions, the family, society, and the
state are interrelated. In most forms of patriarchy this has generally led to the
granting of religious support in statements such as the Catholic precept that "the
father is head of the family," or Judaism's delegation of quasi-priestly authority to
the male parent. Secular governments today also confirm this, as in census practices
of designating the male as head of household, taxation, passports etc. Female heads
of household tend to be regarded as undesirable; the phenomenon is a trait of
poverty or misfortune. The Confucian prescription that the relationship between
ruler and subject is parallel to that of father and children points to the essentially
feudal character of the patriarchal family (and conversely, the familial character of

feudalism) even in modern democracies.

Traditionally, patriarchy granted the father nearly total ownership over wife or
wives and children, including the powers of physical abuse and often even those of
murder and sale. Classically, as head of the family the father is both begetter and
owner in a system in which kinship is property. Yet in strict patriarchy, kinship is
acknowledged only through association with the male line. Agnation excludes the
descendants of the female line from property right and often even from recognition.
The first formulation of the patriarchal family was made by Sir Henry Maine, a
nineteenth-century historian of ancient jurisprudence. Maine argues that the
patriarchal basis of kinship is put in terms of dominion rather than blood; wives,
though outsiders, are assimilated into the line, while sisters sons are excluded.
Basing his definition of the family upon the patria potestes of Rome, Maine defined
it as follows: "The eldest male parent is absolutely supreme in his household. His
dominion extends to life and death and is as unqualified over his children and their

houses as over his slaves." In the archaic patriarchal family "the group consists of



animate and inanimate property, of wife, children, slaves, land and goods, all held

together by subjection to the despotic authority of the eldest male."

McLennon's rebuttal to Maine argued that the Roman patria potestes was an
extreme form of patriarchy and by no means, as Maine had imagined, universal.
Evidence of matrilineal societies (preliterate societies in Africa and elsewhere) refute
Maine's assumption of the universality of agnation. Certainly Maine's central
argument, as to the primeval or state of nature character of patriarchy is but a rather
naif rationalisation of an institution Maine tended to exalt. The assumption of
patriarchy's primeval character is contradicted by much evidence which points to the
conclusion that full patriarchal authority, particularly that of the patria potestes is a
late development and the total erosion of female status was likely to be gradual as

has been its recovery.

In contemporary patriarchies the male's de jure priority has recently been
modified through the granting of divorce protection, citizenship, and property to
women. Their chattel status continues in their loss of name, their obligation to adopt
the husband's domicile, and the general legal assumption that marriage involves an
exchange of the female's domestic service and (sexual) consortium in return for

financial support.

The chief contribution of the family in patriarchy is the socialisation of the young
(largely through the example and admonition of their parents) into patriarchal
ideology's prescribed attitudes toward the categories of role, temperament, and
status. Although slight differences of definition depend here upon the parents' grasp
of cultural values, the general effect of uniformity is achieved, to be further
reinforced through peers, schools, media, and other learning sources, formal and
informal. While we may niggle over the balance of authority between the
personalities of various households, one must remember that the entire culture
supports masculine authority in all areas of life and - outside of the home - permits

the female none at all.



To insure that its crucial functions of reproduction and socialisation of the young
take place only within its confines, the patriarchal family insists upon legitimacy.
Bronislaw Malinowski describes this as "the principle of legitimacy" formulating it as
an insistence that "no child should be brought into the world without a man - and
one man at that - assuming the role of sociological father." By this apparently
consistent and universal prohibition (whose penalties vary by class and in accord
with the expected operations of the double standard) patriarchy decrees that the
status of both child and mother is primarily or ultimately dependent upon the male.
And since it is not only his social status, but even his economic power upon which his
dependents generally rely, the position of the masculine figure within the family - as

without - is materially, as well as ideologically, extremely strong.

Although there is no biological reason why the two central functions of the family
(socialisation and reproduction) need be inseparable from or even take place within
it, revolutionary or utopian efforts to remove these functions from the family have
been so frustrated, so beset by difficulties, that most experiments so far have
involved a gradual return to tradition. This is strong evidence of how basic a form
patriarchy is within all societies, and of how pervasive its effects upon family
members. It is perhaps also an admonition that change undertaken without a
thorough understanding of the sociopolitical institution to be changed is hardly
productive. And yet radical social change cannot take place without having an effect
upon patriarchy. And not simply because it is the political form which subordinates
such a large percentage of the population (women and youth) but because it serves as
a citadel of property and traditional interests. Marriages are financial alliances, and
each household operates as an economic entity much like a corporation. As one
student of the family states it, "the family is the keystone of the stratification system,

the social mechanism by which it is maintained."

IV Class



It is in the area of class that the caste-like status of the female within patriarchy is
most liable to confusion, for sexual status often operates in a superficially confusing
way within the variable of class. In a society where status is dependent upon the
economic, social, and educational circumstances of class, it is possible for certain
females to appear to stand higher than some males. Yet not when one looks more
closely at the subject. This is perhaps easier to see by means of analogy: a black
doctor or lawyer has higher social status than a poor white sharecropper. But race,
itself a caste system which subsumes class, persuades the latter citizen that he
belongs to a higher order of life, just as it oppresses the black professional in spirit,
whatever his material success may be. In much the same manner, a truck driver or
butcher has always his "manhood" to fall back upon. Should this final vanity be
offended, he may contemplate more violent methods. The literature of the past thirty
years provides a staggering number of incidents in which the caste of virility
triumphs over the social status of wealthy or even educated women. In literary
contexts one has to deal here with wish-fulfilment. Incidents from life (bullying,
obscene, or hostile remarks) are probably another sort of psychological gesture of
ascendancy. Both convey more hope than reality, for class divisions are generally
quite impervious to the hostility of individuals. And yet while the existence of class
division is not seriously threatened by such expressions of enmity, the existence of
sexual hierarchy has been re-affirmed and mobilised to "punish" the female quite

effectively.

The function of class or ethnic mores in patriarchy is largely a matter of how
overtly displayed or how loudly enunciated the general ethic of masculine supremacy
allows itself to become. Here one is confronted by what appears to be a paradox:
while in the lower social strata, the male is more likely to claim authority on the
strength of his sex rank alone, he is actually obliged more often to share power with
the women of his class who are economically productive; whereas in the middle and
upper classes, there is less tendency to assert a blunt patriarchal dominance, as men

who enjoy such status have more power in any case.



