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adical feminism as a political movement
R is associated with a series of unjustified
claims. It is, as I have been arguing, simply not true
that “women are oppressed” or that “men and mar-
riage are the primary obstacles to woman’s human
fulfillment.” We now turn to three corollary claims:

that

—monogamous marriage and the nuclear family are
crucial instruments of exploitative capitalism

—romantic love is the idcology of sexism

—femininity and other manifestations of sexual dif-
ferentiation are inimical to sexual equality.

So far I have relied mainly on philosophical and
psychological considerations that implicate the en-
tire cultural ethos of our times. But feminists sensi-
tive to the social implications of cconomic determi-
nism and class analysis (such as Simone de Beau-
voir, Juliet Mitchell and Gail Pellet) have been pre-
occupied less with the psychology than the sociology
of the family. They perceive sexism as a form of ex-

ploitation that conditions, and is conditioned by, cap- .

italism. Juliet Mitchell thus inquires:

What docs our oppression within the family do to
us women? It produces a tendency to small-mind-
edness, petty jealousy, irrational emotionality and
random violence, dependency, competitive selfish-
ness and conservatism. These qualities are not the
simple product of male chauvinism . . . they are
the result of woman’s objective conditions within
the family—itself embedded in a sexist society (em-
phasis in original).
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Capitalism, technology and the
liberation of us all (Part Two)

Putting aside the unfortunate self-deprecation in
Mitchell’s portrait of modern women (and noting,
in passing, its characteristic misconception of depen-
dency), what is significant is her firm insistence on
the objective character of woman’s condition and its
rootedness in social relations that are presumably
governed by the laws of consumer capitalism. To as-
sert, as 1 have, that women are troubled in part by a
universal existential anxiety does not address the
question of whether the place of women in the fam-
ily is not also plagued by the relationship of capital-
ism to the family structure.

R. D. Laing, David Cooper and their colleagues
have for some time been attempting to develop a
psychology of the modern family that illuminates in-
dividual “mental illness” in terms of social and eco-
nomic pathologies. In Cooper’'s The Death of the
Family a psychological argument about the inter-
personal source of psychopathology is combined with
a sociological argument about the economic origins
of sociopathology; the result is a merciless indict-
ment of the nuclear family. “The family form of so-
cial existence,” Cooper writes, “that characterizes all
our institutions ecssentially destroys autonomous ini-
tiative. . . . The family, over the last two centuries,
has mediated an invasiveness into the lives of indi-
viduals that is essential to the continued operation of
imperializing capitalism.” Cooper’s radical view, if
at times obscurantist, is typical of the psychological-
Marxist critique of the family. By prudently leaven-
ing psychology with nco-Marxism it aspires to cs-
cape the inherent conservatism of psychiatry (which
is adaptation-oriented) without dispensing with its
analytic insights, while achieving the intrinsic rad-
icalism of Marxism without becoming mired in its
historicism. Unhappily, it does not evade political
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naiveté and anthropological innocence, for both psy-
chology and Marxism share these deficiencies.

The coupling of capitalist exploitation with the in-
stitution of the family, albeit useful in pointing up
some of the current abuses of monogamous, nuclear
structures, distorts fundamentally the historical char-
acter of the family as a social institution and danger-
ously misunderstands the political implications of
climinating it. I would further suggest that feminists
who would eliminate the family in the name of lib-
cration may in fact contribute to the creation of the
anomic, atomized conditions under which the most
pernicious forms of tyranny can flourish.

For most of human history all social relations have
been perceived as an extension of familial and kin-
ship relations, -all authority as an extension of famil-
ial authority. The clan, the tribe, cven the gens or
Volk were originally but extended families; the kings
were but fathers of extended families; vassalage was
but a form of kinship fealty based on natural ties.
Only in rccent centuries have human relations be-
come defamilialized—public, contractual relations
based on interest and governed by law rather than by
personal or natural relations. Artificial, voluntaristic
(hence, dissoluble) bonds replaced natural, indis-
soluble ones; the separate, unrclated individual re-
placed the organic family as the primary unit of cit-
izenship and social anthropology of Engels’s Origins
of the Family, Private Property and the State. They
ought to look also at Sir Henry Maince’s Ancient Law,
another classic of ninetcenth-century social anthro-
pology that depicts in some detail the development
noted here:

The movement of the progressive socicties has
been uniform in one respect. Through all its course
it has been distinguished by the gradual dissolu-
tion of family dependency and the growth of in-
dividual obligation in its place. The individual is
steadily substituted for the family . . . from a con-
dition of society in which all the relations of per-
sons are summecd up in the relations of Family, we
scem to have steadily moved [to one] in which all
these relations arise from the free agreement of
individuals.

