
        
            
                
            
        


	Advance praise for
Good Will Toward Men (1994)

Passionate and intelligent… Good Will Toward Men may help us move away from unproductive divisiveness and empty, simplistic blaming, toward a new gender conviviality. This is a courageous book that steps outside the gender neurosis of our time, offering much-needed, if difficult, fresh perspectives on the efforts of us all to be individuals.

—      Thomas Moore, author of Care of the Soul and Soul Mates

A powerful and deeply moving book.

—      Nathaniel Branden, Ph.D., author of The Six Pillars of Self-Esteem

A provocative book that makes us take another look at what women really think about men.

—      Carol Cassell, Ph.D., author of Tender Bargaining: Negotiating an Equal Partnership With the Man You Love

Opens up the conversation between men and women in ways it has never been opened before.

—      Geoffrey Greif, Ph.D., author of Single Fathers

Good Will Toward Men shows us how our thinking regarding men requires some change. This book will help our relationships with men.

—      Jan Halper, Ph.D., author of Quiet Desperation: The Truth About Successful Men

Good Will Toward Men moves beyond the old. tired rhetoric of women’s rights vs. men’s rights. The powerful and intelligent female voices in this book herald a new era of cooperation and mature partnership between the sexes.

—      Aaron Kipnis, Ph.D., author of Knights Without Armor

An open-minded reading could go a long way toward healing the pain of betrayal felt by both men and women.

—      John Amodeo, Ph.D., author of Love and Betrayal, co-author of Being Intimate

It’s difficult to know who should be praised more—the twenty-two women who speak so compellingly and compassionately about men in this book, or Jack Kammer, who had the good sense to interview them. Good Will Toward Men represents a major contribution to men’s studies.

—      Professor Eugene R. August, Ph.D., Alumni Chair in the Humanities, University of Dayton

An important book, bound to stir controversy and, if read carefully, to stir the dialogue between men and women.

—      James A. Levine, Ph.D., Director, The Fatherhood Project, Families and Work Institute

The diverse women whose lively, forceful voices make up this eminently readable book all agree on one compelling conclusion: that women can never enjoy personal autonomy, liberty, or equality so long as either women or men remain strait-jacketed by society’s gender-based stereotypes. A welcome and needed book.

—      Nadine Strossen, National President, American Civil Liberties Union; Professor of Law, The New York Law School

The first step toward ending the battle of the sexes is to listen, listen, listen with compassion and good will to both sides. Jack Kammer’s book presents fresh, thought-provoking material for us to listen to.

—      Marvin Allen, M.A., psychotherapist, author of In the Company of Men: A New Approach to Healing for Husbands, Fathers and Friends

A wise, brave and long overdue book. Free of malice and ideological cant, the women here speak truths that millions of us, men and women both, will recognize from personal experience.

—      Harry Stein, former Ethics columnist for Esquire

Good Will Toward Men will create good will toward women. It will help turn the women's and men's movements into a gender transition movement. It will help turn the war between the sexes into love between the sexes.

—      Warren Farrell, Ph.D., author of The Myth of Male Power and Why Men Are the Way They Are

Good Will Toward Men presents the views of twenty-two fair- minded, optimistic, intelligent women who have broken through the wall of politically correct rhetoric and made some judgments of their own. A hopeful, healing book that is, I trust, the start of our next revolution.

—      Asa Baber, Playboy “Men” columnist

Jack Kammer does a fine job of facilitating the dialogue, bringing out a different perspective without alienating or polarizing the women he talks to. This is a fine book and I hope it’s widely read, because it’s badly needed.

—      Herb Goldberg, Ph.D., author of The Hazards of Being Male

A great and important book. Good Will Toward Men is a masterpiece that begins the bridging of the gender gap. It is water in the desert of gender-polarization and will become a rallying point for women and men of good will.

—      Douglas Gillette, co-author of King, Warrior, Magician, Lover

This wonderful book makes enchanting reading. The many voices of these diverse, intelligent women make powerful testimony for sanity and humanity. This is an important early step toward amnesty in the war between the sexes.

—      Katherine Dunn, author of Geek Love
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With praise, respect and thanks

to all the women in the world who
recognize women are not the only ones
who deserve praise, respect and thanks

 

Most of all Claire

 

 

 


The dialogue has gone on too long in terms of women alone. Let men join women in the center of the second stage.