It is generally accepted that Western patriarchy has been much softened by the
concepts of courtly and romantic love. While this is certainly true, such influence has
also been vastly overestimated. In comparison with the candour of "machismo" or
oriental behaviour, one realises how much of a concession traditional chivalrous
behaviour represents - a sporting kind of reparation to allow the subordinate female
certain means of saving face. While a palliative to the injustice of woman's social
position, chivalry is also a technique for disguising it. One must acknowledge that the
chivalrous stance is a game the master group plays in elevating its subject to pedestal
level. Historians of courtly love stress the fact that the raptures of the poets had no
effect upon the legal or economic standing of women, and very little upon their social
status. As the sociologist Hugo Beigel has observed, both the courtly and the
romantic versions of love are "grants" which the male concedes out of his total
powers. Both have had the effect of obscuring the patriarchal character of Western
culture and m their general tendency to attribute impossible virtues to women, have
ended by confining them in a narrow and often remarkably conscribing sphere of
behaviour. It was a Victorian habit, for example, to insist the female assume the
function of serving as the male's conscience and living the life of goodness he found

tedious but felt someone ought to do anyway.

The concept of romantic love affords a means of emotional manipulation which
the male is free to exploit, since love is the only circumstance in which the female is
(ideologically) pardoned for sexual activity. And convictions of romantic love are
convenient to both parties since this is often the only condition in which the female
can overcome the far more powerful conditioning she has received toward sexual
inhibition. Romantic love also obscures the realities of female status and the burden
of economic dependency. As to "chivalry," such gallant gesture as still resides in the
middle classes has degenerated to a tired ritualism, which scarcely serves to mask

the status situation of the present.

Within patriarchy one must often deal with contradictions which ale simply a
matter of class style. David Riesman has noted that as the working class has been

assimilated into the middle class, so have its sexual mores and attitudes. The fairly



blatant male chauvinism which was once a province of the lower class or immigrant
male has been absorbed and taken on a certain glamour through a number of
contemporary figures, who have made it, and a certain number of other
working-class male attitudes, part of a new, and at the moment, fashionable life
style. So influential is this working class ideal of brute virility (or more accurately, a
literary and therefore middle-class version of it) become in our time that it may

replace more discreet and "gentlemanly" attitudes of the past.

One of the chief effects of class within patriarchy is to set one woman against
another, in the past creating a lively antagonism between whore and matron, and in
the present between career woman and housewife. One envies the other her
"security" and prestige, while the envied yearns beyond the confines of respectability
for what she takes to be the other's freedom, adventure, and contact with the great
world. Through the multiple advantages of the double standard, the male
participates in both worlds, empowered by his superior social and economic
resources to play the estranged women against each other as rivals. One might also
recognise subsidiary status categories among women: not only is virtue class, but

beauty and age as well.

Perhaps, in the final analysis, it is possible to argue that women tend to transcend
the usual class stratifications in patriarchy, for whatever the class of her birth and
education, the female has fewer permanent class association than does the male.
Economic dependency renders her affiliations with any class a tangential, vicarious,
and temporary matter. Aristotle observed that the only slave to whom a commoner
might lay claim was his woman, and the service of an unpaid domestic still provides
working-class males with a "cushion" against the buffets of the class system which
incidentally provides them with some of the psychic luxuries of the leisure class.
Thrown upon their own resources, few women rise above working class in personal
prestige and economic power, and women as a group do not enjoy many of the
interests and benefits any class may offer its male members. Women have therefore
less of an investment in the class system. But it is important to understand that as

with any group whose existence is parasitic to its rulers, women are a dependency



class who live on surplus And their marginal life frequently renders them
conservative, for like all persons in their situation (slaves are a classic example here)
they identify their own survival with the prosperity of those who feed them. The hope
of seeking liberating radical solutions of their own seems too remote for the majority

to dare contemplate and remains so until consciousness on the subject is raised.

As race is emerging as one of the final variables in sexual politics, it is pertinent,
especially in a discussion of modern literature, to devote a few words to it as well.
Traditionally, the white male has been accustomed to concede the female of his own
race, in her capacity as "his woman" a higher status than that ascribed to the black
male. Yet as white racist ideology is exposed and begins to erode, racism's older
protective attitudes toward (white) women also begin to give way. And the priorities
of maintaining male supremacy might outweigh even those of white supremacy;
sexism may be more endemic in our own society than racism. For example, one notes
in authors whom we would now term overtly racist, such as D. H. Lawrence - whose
contempt for what he so often designates as inferior breeds is unabashed - instances
where the lower-caste male is brought on to master or humiliate the white man's
own insubordinate mate. Needless to say, the female of the non-white races does not
figure in such tales save as an exemplum of "true" womanhood's servility, worthy of
imitation by other less carefully instructed females. Contemporary white sociology
often operates under a similar patriarchal bias when its rhetoric inclines toward the
assertion that the "matriarchal" (e.g. matrifocal) aspect of black society and the
"castration" of the black male are the most deplorable symptoms of black oppression
in white racist society, with the implication that racial inequity is capable of solution
by a restoration of masculine authority. Whatever the facts of the matter may be, it
can also be suggested that analysis of this kind presupposes patriarchal values
without questioning them, and tends to obscure both the true character of and the

responsibility for racist injustice toward black humanity of both sexes.

V Economic and Educational



One of the most efficient branches of patriarchal government lies in the agency of its
economic hold over its female subjects. In traditional patriarchy, women, as
non-persons without legal standing were permitted no actual economic existence as
they could neither own nor earn in their own right. Since women have always worked
in patriarchal societies, often at the most routine or strenuous tasks, what is at issue
here is not labor but economic reward. In modern reformed patriarchal societies,
women have certain economic rights, yet the "woman's work" in which some two
thirds of the female population in most developed countries are engaged is work that
is not paid for. In a money economy where autonomy and prestige depend upon
currency, this is a fact of great importance. In general, the position of women in
patriarchy is a continuous function of their economic dependence. Just as their
social position is vicarious and achieved (often on a temporary or marginal basis)

though males, their relation to the economy is also typically vicarious or tangential.