This is no more than the evolution of the natural
into the artificial polity, the corporate into the con-
sensual state, the feudal-agrarian into the bour-
geois-industrial society. It is in fact the coming of
capitalism. The family is precisely the precapitalist
form of natural social structure that capitalism de-
stroys. This is not merely an historical fact but a
necessary consequence of the alicnation and contrac-
tualization of human relations that attend capitalism.
Capitalism is founded on the objectification and com-
modization of the person (as, for example, “labor
power” in Marx's language), on the alicnation of the
individual from natural human ties, on a celebration
of private interest that sets cach atomized man and

woman against every other man and woman. Cap-
italism has not used the family, it has assayed to
destroy it, and if vestiges of it have survived, it is
only a tribute to the incompleteness of the capitalist
revolution.

he most distressing feature of the fem-

inist argument is not, however, its failure
to understand that the organic family represents a
form of community inimical to capitalism but its my-
opic support of “reforms” that abet capitalism in its
subjugation and destruction of the family. I can, for
example, think of no better way to corrupt what
little may be left of the idea of personal duty in
familial relations than the introduction of a public
contract into marriage. For if capitalism is, in the
social rcalm, the contractualization of human rela-
tions, the marriage contract represents nothing more
than the bourgeoisicfication of the family. How bet-
ter to commoditize interpersonal relations than to
spell out supposedly permanent relationships in terms
of temporary gains and losses? How better to alicn-
ate individuals from their identities than to treat
them as business associates in a contract entered into
exclusively on the basis of benefits received and thus
to cnhance the private interests of the contracting
persons? Women have often assailed men who think
the marriage licensc is a bill of sale legitimating
their purchase of a maid or sex object—the price
being the man’s obligation to provide security. It is
hardly an improvement to insist that women must
be sure to strike a fair bargain, must be guaranteed a
more just price. Indeed, it is no improvement at all,
for it docs no 'more than substitute a contract requir-
ing security as the payment for sex and maid service
with a contract requiring sex as the payment for sex
(guarantecd orgasms for all), housework as the pay-
ment for housework (alternating nights for doing

* dishes), and security as the price for security (both

partners work). What then is gained? The family re-
mains a captive of private interest and acquisitive-
ness, marital partners persist in viewing themselves
as consumers sccking the best possible bargain, and
the narcissistic mentality so vital to the operation of
capitalism is given additional potency. The strength
of the family in resisting the capitalist mentality has
always been in its firm belief in mutuality and in
natural obligations that exist independently of bene-
fits received. It is no accident that Proudhon, a caus-
tic anarchist critic of nineteenth-century capitalism,
perceived in the traditional family an alternative life-
style wholly inimical to capitalism and perfectly con-
ducive to mutualist anarchism.

In its natural form the family can be a bulwark
against the ravages of capitalist depersonalization
and against the encroachments of totalistic states
with their designs on the autonomy of individual
men and women. I noted earlier a trend in sychol-
ogy (represented by R. D. Laing) in which fzminists



have found considerable comfort. There is another
and different tradition that deserves attention. That
tradition is associated with names such as Erich
Fromm, Bruno Bettclheim and Theodore Adorno,
and has tried to draw a composite portrait of the
personality type most vulnerable to mass movements
and authoritarian ideologies. The research emerging
from this tradition ought to be of interest to fem-
inists because it identifies as the primary victim of
authoritarianism precisely the sort of deracinated,
homeless, wandering urbanite the feminist seems to
associate with liberation. It is the person uprooted
from natural ties who craves simplistic answers and
authoritarian solutions, the person alicnated from a
collective familial identity who capitulates so casily
to the blandishments of demagogucs, mass parties
and virulent ideologics. The dar%(cr side of liberation
is alienation; freedom can also be a cuphemism for
anomic. Erich Fromm’s warning in his Escape From
Freedom cxplores these ambivalences in terms fem-
inists cannot afford to ignore:

Modern man . . . -has become free from the exter-
nal bonds that would prevent him from doing and
thinking as he sces fit. He would be free to act
according to his own will, if he knew what he
wanted, thought and felt. But he does not know.
He conforms to anonymous authorities and adopts
a self that is not his. . . . In spite of a veneer of
optimism and initiative, modern man is overcome
by a profound feeling of powerlessness . . . the de-
spair of the human automaton is fertile soil for the
political purposes of fascism.