—Betty Friedan

Redbook, May 1980

 

 

[O]ne societal hallmark of self-esteem seems to be an ability to both give and demand fairness… I gradually began to notice that many of the people I had been brought up to envy and see as powerful—mostly men from groups who were supposed to be the givers of approval—actually had the other half of the same problem I was experiencing. I had been raised to assume all power was outside myself, but they had been raised to place power almost nowhere but within themselves. Often, they were suffering, too. Just as the fantasy of no control was the enemy of my self-esteem, the fantasy of total control was the enemy of theirs.

—Gloria Steinem

Revolution from Within

 

 

When a person speaks their truth, there are growing pains. As men speak their truth, there will be problems for some women. For others this will be a welcome relief, because when a person speaks their truth, the potential for intimacy becomes so much greater.

—Jean Shinoda Bolen, M.D.

author of Goddesses in Everywoman and Gods in Everyman

 

 

Wars are caused not by conflict, but rather by the avoidance of
conflict.

—Michael Meade
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Introduction (2025)

What strikes me hardest about sexism against men is how little it has changed, except quite arguably only to have gotten worse, since 1994.

I now see that the book I hoped would open the door for wider, deeper expressions of good will toward men has only highlighted the paucity of it. I have come to see that what the interviews in this book are about primarily is bad will toward men, with the twenty-two interviewees doing their best to point out how harmful and pointless it is. In a flood, after all, the inundated must talk about water.

Perhaps it is time to seek the root of the problem: why is there so much bad will toward men? Why have researchers found that the strongest, deepest implicit bias of all is not against women, not against any racial or ethnic minority, but against men?1

No doubt the job description and social situation to which men are consigned in disparate cultures around the world, including ours, leads men into conflict, stress and unfortunate behavior, inevitably bolstering the negative notions that jump to mind when we hear the word “men.”

But why do we hold men’s difficulties as evidence of their supposed inferiority rather than as their commendable acceptance of the often onerous duties we expect and depend upon them to fulfill? How does it happen that we accept the peacefulness of women’s more peaceable social role as evidence of their supposedly inherently nurturing nature? And why have we failed so far to address the injustice of these two counterposing evaluations of the sexes that inevitably generate and promulgate so much negativity toward men?

In this era of antisocial media, virtually everyone has the opportunity and ability to disparage men.

But who has a motive?

In Appendix A, I present a Theory of the Case that today’s dominant strain of feminism has adopted a political strategy of libeling and slandering men for the primary purpose of preserving, protecting and defending women’s dominance of relationships, parenting in particular, in backlash against men’s deepening wish for parental equality.

For men, full and equal respect for fatherhood is the Holy Grail of the crusade against sexism. This is true even for men who do not aspire to raise children because the libels and slanders about men’s supposed inferiorities as parents operate against every man, any man wishing to be seen and treated as fully human.

We can hope that one day soon we will come to the realization that the very most sexist idea of all is that only one sex is ever sexist and only one sex has ever been harmed by sexism.

 

 

 


Introduction (2015)

I haven’t updated the book. I want you to see it as a time capsule.

Sometimes I think things have changed a lot between women and men since 1994 and I feel hope. Sometimes I think they haven’t changed much at all or have actually gotten worse and I am left with the sad feeling that the most intractable sexism of all is the idea that sexism harms only one sex.

 


Introduction (1994)

The purpose of Good Will Toward Men is to help defuse tensions between women and men. I will be happy if readers derive insights that assist them in finding and fostering healthy romance, but I will be infinitely more fulfilled if it can help correct some of our nation’s monstrous social maladies—the fragility of its families, the twisted views of manhood and womanhood our children are learning, the seething psychosexual anger and cynicism that is sapping our American optimism, joy, confidence and vigor.

America’s most intractable social problems, commonly ascribed to racism and economic disadvantage, may in fact also be based on other forms of prejudice and impoverishment. It seems quite clear that many of the men who are packing our prisons, who arrived there after wreaking violence, mayhem, pain and social discord, did not end up in jail because they, as men, “have all the power.” It seems instead that in a society that tells them they are nothing unless they have power—power very narrowly defined in economic and political terms—they either (1) attempted to steal, counterfeit or otherwise fake some or, (2) exploded with the frustration of having none even while being told they “have it all.” Clearly, something in addition to racism and economic hardship is at work in the problems of men in the underclass. Their problems affect us all.

I believe we can trace the woeful decline in American society back to the 1960s, and in large part to the ascendancy of the notion that men, especially in family life, are disposable at best, and the embodiment of all that is harmful at worst.