Of that third of women who are employed, their average wages represent only half
of the average income enjoyed by men. These are the U. S. Department of Labor
statistics for average year-round income: white male, $6704, non-white male $4277,
white female, $3991, and non-white female $2816. The disparity is made somewhat
more remarkable because the educational level of women is generally higher than
that of men in comparable income brackets. Further, the kinds of employment open
to women in modern patriarchies are, with few exceptions, menial, ill paid and

without status.

In modern capitalist countries women also function as a reserve labor force,
enlisted in times of war and expansion and discharged in times of peace and
recession. In this role American women have replaced immigrant labor and now
compete with the racial minorities. In socialist countries the female labor force is
generally in the lower ranks as well, despite a high incidence of women in certain
professions such as medicine. The status and rewards o$ such professions have
declined as women enter them, and they are permitted to enter such areas under a
rationale that society or the state (and socialist countries are also patriarchal) rather

than woman is served by such activity.



Since woman's independence in economic life is viewed with distrust, prescriptive
agencies of all kinds (religion, psychology, advertising, etc.) continuously admonish
or even inveigh against the employment of middle-class women, particularly
mothers. The toil of working class women is more readily accepted as "need," if not
always by the working-class itself, at least by the middle-class. And to be sure, it
serves the purpose of making available cheap labor in factory and lower-grade
service and clerical positions. Its wages and tasks are so unremunerative that, unlike
more prestigious employment for women, it fails to threaten patriarchy financially or
psychologically. Women who are employed have two jobs since the burden of
domestic service and child care is unrelieved either by day care or other social
agencies, or by the cooperation of husbands. The invention of labor-saving devices
has had no appreciable effect on the duration, even if it has affected the quality of
their drudgery. Discrimination in matters of hiring, maternity, wages and hours is
very great. In the U. S. a recent law forbidding discrimination in employment, the
first and only federal legislative guarantee of rights granted to American women
since the vote, is not enforced, has not been enforced since its passage, and was not

enacted to be enforced.

In terms of industry and production, the situation of women is in many ways
comparable both to colonial and to pre-industrial peoples. Although they achieved
their first economic autonomy in the industrial revolution and now constitute a large
and underpaid factory population, women do not participate directly in technology
or in production. What they customarily produce (domestic and personal service)
has no market value and is, as it were, pre-capital. Nor, where they do participate in
production of commodities through employment, do they own or control or even
comprehend the process in which they participate. An example might make this
clearer: the refrigerator is a machine all women use, some assemble it in factories,
and a very few with scientific education understand its principles of operation. Yet
the heavy industries which roll its steel and produce the dies for its parts are in male
hands. The same is true of the typewriter, the auto, etc. Now, while knowledge is
fragmented even among the male population, collectively they could reconstruct any

technological device. But in the absence of males, women's distance from technology



today is sufficiently great that it is doubtful that they could replace or repair such
machines on any significant scale. Woman's distance from higher technology is even
greater: large-scale building construction; the development of computers; the moon
shot, occur as further examples. If knowledge is power, power is also knowledge, and
a large factor in their subordinate position is the fairly systematic ignorance

patriarchy imposes upon women.

Since education and economy are so closely related in the advanced nations, it is
significant that the general level and style of higher education for women,
particularly in their many remaining segregated institutions, is closer to that of
Renaissance humanism than to the skills of mid-twentieth-century scientific and
technological society. Traditionally patriarchy permitted occasional minimal literacy
to women while higher education was closed to them. While modern patriarchies
have, fairly recently, opened all educational levels to women, the kind and quality of
education is not the same for each sex. This difference is of course apparent in early
socialisation but it persists and enters into higher education as well. Universities,
once places of scholarship and the training of a few professionals, now also produce
the personnel of a technocracy. This is not the case with regard to women. Their own
colleges typically produce neither scholars nor professionals nor technocrats. Nor are
they funded by government and corporations as are male colleges and those
co-educational colleges and universities whose primary function is the education of

males.

As patriarchy enforces a temperamental imbalance of personality traits between
the sexes, its educational institutions, segregated or coeducational, accept a cultural
programming toward the generally operative division between "masculine" and
"feminine" subject matter, assigning the humanities and certain social sciences (at
least in their lower or marginal branches) to the female - and science and technology,
the professions, business and engineering to the male. Of course the balance of
employment, prestige and reward at present lie with the latter. Control of these fields
is very eminently a matter of political power. One might also point out how the

exclusive dominance of males in the more prestigious fields directly serves the



interests of {patriarchal power in industry, government, and the military. And since
patriarchy encourages an imbalance in human temperament along sex lines, both
divisions of learning (science and the humanities) reflect this imbalance. The
humanities, because not exclusively male, suffer in prestige: the sciences, technology,
and business, because they are nearly exclusively male reflect the deformation of the

"masculine" personality, e.g., a certain predatory or aggressive character.

In keeping with the inferior sphere of culture to which women in patriarchy have
always been restricted, the present encouragement of their "artistic" interests
through study of the humanities is hardly more than an extension of the
"accomplishments" they once cultivated in preparation for the marriage market.
Achievement in the arts and humanities is reserved, now, as it has been historically,
for males. Token representation, be it Susan Sontag's or Lady Murasaki's, does not

vitiate this rule.

VI Force

We are not accustomed to associate patriarchy with force. So perfect is its system of
socialisation, so complete the general assent to its values, so long and so universally
has it prevailed in human society, that it scarcely seems to require violent
implementation. Customarily, we view its brutalities in the past as exotic or
"primitive" custom. Those of the present are regarded as the product of individual
deviance, confined to pathological or exceptional behaviour, and without general
import. And yet, just as under other total ideologies (racism and colonialism are
somewhat analogous in this respect) control in patriarchal society would be
imperfect, even inoperable, unless it had the rule of force to rely upon, both in

emergencies and as an ever-present instrument of intimidation.