The contemporary family, corrupted, abused, fre-
quently stultifying, may do little to retard the emer-
gence of powerlessness and desperation, but surely its
climination will only hasten the coming of the dismal
scenario depicted by Fromm. For even in its most
perverse forms the family stands in the way of that
odious Cleichschaltung, that monolithic leveling
process, by which fascist regimes manage to divide
and thus conquer men and women.

nfortunately, there is little evidence that

feminists think in these terms. Con-
vinced that the family is an instrument of capitalist
exploitation, they conceive of liberation only in terms
of its climination. Because monogamous marriage
has so often debilitated marital partners and dam-
aged their children they see no alternative to its rad-
ical transformation. Yet the healthy family may con-
stitute the only environment within which perma-
nent relationships built on uncalculating love and
unncurotic commitment are possible. Marriage may
be the last institution in the modern era that still
sanctions a disintercsted mutuality: where it is pos-
sible to give without reckoning emotional profit mar-
gins, to support without demanding contractual
equity, to feel responsible without inquiring about

compensation, to love without assuming passion is
ephemeral. Not that love finds much place in the dis-
trustful assemblages capitalism and neglect have
made of modern marriage. It clearly does not. But it
will find an even more hostile reception in the anom-
ic, alienated world that is likely to follow the Death
of the Family.

To gamble on the death of the family is reckless;
to risk the death of love is lunacy. For love is not
only a precious gift, it has been the race’s most spon-
tancous and potent weapon in warding off the de-
personalizing  encroachments of modernism: com-
moditization, cfficiency, exchange, contractualization
and burcaucracy. Romantic love has been a natural
cnemy of regimentation and exploitation since the
Renaissance. It has grown up alongside monolithic
state power, as its natural antidote. There is no sys-
tem of orderly power—ncither the institutionalized
enmities of Shakespeare’s Verona, nor Weber's Ra-
tional Burcaucracy, nor Mosca’s Ruling Class, nor
Nixon’s Pentagon System, nor Huxley’s Brave New
World—that fails to tremble before the passionate
spontancity, the uncompromisable loyalty, the will
to cternity of lovers. :

How strange then to find among feminists the in-
version of this unsubtle truth—the claim that roman-
tic love is but the pretty tinsel with which chauvinists
decorate the cages in which they imprison women.

f it was cver alive, love is now dead. Kate

Millett has said so. If it was ever more
than an illusion, it is now no more than a “middle-
class myth.” Germaine Greer has pronounced this
verdict on both love and marriage. I suspect that
Norman Mailer's male chauvinism is, in the eves
of some feminists, the least of his sins. It is his be-
lief in myth that makes him so unforgivable a her-
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ctic. While chauvinism is a large and accessible
target, the “myth” of love is a more clusive and more
engaging foe; it camouflages sexism and obscures re-
pression in a fog of sentiment.

Rather than attacking love outright, many fem-
inists follow Greer's lead and move against it by in-
direction, by launching an assault on myth, mystery
and mystique. This tactic skirts the unsavory business
of indicating sentiment, while exploiting the secular-
ism and technologism that are today so very fash-
ionable. Nobody in an ardently agnostic culture, the
premise seems to be, would be caught dead belicving
in anything mythic or mystical. Thus any term that
requires discreditation need only be prefixed with a
“myth” root. Betty Friedan, for example, opened the
campaign on scxism with a book called The Fem-
inine Mystique—and without reading another word
we all knew femininity was in for a hard time. When
“romantics” (already a pejorative) preoccupied with
the psychology of love speak about the physical dif-
fusencess and mental intensity of sexual response, fem-
inists can dismiss them with nothing more than the
phrase “the myth of vaginal orgasm” (cf. Anne
Koedt). Love itself can be disposed of merely by
intimating that it is an unintelligible mystery, a chau-
vinist myth.

What is most telling about the pejorative use of
these terms is the implicit tribute paid to the sup-
posed “realitics” of omnipotent science. What cannot
be seen with the naked eye, what cannot be mea-
sured by scientific instruments, what is not suscepti-
ble to controlled experiment, simply docs not cxist.
If vaginal orgasm does not manifest itself as neural
spasms visible to trained observers during laboratory
intercourse, it cannot exist. If femininity is not speci-
fiable in terms of gene-linked hereditary traits, it can
only be a myth. The feminist movement has, in fact,
forged a dubious alliance with crude behavioralism
:m(‘l’ pop science; in their crusade against the old
mythmakers they have become victims of the new
mythmakers. The old myth made Man the measure
of all things, thereby permitting Man’s own imagina-
tion free play in defining the universe, though in-
advertently raising questions about whether Man
meant humanity or just men. The new myth (the
myth that there arc no myths) avoids these scxist
ambiguities by suggesting that Mcasure is the mca-
sure of all things, including men and women. What
is, is what can be measured—forget the rest.