Historically, most patriarchies have institutionalised force through their legal
systems. For example, strict patriarchies such as that of Islam, have implemented the

prohibition against illegitimacy or sexual autonomy with a death sentence. In



Afghanistan and Saudi Arabia the adulteress is still stoned to death with a mullah
presiding at the execution. Execution by stoning was once common practice through
the Near East. It is still condoned in Sicily. Needless to say there was and is no
penalty imposed upon the male correspondent. Save in recent times or exceptional
cases, adultery was not generally recognised in males except as an offence one male
might commit against another's property interest. In Tokugawa Japan, for example,
an elaborate set of legal distinctions were made according to class. A samurai was
entitled, and in the face of public knowledge, even obliged, to execute an adulterous
wife, whereas a chonin (common citizen) or peasant might respond as he pleased. In
cases of cross-class adultery, the lower-class male convicted of sexual intimacy with
his employer's wife would, because he had violated taboos of class and property, be
beheaded together with her. Upper strata males had, of course, the same license to

seduce lower-class women as we are familiar with in Western societies.

Indirectly, one form of "death penalty" still obtains even in America today.
Patriarchal legal systems in depriving women of control over their own bodies drive
them to illegal abortions; it is estimated that between two and five thousand women

die each year from this cause.

Excepting a social license to physical abuse among certain class and ethnic groups,
force is diffuse and generalised in most contemporary patriarchies. Significantly,
force itself is restricted to the male who alone is psychologically and technically
equipped to perpetrate physical violence? Where differences in physical strength
have become immaterial through the use of arms, the female is rendered innocuous
by her socialisation. Before assault she is almost universally defenceless both by her
physical and emotional training. Needless to say, this has the most far-reaching

effects on the social and psychological behaviour of both sexes.

Patriarchal force also relies on a form of violence particularly sexual in character
and realised most completely in the act of rape. The figures of rapes reported
represent only a fraction of those which occur, as the shame of the event is sufficient
to deter women from the notion of civil prosecution under the public circumstances

of a trial. Traditionally rape has been viewed as an offence one male commits upon



another - a matter of abusing "his woman." Vendetta, such as occurs in the American
South, is carried out for masculine satisfaction the exhilarations of race hatred, and
the interests of property and vanity (honour). In rape, the emotions of aggression,
hatred, contempt, and the desire to break or violate personality, take a form
consummately appropriate to sexual politics. In the passages analysed at the' outset
of this study, such emotions were present at a barely sublimated level and were a key

factor in explaining the attitude behind the author's use of language and tone.

Patriarchal societies typically link feelings of cruelty with sexuality, the latter often
equated both with evil and with power. This is apparent both in the sexual fantasy
reported by psychoanalysis and that reported by pornography. The rule here
associates sadism with the male ("the masculine role") and victimisation with the
female ("the feminine role"). Emotional response to violence against women in
patriarchy is often curiously ambivalent; references to wife-beating, for example,
invariably produce laughter and some embarrassment. Exemplary atrocity, such as
the mass murders committed by Richard Speck, greeted at one level with a certain
scandalised, possibly hypocritical indignation, is capable of eliciting a mass response
of titillation at another level. At such times one even hears from men occasional
expressions of envy or amusement. In view of the sadistic character of such public
fantasy as caters to male audiences in pornography or semi-pornographic media, one
might expect that a certain element of identification is by no means absent from the
general response. Probably a similar collective frisson sweeps through racist society
when its more "logical" members have perpetrated a lynching. Unconsciously, both

crimes may serve the larger group as a ritual act, cathartic in effect.

Hostility is expressed in a number of ways. One is laughter. Misogynist literature,
the primary vehicle of masculine hostility, is both an hortatory and comic genre. Of
all artistic forms in patriarchy it is the most frankly propagandistic. Its aim is to
reinforce both sexual factions in their status. Ancient, Medieval, and Renaissance
literature in the West has each had a large element of misogyny. Nor is the East
without a strong tradition here, notably in the Confucian strain which held sway in

Japan as well as China. The Western tradition was indeed moderated somewhat by



the introduction of courtly love. But the old diatribes and attacks were coterminous
with the new idealisation of woman. In the case of Petrarch, Boccaccio, and some
others, one can find both attitudes fully expressed, presumably as evidence of
different moods, a courtly pose adopted for the ephemeral needs of the vernacular, a
grave animosity for sober and eternal Latin. As courtly love was transformed to
romantic love, literary misogyny grew somewhat out of fashion. In some places in the
eighteenth century it declined into ridicule and exhortative satire. In the nineteenth
century its more acrimonious forms almost disappeared in English. Its resurrection
in twentieth-century attitudes and literature is the result of a resentment over
patriarchal reform, aided by the growing permissiveness in expression which has

taken place at an increasing rate in the last fifty years.

Since the abatement of censorship, masculine hostility (psychological or physical)
in specifically sexual contexts has become far more apparent. Yet as masculine
hostility has been fairly continuous, one deals here probably less with a matter of
increase than with a new frankness in expressing hostility in specifically sexual
contexts. It is a matter of release and freedom to express what was once forbidden
expression outside of pornography or other "underground" productions, such as
those of De Sade. As one recalls both the euphemism and the idealism of
descriptions of coitus in the Romantic poets (Keats's Eve of St. Agnes), or the
Victorian novelists (Hardy, for example) and contrasts it with Miller or William
Burroughs, one has an idea of how contemporary literature has absorbed not only
the truthful explicitness of pornography, but its anti-social character as well. Since
this tendency to hurt or insult has been given free expression, it has become far

easier to assess sexual antagonism in the male.

The history of patriarchy presents a variety of cruelties and barbarities: the suttee
execution in India, the crippling deformity of foot-binding in China, the lifelong
ignominy of the veil in Islam, or the widespread persecution of sequestration, the
gynaecium, and purdah. Phenomenon such as clitoridectomy, clitoral incision, the
sale and enslavement of women under one guise or another, involuntary and child

marriages, concubinage and prostitution, still take place - the first in Africa, the



latter in the Near and Far East, the last generally. The rationale which accompanies
that imposition of male authority euphemistically referred to as "the battle of the
sexes" bears a certain resemblance to the formulas of nations at war, where any
heinousness is justified on the grounds that the enemy is either an inferior species or
really not human at all. The patriarchal mentality has concocted a whole series of
rationales about women which accomplish this purpose tolerably well. And these
traditional beliefs still invade our consciousness and affect our thinking to an extent

few of us would be willing to admit.

VII Anthropological: Myth and
Religion

Evidence from anthropology, religious and literary myth all attests to the politically
expedient character of patriarchal convictions about women. One anthropologist
refers to a consistent patriarchal strain of assumption that "woman's biological
differences set her apart . . . she is essentially inferior," and since "human
institutions grow from deep and primal anxieties and are shaped by irrational
psychological mechanisms . . . socially organised attitudes toward women arise from
basic tensions expressed by the male." Under patriarchy the female did not herself
develop the symbols by which she is described. AS both the primitive and the
civilised worlds are male worlds, the ideas which shaped culture in regard to the
female were also of male design. The image of women as we know it is an image
created by men and fashioned to suit their needs. These needs spring from a fear of
the "otherness" of woman. Yet this notion itself presupposes that patriarchy has
already been established and the male has already set himself as the human form,
the subject and referent to which the female is "other" or alien. What ever its origin,

the function of the male's sexual antipathy is to provide a means of control over a



subordinate group and a rationale which justifies the inferior station of those in a

lower order, "explaining" the oppression of their lives.

The feeling that woman's sexual functions are impure is both world-wide and
persistent. One sees evidence of it everywhere in literature, in myth, in primitive and
civilised life. It is striking how the notion persists today. The event of menstruation,
for example, is a largely clandestine affair, and the psycho-social effect of the stigma
attached must have great effect on the female ego. There is a large anthropological
literature on menstrual taboo; the practice of isolating offenders in huts at the edge
of the village occurs throughout the primitive world. Contemporary slang
denominates menstruation as "the curse." There is considerable evidence that such
discomfort as women suffer during their period is often likely to be psychosomatic,
rather than physiological, cultural rather than biological, in origin. That this may
also be true to some extent of labor and delivery is attested to by the recent
experiment with "painless childbirth." Patriarchal circumstances and beliefs seem to
have the effect of poisoning the female's own sense of physical self until it often truly

becomes the burden it is said to be.

Primitive peoples explain the phenomenon of the female's genitals in terms of a
wound, sometimes reasoning that she was visited by a bird or snake and mutilated
into her present condition. Once she was wounded, now she bleeds. Contemporary
slang for the vagina is "gash." The Freudian description of the female genitals is in
terms of a "castrated" condition. The uneasiness and disgust female genitals arouse
in patriarchal societies is attested to through religious, cultural, and literary
proscription. In preliterate groups fear is also a factor, as in the belief in a castrating
vagina dentata. The penis, badge of the male's superior status in both preliterate
and civilised patriarchies, is given the most crucial significance, the subject both of

endless boasting and endless anxiety.

Nearly all patriarchies enforce taboos against women touching ritual objects (those
of war or religion) or food. In ancient and preliterate societies women are generally
not permitted to eat with men. Women eat apart today in a great number of cultures,

chiefly those of the Near and Far East. Some of the inspiration of such custom



appears to lie in fears of contamination, probably sexual in origin. In their function
of domestic servants, females are forced to prepare food, yet at the same time may be
liable to spread their contagion through ;L A similar situation obtains with blacks in
the United States. They are considered filthy and infectious, yet as domestics they are
forced to prepare food for their queasy superiors. In both cases the dilemma is
generally solved in a deplorably illogical fashion by segregating the act of eating
itself, while cooking is carried on out of sight by the very group who would infect the
table. With an admirable consistency, some Hindu males do not permit their wives
to touch their food at all. In nearly every patriarchal group it is expected that the
dominant male will eat first or eat better, and even where the sexes feed together, the

male shall be served by the female.

All patriarchies have hedged virginity and defloration in elaborate rites and
interdictions. Among preliterates virginity presents an interesting problem in
ambivalence. On the one hand, it is, as in every patriarchy, a mysterious good
because a sign of property received intact. On the other hand, it represents an
unknown evil associated with the mana of blood and terrifyingly "other." So
auspicious is the event of defloration that in many tribes the owner-groom is willing
to relinquish breaking the seal of his new possession to a stronger or older
personality who can neutralise the attendant dangers. Fears of defloration appear to
originate in a fear of the alien sexuality of the female. Although any physical
suffering endured in defloration must be on the part of the female (and most
societies cause her - bodily and mentally - to suffer anguish), the social interest,
institutionalised in patriarchal ritual and custom, is exclusively on the side of the

male's property interest, prestige, or (among preliterates) hazard.

Patriarchal myth typically posits a golden age before the arrival of women, while
its social practices permit males to be relieved of female company. Sexual
segregation is so prevalent in patriarchy that one encounters evidence of it
everywhere. Nearly every powerful circle in contemporary patriarchy is a men's
group. But men form groups of their own on every level. Women's groups are

typically auxiliary in character, imitative of male efforts and methods on a generally



trivial or ephemeral plane. They rarely operate without recourse to male authority,
church or religious groups appealing to the superior authority of a cleric, political

groups to male legislators, etc.

In sexually segregated situations the distinctive quality of culturally enforced
temperament becomes very vivid. This is particularly true of those exclusively
masculine organisations which anthropology generally refers to as men's house
institutions. The men's house is a fortress of patriarchal association and emotion.
Men's houses in preliterate society strengthen masculine communal experience
through dances, gossip, hospitality, recreation, and religious ceremony. They are also

the arsenals of male weaponry.

David Riesman has pointed out that sports and some other activities provide
males with a supportive solidarity which society does not trouble to provide for
females. While hunting, politics, religion, and commerce may play a role, sport and
warfare are consistently the chief cement of men's house comradery. Scholars of
men's house culture from Hutton Webster and Heinrich Schurtz to Lionel Tiger tend
to be sexual patriots whose aim is to justify the apartheid the institution represents.
Schurtz believes an innate gregariousness and a drive toward fraternal pleasure
among peers urges the male away from the inferior and constricting company of
women. Notwithstanding his conviction that a mystical "bonding instinct" exists in
males, Tiger exhorts the public, by organised effort, to preserve the men's house
tradition from its decline. The institution's less genial function of power center
within a state of sexual antagonism is an aspect of the phenomenon which often goes

unnoticed.