The feminists are perfectly right: love, femininity,
vaginal orgasm and all the images associated with
them are myths--mythic through and through. They
cannot be replicated by technology, they are gallingly
impervious to empirical experiment, they obstinately
refuse to be reduced to numbers or to neuters. They
exist completely in the human imagination. But so
also are philosophy, art, morality, politics and revo-
lution wholly mythic; they are produced by and ex-
ist only in the human imagination. Civilization itself

is but a concatenation of smaller myths into a perva-
sive Myth that reaches across gencrations and gives
to homo sapiens their human identity. Do we really
want to dispose of the troublesome and often abused
notion of femininity by denying our specie’s human-
ity? By scientizing our self-image in the manner of
B. F. Skinner’s Beyond Freedom and Dignity? If we
are to be completely “scientific” and limit our defini-
tion of existence to pure physical observables, not
only is there no such thing as vaginal orgasm, there
is no such thing as clitoral orgasm. In fact, there is
no such thing as orgasm at all—understood as a men-
tal response to psychosomatic interaction with an-
other human being. There are only muscle spasms
and neural reactions that impact in certain as yet
unknown ways on particular areas of the brain. And
that is not what anybody who has ever had a sexual
expericnce means by orgasm. No more than we mcan,
when speaking of a Bach violin suite, the atmospheric
vibrations produced by dragging the tail of a dead
horse across the entrails of a dead cat.

To say, then, that love is a myth is to say
of it no more than we say of all the con-
cepts and ideals of civilization. The human creature
is a subtlc and creative being who conjures meaning
where there is none, who reads into inanimate mole-
cules the secret of life, who posits in a material uni-
verse the immateriality of the soul, who creates for
an inchoate cosmos that clearly has none a cosmic
Creator who in turn explains and justifies the exis-
tencc of humanity. But mythology, the accusation
comes, is awash in the backwaters of unrcason—sus-
ceptible to tidal forces of cultural fascism and the
cult of blood. Witness Mailer’s flirtation with fascist
ideas. Yet feminism swims in its own stagnant pool—
immersed in a scientific reductionism whose natural
outlet may well be a technocratic fascism of its own.
We need not be Luddite critics of industrial progress
or Lawrencian romantics about somec past Golden
Age to understand that our technology is increasingly
subordinating our humanity to its own technical pur-
poses. We need not resent the constructive demystifi-
cation required in past centuries in order to perceive
that the process by which we once removed perni-
cious superstitions is now being employed to denude
men and women of their very humanity. In an age of
unreason and superstition a people can become
slaves to our secularism, impotent vassals of our “pro-
gressive” skepticism; the science with which we con-
quered nature and superstition has become our sov-
ereign master. In the eighteenth century Mailer
would have appeared as a Jesuit reactionary fighting
to preserve a moribund power structure that used
mythology as an instrument of legitimization. But
today he is an heretical believer at war with a re-
ligiously atheistic society, a revolutionary who would
use myth to smash the complacent materialism that is
at the very center of the American system of power.



Guilt by association is a poor sort of argument, but
has it never given a feminist pause to realize that her
battle to demythologize women may, over the long
term, be part of the cffort to dehumanize the entire
species? That her comrades on the barricades are
technocrats and manipulators for whom the reduc-
tion of humans to neural robots, satisfied by isolated
acts of physical sclf-gratification, is a useful step on
the road to the fully controlled society?