The men's house of Melanesia fulfil a variety of purposes and are both armory and
the site of masculine ritual initiation ceremony. Their atmosphere is not very remote
from that of military institutions in the modern world: they reek of physical exertion,
violence, the aura of the kill, and the throb of homosexual sentiment. They are the
scenes of scarification, head-hunting celebrations, and boasting sessions. Here young
men are to be "hardened" into manhood. In the men's houses boys have such low

status they are often called the "wives" of their initiators, the term "wife" implying



both inferiority and the status of sexual object. Untried youths become the erotic
interest of their elders and betters, a relationship also encountered in the Samurai
order, in oriental priesthood, and in the Greek gymnasium. Preliterate wisdom
decrees that while inculcating the young with the masculine ethos, it is necessary
first to intimidate them with the tutelary status of the female. An anthropologist's
comment on Melanesian men's houses is applicable equally to Genet's underworld,
or Mailer's U. S. Army: "It would seem that the sexual brutalising of the young boy
and the effort to turn him into a woman both enhances the older warrior's desire of
power, gratifies his sense of hostility toward the maturing male competitor, and
eventually, when he takes him into the male group, strengthens the male solidarity in
its symbolic attempt to do without women." The derogation of feminine status in
lesser males is a consistent patriarchal trait. Like any hazing procedure, initiation
once endured produces devotees who will ever after be ardent initiators, happily

inflicting their own former sufferings on the newcomer.

The psychoanalytic term for the generalised adolescent tone of men's house
culture is "phallic state." Citadels of virility, they reinforce the most saliently
power-oriented characteristics of patriarchy. The Hungarian psychoanalytic
anthropologist Geza Roheim stressed the patriarchal character of men's house
organisation in the preliterate tribes he studied, defining their communal and
religious practices in terms of a "group of men united in the cult of an object that is a
materialised penis and excluding the women from their society." The tone and ethos
of men's house culture is sadistic, power-oriented, and latently homosexual,
frequently narcissistic in its energy and motives. The men's house inference that the
penis is a weapon, endlessly equated with other weapons is also clear. The practice of
castrating prisoners is itself a comment on the cultural confusion of anatomy and
status with weaponry. Much of the glamorisation of masculine comradery in warfare
originates in what one might designate as "the men's house sensibility." Its sadistic
and brutalising aspects are disguised in military glory and a particularly cloying
species of masculine sentimentality. A great deal of our culture partakes of this
tradition, and one might locate its first statement in Western literature in the heroic

intimacy of Patroclus and Achilles. Its development can be traced through the epic



and the saga to the chanson de geste. The tradition still flourishes in war novel and

movie, not to mention the comic book.

Considerable sexual activity does take place in the men's house, all of it, needless
to say, homosexual. But the taboo against homosexual behaviour (at least among
equals) is almost universally of far stronger force than the impulse and tends to
effect a rechannelling of the libido into violence. This association of sexuality and
violence is a particularly militaristic habit of mind. The negative and militaristic
coloring of such men's house homosexuality as does exist, is of course by no means
the whole character of homosexual sensibility. Indeed, the warrior caste of mind with
its ultravirility, is more incipiently homosexual, in its exclusively male orientation,
than it is overtly homosexual. (The Nazi experience is an extreme case in point here.)
And the heterosexual role-playing indulged in, and still more persuasively, the
contempt in which the younger, softer, or more "feminine" members are held, is
proof that the actual ethos is misogynist, or perversely rather than positively
heterosexual. The true inspiration of men's house association therefore comes from
the patriarchal situation rather than from any circumstances inherent in the

homo-amorous relationship.

If a positive attitude toward heterosexual love is not quite, in Seignebos' famous
dictum, the invention of the twelfth century, it can still claim to be a novelty. Most
patriarchies go to great length to exclude love as a basis of mate selection. Modern
patriarchies tend to do so through class, ethnic, and religious factors. Western
classical thought was prone to see in heterosexual love either a fatal stroke of ill luck
bound to end in tragedy, or a contemptible and brutish consorting with inferiors.
Medieval opinion was firm in its conviction that love was sinful if sexual, and sex

sinful if loving.

Primitive society practices its misogyny in terms of taboo and mana which evolve
into explanatory myth. In historical cultures, this is transformed into ethical, then
literary, and in the modern period, scientific rationalisations for the sexual politic.
Myth is, of course, a felicitous advance in the level of propaganda, since it so often

bases its arguments on ethics or theories of origins. The two leading myths of



Western culture are the classical tale of Pandora's box and the Biblical story of the
Fall. In both cases earlier mana concepts of feminine evil have passed through a final

literary phase to become highly influential ethical justifications of things as they are.

Pandora appears to be a discredited version of a Mediterranean fertility goddess,
for in Hesiod's Theogony she wears a wreath of flowers and a sculptured diadem in
which are caned all the creatures of land and sea. Hesiod ascribes to her the
introduction of sexuality which puts an end to the golden age when "the races of men
had been living on earth free from all evils, free from laborious work, and free from
all wearing sickness." Pandora was the origin of "the damnable race of women - a
plague which men must live with." The introduction of what are seen to be the evils
of the male human condition came through the introduction of the female and what
is said to be her unique product, sexuality. In Works And Days Hesiod elaborates on
Pandora and what she represents - a perilous temptation with "the mind of a bitch
and a thievish nature," full of "the cruelty of desire and longings that wear out the
body," 'lies and cunning words and a deceitful soul,”" a snare sent by Zeus to be "the

ruin of men."

Patriarchy has God on its side. One of its most effective agents of control is the
powerfully expeditious character of its doctrines as to the nature and origin of the
female and the attribution to her alone of the dangers and evils it imputes to
sexuality. The Greek example is interesting here: when it wishes to exalt sexuality it
celebrates fertility through the phallus; when it wishes to denigrate sexuality, it cites
Pandora. Patriarchal religion and ethics tend to lump the female and sex together as
if the whole burden of the onus and stigma it attaches to sex were the fault of the
female alone. Thereby sex, which is known to be unclean, sinful, and debilitating,
pertains to the female, and the male identity is preserved as a human, rather than a

sexual one.

The Pandora myth is one of two important Western archetypes which condemn
the female through her sexuality and explain her position as her well-deserved
punishment for the primal sin under whose unfortunate consequences the race yet

labours. Ethics have entered the scene, replacing the simplicities of ritual, taboo, and



mana. The more sophisticated vehicle of myth also provides official explanations of
sexual history. In Hesiod's tale, Zeus, a rancorous and arbitrary father figure, in
sending Epimetheus evil in the form of female genitalia, is actually chastising him for
adult heterosexual knowledge and activity. In opening the vessel she brings (the
vulva or hymen, Pandora's "Box") the male satisfies his curiosity but sustains the
discovery only by punishing himself at the hands of the father god with death and the
assorted calamities of postlapsarian life. The patriarchal trait of male rivalry across
age or status line, particularly those of powerful father and rival son, is present as

well as the ubiquitous maligning of the female.

The myth of the Fall is a highly finished version of the same themes. As the central
myth of the Judeo-Christian imagination and therefore of our immediate cultural
heritage, it is well that we appraise and acknowledge the enormous power it still
holds over us even in a rationalist era which has long ago given up literal belief in it
while maintaining its emotional assent intact. This mythic version of the female as
the cause of human suffering, knowledge, and sin is still the foundation of sexual
attitudes, for it represents the most crucial argument of the patriarchal tradition in

the West.

The Israelites lived in a continual state of war with the fertility cults of their
neighbours; these latter afforded sufficient attraction to be the source of constant
defection, and the figure of Eve, like that of Pandora, has vestigial traces of a fertility
goddess overthrown. There is some, probably unconscious, evidence of this in the
Biblical account which announces, even before the narration of the fall has begun -
"Adam called his wife's name Eve; because she was the mother of all living things."
Due to the fact that the tale represents a compilation of different oral traditions, it
provides two contradictory schemes for Eve's creation, one in which both sexes are
created at the same time, and one in which Eve is fashioned later than Adam, an
afterthought born from his rib, peremptory instance of the male's expropriation of
the life force through a god who created the world without benefit of female

assistance.



The tale of Adam and Eve is, among many other things, a narrative of how
humanity invented sexual intercourse. Many such narratives exist in preliterate myth
and folk tale. Most of them strike us now as delightfully funny stories of primal
innocents who require a good deal of helpful instruction to figure it out. There are
other major themes in the story: the loss of primeval simplicity, the arrival of death,
and the fist conscious experience of knowledge. All of them revolve about sex. Adam
is forbidden to eat of the fruit of life or of the knowledge of good and evil, the
warning states explicitly what should happen if he tastes of the latter: "in that day
that thou eatest thereof thou shalt surely die." He eats but fails to die (at least in the

story), from which one might infer that the serpent told the truth.

But at the moment when the pair eat of the forbidden tree they awake to their
nakedness and feel shame. Sexuality is clearly involved, though the fable insists it is
only tangential to a higher prohibition against disobeying orders in the matter of
another and less controversial appetite - one for food. Roheim points out that the
Hebrew verb for "eat" can also mean coitus. Everywhere in the Bible "knowing" is
synonymous with sexuality, and clearly a product of contact with the phallus, here in
the fable objectified as a snake. To blame the evils and sorrows of life - loss of Eden
and the rest - on sexuality, would all too logically implicate the male, and such
implication is hardly the purpose of the story, designed as it is expressly in order to
blame all this world's discomfort on the female. Therefore it is the female who is
tempted first and "beguiled" by the penis, transformed into something else, a snake.
Thus Adam has "beaten the rap" of sexual guilt, which appears to be why the sexual
motive is so repressed in the Biblical account. Yet the very transparency of the
serpent's universal phallic value shows how uneasy the mythic mind can be about its
shifts. Accordingly, in her inferiority and vulnerability the woman takes and eats,
simple carnal thing that she is, affected by flattery even in a reptile. Only after this
does the male fall, and with him, humanity - for the fable has made him the racial
type, whereas Eve is a mere sexual type and, according to tradition, either
expendable or replaceable. And as the myth records the original sexual adventure,

Adam was seduced by woman, who was seduced by a penis. "The woman whom thou



gavest to be with me, she gave me of the fruit and I did eat" is the first man's defence.

Seduced by the phallic snake, Eve is convicted for Adam's participation in sex.

Adam's curse is to toil in the "sweat of his brow," namely the labor the male
associates with civilisation. Eden was a fantasy world without either effort or activity,
which the entrance of the female, and with her sexuality, has destroyed. Eve's
sentence is far more political in nature and a brilliant "explanation" of her inferior
status. "In sorrow thou shalt bring forth children. And thy desire shall be to thy
husband. And he shall rule over thee." Again, as in the Pandora myth, a proprietary
father figure is punishing his subjects for adult heterosexuality. It is easy to agree
with Roheim's comment on the negative attitude the myth adopts toward sexuality:
"Sexual maturity is regarded as a misfortune, something that has robbed mankind of

happiness . . . the explanation of how death came into the world."

What requires further emphasis is the responsibility of the female, a marginal
creature, in bringing on this plague, and the justice of her suborned condition as
dependent on her primary role in this original sin. The connection of woman, sex,
and sin constitutes the fundamental pattern of western patriarchal thought

thereafter.

VIII Psychological

The aspects of patriarchy already described have each an effect upon the psychology
of both sexes. Their principal result is the interiorisation of patriarchal ideology.
Status, temperament, and role are all value systems with endless psychological
ramifications for each sex. Patriarchal marriage and the family with its ranks and
division of labor play a large part in enforcing them. The male's superior economic
position, the female's inferior one have also grave implications. The large quantity of
guilt attached to sexuality in patriarchy is overwhelmingly placed upon the female,
who is, culturally speaking, held to be the culpable or the more culpable party in

nearly any sexual liaison, whatever the extenuating circumstances. A tendency



toward the reification of the female makes her more often a sexual object than a
person. This is particularly so when she is denied human rights through chattel
status. Even where this has been partly amended the cumulative effect of religion
and custom is still very powerful and has enormous psychological consequences.
Woman is still denied sexual freedom and the biological control over her body
through the cult of virginity, the double standard, the prescription against abortion,

and in many places because contraception is physically or psychically unavailable to

her.

The continual surveillance in which she is held tends to perpetuate the
infantilisation of women even in situations such as those of higher education. The
female is continually obliged to seek survival or advancement through the approval
of males as those who hold power. She may do this either through appeasement or
through the exchange of her sexuality for support and status. As the history of
patriarchal culture and the representations of herself within all levels of its cultural
media, past and present, have a devastating effect upon her self image, she is
customarily deprived of any but the most trivial sources of dignity or self-respect. In
many patriarchies, language, as well as cultural tradition, reserve the human
condition for the male. With the Indo-European languages this is a nearly
inescapable habit of mind, for despite all the customary pretence that "man" and
"humanity" are terms which apply equally to both sexes, the fact is hardly obscured
that in practice, general application favours the male far more often than the female

as referent, or even sole referent, for such designations.