Guilt by association remains, however, a two-edged
sword in the hands of feminism’s critics. If the myth-
breakers include dull visionaries of a ncuter, uncrea-
tive, placid utopia, the mythmakers include cultists
of blood and violence, genocidal advocates of racial
purity and slaves of a turgid irrationalism. It is not
enough, the prudent feminist will answer, to deery
the end of mythology. Some myths may be bencfi-
cent but others are clearly dangerous—ideological
weapons in the hands of ambitious oppressors. The
question thus remains whether femininity is benefi-
cent or malicious. What, in reality, is the nature of
Woman? This linc of reasoning leads directly to the
final and most significant issue in the ideology of fem-
inism: the question of woman’s “real nature” and
the related claim that femininity is fundamentally in-
imical to equality between the sexes.

real nature has revolved around moot
biological issues that are, I believe, peripheral to the
central problem. Opponents of feminism have tried
to link femininity to hormonal, genetic and other bio-
logical factors, as if such arguments could demon-
strate the ineradicability of femininity and the ensu-
ing futility of the feminist rebellion (see, for exam-
ple, Lionel Tiger's “Male Dominance™ in the New
York Times Magazine, October 25, 1970). Conversely,
proponents of feminism have pointed to post-biolog-
ical conditioning and cultural socialization as pri-
mary sources of femininity, as if these contentions not
only proved that femininity was, after all, eradicable,
but that it was by definition undesirable. This scems
to be Firestonce’s position when she argues that over-
coming incquality between the sexes requires “elim-
inating differences”—that we find a definition of hu-
man nature independent of cither femininity or mas-
culinity.

Necither of these arguments really comes to terms
with the relevant issue; each accepts a framework for
discussion that can produce only confusion and dog-
ma. Both the biological determinists who see wom-
an’s nature as physiologically fixed and the environ-
mentalists who sce in it no more than a changing
product of cvolving cultures are guilty of two com-
mon fallacies: The first is what I will call the onion-
pecling fallacy and the second, more generally
known, is the naturalistic fallacy.

The onion-pecling strategy, which usually is a fore-
runner of the onion-peeling fallacy, presupposes that

Much of the argument about women’s
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the “real nature” of Woman (or Man) can be dis-
covered only by peeling away the layers of educa-
tion, socialization, role-identification, politicization,
indoctrination and acculturation in which “civiliza-
tion” has wrapped the “cssential being.” Thus to view
the essential being underlying Woman requires strip-
ping away the conditioned attributes of femininity
and womanliness until the naked, natural core is re-
vealed. However, what the onion-pecling fallacy sug-
gests about the onion-pecling strategy is that when all
of the multiple layers and sccondary accretions are
stripped away in the quest for the essential core, the
onion itself may disappear. Having no pith, the onion
quite literally is its multiple layers; the inside layers
are no more definitive of its nature than the outside
layers. (Indeed, the tree corollary indicates that the
outer layers may be more essential, carrying the vital
life sap.) Aggressive peelers may discover that in
denuding people of sexual and other social and cul-
tural roles they denude them of human essence alto-
gether. Strip away masculinity and femininity from
men and women and the result may be neuter things
with no discernible human identity at all. The warn-
ing that emerges from the onion analogy is that
women are not human beings clothed in a removable
mantle of femininity; they arc woman-human-beings
whose humanity is expressed in and through (among
other attributes) their womanhood. Humanness, pure
and simple, is a meaningless abstraction. The scarch
for the quintessential being underneath the culturally
conditioned woman must necessarily fail.

ven were it successful, it would have

little bearing on the feminist argument.
For—and this brings us to the naturalistic fallacy—
the fact that certain characteristics are “natural” or
biologically rooted is quite irrelevant to the uestion
of whether they are desirable or irreversible. Con-
versely, the fact that they may be acquired rather
than intrinsic docs not automatically make them un-
desirable or reversible. Some would argue that homo
sapiens kill by nature, but this is hardly a justification
for killing; others claim that loving is an acquired
trait, yet this clearly cannot delegitimate love. In fact,
whether femininity is natural or acquired cannot be-
gin to tell us anything about whether it is a justifiable
or attractive way of identifying a particular set of
human beings. The tiresome debate about biology
versus culture, nature versus conditioning, is finally
irrelevant. It asks questions that the onion-pecling
fallacy demonstrates cannot be decisively answered,
and it precipitates answers that—cven were they
legitimate—the naturalistic fallacy shows to be irrel-
cvant,

The only question worth asking then is “Do women
wish to define their identities by femininity?” If not,
by what other attributes? There is no going back to
essential human nature, no retricving of an abstract
humanness. Iumanity is always embodied in the con-
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no scttlement at the expense of children, nor permit
reform to become a smokescreen for narcissism.
They will compel society to permit women to work
under conditions of full equality, recognizing that
womanliness is not a function of housework or
child care but an identity and a style that can be ex-
pressed in any human occupation. Reforms must
also recognize that the labor market is full, that
there are far more jobseckers than jobs, even with-
out women in the market, that acquisitiveness and
competition arc in themselves inimical to liberation
and useless in the struggle to give meaning to leisure.

In view of these facts, reformers will neither ro-
manticize work nor glamorize labor. They will not,
in other words, urge men to become more paternal
and less competitive so that women can become less
maternal and more competitive. They will strive
rather to provide couples and their children with
more, not less, time together, giving both partners
an cqual share of parenthood and work in the hope
that families will be strengthened when sharp, ste-
reotvpical role differentiations are overcome. They
will, in this spirit, urge a radical restructuring of the
labor market that will permit the splitting of jobs
and the halving of schedules so that far more men
and women can work part of the time—expanding the
number of jobs while giving couples both an ade-
quate joint income and sufficient time to nourish
their intimacy and raise their children. They will
grant women legal rights over their bodies and pro-
vide alternate care centers for their children but will
maintain an cqual interest in the rights of children
to mecaningful parental care and thus urge parents
to develop life patterns that minimize the use of such
centers. They will confront the double standard in
sexual relations, not by encouraging increased pro-
miscuity and adultery by women, but by pressing for
increased commitment and fidelity in men, hoping to
create a climate in which both men and women will
benefit more from a freely chosen monogamy than
from the mandatory polygamy of our present timcs.
Iiven Frederick Engels, in his radical critique of
_ capitalist sexism, believed that real equality of wom-
en would “result far more effectively in men becom-
ing really monogamous than in women becoming
polygamous.”

Programs of reform will then seek always to en-
rich, never to impoverish, in the name of emancipa-
tion. In treating, for example, the sexist abusce of
language they will prefer reintroducing the distine-
tion between Master (or single men) and Mr. (for
married) to reducing Mrs. and Miss to an impover-
ished “Ms.” (though the universal “M.” for all forms
of address might be desirable if limited to formal
correspondence and communication). In confronting
the relationship between consumer capitalism and
the family, they will attempt to insulate the family
from contractualization, alienation and other capital-
ist pathologics rather than aiding capitalism- in it

liquidation of marriage. Understanding that the cap-
italist mentality has produced corrupt marital part-
nerships, they will use the revival of familial mu-
tualism as a weapon against an interest-infected so-
ciety. They will acknowledge the power of complex
myths in lending meaning to life and oppose the tech-
nocratization of interpersonal relations with the
same conviction that they support the mystery of
committed love. Everywhere they will prefer subtlety
to panacea, diversity to uniformity, mutuality to com-
petition, interdependence to separatism.

They will, in short, be deeply and radically sub-
versive of Western socicty’s institutionalized deca-
dence, not by echoing the fashionable scientistic
iconoclasm that is integral to the civilization it pre-
tends to assault, but by insisting that no civilization
can survive—much less remain free and just—unless
the human trinity of woman, man and child sanctifies
its spirit.

have not the slightest doubt that such a

program of reform will, because it is
much more arduous and far more radical, be far less
attractive to many of the women and men who
would like to see some change occur. To excoriate
marriage is casy; it is almost dead anyway. To cen-
sure men takes little courage; they are for the most
part as confused and impotent and ridden with de-
spair as women. To challenge the cthos of our civili-
zation is far more difficult, far less certain of suc-
cess. Narcissisms, technocracy, uniformity, simple-
mindedness, skepticism, competition, acquisitiveness,
impotence and despair are degenerative diseases of
advanced cultures that no society has previously
cured. To ask that women preoccupied with their
own condition concern themselves with the ills of the
world is to ask a great deal. Yet if their interest truly
is in the clusive liberation after which they have
named their movement, they have no choice but to
ask that of themsclves. Jean-Jacques Rousscau, sexist
that he was, understood it perfectly:

Liberty is a food casy to eat, but hard to digest:
it takes very strong stomachs to stand it. I Jaugh at
those debased pebplcs who, allowing themselves
to be stirred up by rebels, dare to speak of liberty
without having the slightest idea of its meaning,
and who imagine that, in order to be free, it is
enough to be insubordinate. O proud and holy
liberty! If those poor pcople could only know
thee, if they realized at what a price thou art won
and preserved; if they felt how much more austere
are thy laws than the yoke of tyrants is heavy:
their feeble souls would fear thee a hundred times
more than slavery; they would flce from thee in
terror, as from a burden threatening to crush them.

Women and men shall know this liberty together—
secured by mutual struggle, sustained by mutual
love—or they shall know it not at all.

(This is the second part of a two-part article.)