When in any group of persons, the ego is subjected to such invidious versions of
itself through social beliefs, ideology, and tradition, the effect is bound to be
pernicious. This coupled with the persistent though frequently subtle denigration
women encounter daily through personal contacts, the impressions gathered from
the images and media about them, and the discrimination in matters of behaviour,
employment, and education which they endure, should make it no very special cause
for surprise that women develop group characteristics common to those who suffer

minority status and a marginal existence. A witty experiment by Philip Goldberg



proves what everyone knows, that having internalised the disesteem in which they
are held, women despise both themselves and each other. This simple test consisted
of asking women undergraduates to respond to the scholarship in an essay signed
alternately by one John McKay and one Joan McKay. In making their assessments
the students generally agreed that John was a remarkable thinker, Joan an
unimpressive mind. Yet the articles were identical: the reaction was dependent on

the sex of the supposed author.

As women in patriarchy are for the most part marginal citizens when they are
citizens at all, their situation is like that of other minorities, here defined not as
dependent upon numerical size of the group, but on its status. "A minority group is
any group of people who because of their physical or cultural characteristics, are
singled out from others in the society in which they live for differential and unequal
treatment." Only a handful of sociologists have ever addressed themselves in any
meaningful way to the minority status of women. And psychology has yet to produce
relevant studies on the subject of ego damage to the female which might bear
comparison to the excellent work done on the effects of racism on the minds of
blacks and colonials. The remarkably small amount of modern research devoted to
the psychological and social effects of masculine supremacy on the female and on the
culture in general attests to the widespread ignorance or unconcern of a conservative
social science which takes patriarchy to be both the status quo and the state of

nature.

What little literature the social sciences afford us in this context confirms the
presence in women of the expected traits of minority status: group self-hatred and
self-rejection, a contempt both for herself and for her fellows - the result of that
continual, however subtle, reiteration of her inferiority which she eventually accepts
as a fact. Another index of minority status is the fierceness with which all minority
group members are judged. The double standard is applied not only in cases of
sexual conduct but other contexts as well. In the relatively rare instances of female
crime too: in many American states a woman convicted of crime is awarded a longer

sentence. Generally an accused woman acquires a notoriety out of proportion to her



acts and due to sensational publicity she may be tried largely for her "sex life." But so
effective is her conditioning toward passivity in patriarchy, woman is rarely extrovert
enough in her maladjustment to enter upon criminality. Just as every minority
member must either apologise for the excesses of a fellow or condemn him with a
strident enthusiasm, women are characteristically harsh, ruthless and frightened in

their censure of aberration among their numbers.

The gnawing suspicion which plagues any minority member, that the myths
propagated about his inferiority might after all be true often reaches remarkable
proportions in the personal insecurities of women. Some find their subordinate
position so hard to bear that they repress and deny its existence. But a large number
will recognise and admit their circumstances when they are properly phrased. Of two
studies which asked women if they would have preferred to be born male, one found
that one fourth of the sample admitted as much, and in another sample, one half.
When one inquires of children, who have not yet developed as serviceable techniques
of evasion, what their choice might be, if they had one, the answers of female
children in a large majority of cases clearly favour birth into the elite group, whereas
boys overwhelmingly reject the opinion of being girls. The phenomenon of parents'
prenatal preference for male issue is too common to require much elaboration. In the
light of the imminent possibility of parents actually choosing the sex of their child,

such a tendency is becoming the cause of some concern in scientific circles.

Comparisons such as Myrdal, Hacker, and Dixon draw between the ascribed
attributes of blacks and women reveal that common opinion associates the same
traits with both: inferior intelligence, an instinctual or sensual gratification, an
emotional nature both primitive and childlike, an imagined prowess in or affinity for
sexuality, a contentment with their own lot which is in accord with a proof of its
appropriateness, a wily habit of deceit, and concealment of feeling. Both groups are
forced to the same accommodational tactics: an ingratiating or supplicatory manner
invented to please, a tendency to study those points at which the dominant group are
subject to influence or corruption, and an assumed air of helplessness involving

fraudulent appeals for direction through a show of ignorance. It is ironic how



misogynist literature has for centuries concentrated on just these traits, directing its
fiercest enmity at feminine guile and corruption, and particularly that element of it

which is sexual, or, as such sources would have it, "wanton."

As with other marginal groups a certain handful of women are accorded higher
status that they may perform a species of cultural policing over the rest. Hughes
speaks of marginality as a case of status dilemma experienced by women, blacks, or
second-generation Americans who have "come up" in the world but are often refused
the rewards of their efforts on the grounds of their origins. This is particularly the
case with "new" or educated women. Such exceptions are generally obliged to make
ritual, and often comic, statements of deference to justify their elevation. These
characteristically take the form of pledges of "femininity," namely a delight in
docility and a large appetite for masculine dominance. Politically, the most useful
persons for such a role are entertainers and public sex objects. It is a common trait of
minority status that a small percentage of the fortunate are permitted to entertain
their rulers. (That they may entertain their fellow subjects in the process is less to the
point.) Women entertain, please, gratify, satisfy and flatter men with their sexuality.
In most minority groups athletes or intellectuals are allowed to emerge as "stars,"
identification with whom should content their less fortunate fellows. In the case of
women both such eventualities are discouraged on the reasonable grounds that the
most popular explanations of the female's inferior status ascribe it to her physical
weakness or intellectual inferiority. Logically, exhibitions of physical courage or
agility are indecorous, just as any display of serious intelligence tends to be out of

place.

Perhaps patriarchy's greatest psychological weapon is simply its universality and
longevity. A referent scarcely exists with which it might be contrasted or by which it
might be confuted. While the same might be said of class, patriarchy has a still more
tenacious or powerful hold through its successful habit of passing itself off as nature.
Religion is also universal in human society and slavery was once nearly so; advocates
of each were fond of arguing in terms of fatality, or irrevocable human "instinct" -

even "biological origins." When a system of power is thoroughly in command, it has



scarcely need to speak itself aloud; when its workings are exposed and questioned, it
becomes not only subject to discussion, but even to change. Such a period is the one

next under discussion.