For thirty years we’ve heard an articulation of male-female issues primarily from a female point of view. Feminism is dominating the gender issues agenda by demanding and achieving wide consideration of such questions as “who has better jobs?” “who earns more money?” “how can we make men pay more child support?” and “who is in Congress?” The recent book Women Respond to the Men’s Movement clearly demonstrates modern feminism’s reluctance to expand the inquiry to include other questions, such as “who lives happier, richer, warmer, more connected, more fulfilling lives?” “what is power, anyway?” “don’t children need anything from their fathers other than money?” and “why is no one in Congress willing and able to see and address the problems facing men?” When I read Women Respond to the Men’s Movement, the title of another neo-feminist volume—Backlash—came ironically to mind.

To achieve better understanding and cooperation, to promote love and respect between women and men, we must disabuse ourselves of the notion that women are the only gender with valid items for the agenda, and that men constitute the only sex that has advantages to share. An image that often pops into my head is of women and men sitting across from each other at a negotiating table. The females are pointing at the males and saying “You do this wrong, you do this wrong, and you do this wrong. And to correct it you need to give us this, give us this and give us this.” Men are crossing their arms and turning away. “Okay, what’s in it for us?” is the natural and healthy question that seems never to have been answered, primarily because men have never thought or felt free to ask it.

Besides, men are largely unable even to articulate what it is that they would like to have coming their way across the negotiating table. Women’s domination of the public discussion of gender issues has made it nearly impossible for men—individually or collectively—to consider their needs. Men do not address the fact that they commit suicide four times more often than women, that men die seven years younger than women, that men are more likely to be alcoholic and abusive of drugs, that men often don’t know their kids, that men’s lives often are empty, mechanical and cold.

But men know deep in their hearts that one of the greatest shams ever concocted is the notion that by virtue of their gender they enjoy lives of power and privilege while women live lives of unmitigated degradation and oppression.

Notice that a few paragraphs ago I said, “For thirty years we’ve heard an articulation of male-female issues primarily from a female point of view.” I did not say “feminist point of view.” The feminist perspective is not the only female outlook that holds great sway in America. Feminists and conservative women like Phyllis Schlafly may think of each other as enemies, but they both focus on women’s wants and needs. The conservative women’s agenda, because it is supported by the status quo, is stated not as questions, challenges or demands, but as calm assertions of immutable fact. We often hear conservative women state with equanimity that “women’s essential nature is to nurture” and “women instinctively know what is best for children and families” and “men were put on this earth to be good providers.” Curiously, feminism, pursuing its unacknowledged backlash against men’s incipient inquiry into their situation, seems to be reembracing the prerogatives of motherhood and the exclusively economic focus on fatherhood, especially where divorce forces the questions of fairness, equality and the proper roles of men and women. This alignment of conservatism and feminism has left little room for people of progressive mind on issues of gender. We must carve out new territory in which men’s concerns—such as the ones discussed in this book—can be given due consideration.

Why, you might ask, must women be involved in initiating this process? If men really need a change, why don’t they just make it happen? The answer lies in a paradox. It could plausibly be argued—and it is, in fact, often said—that the reason only a few men are speaking up on the issues of their gender is that most men feel there is nothing to say, there are no problems. The premise of this book, however, is that the reason most men are not speaking up is precisely because there is so much to talk about. One of the things that most needs to be talked about is what keeps men from talking.

We would recognize the folly of mistaking a maximum security prison for a country club: “Nobody is leaving. It must be awfully nice in there.” Men, I would submit, are in the most maximum security prison of all, the prison that convinces its inmates that they are right where they want to be, that they are perfectly and enviably positioned to achieve all the success they want, that as economic providers they are admired, loved and appreciated, and that if they ever begin to think otherwise, they must have a “personal” problem to be denied and buried in shame.

The oft-stated notion that women’s work is undervalued has a corollary: men’s work is overvalued. Society’s ancient, single-minded focus on survival and efficiency viewed men’s difficult and lonely struggles on the front lines of production, protection and competition as absolutely essential. Perhaps because men’s traditional work is often inherently stressful and unrewarding in any spiritual or emotional sense, society must rely on customs and mores to rigorously enforce and persuasively induce men’s attendance to their narrow range of duties. Words like “failure” and “loser” suggest the power of enforcement. “Money” concisely names the inducement.

On the other hand, perhaps women’s traditional work of tending the home fire with the children is seen as inherently attractive and rewarding. Perhaps society is less in need of endowing it with artificial “value” to induce women to perform it, and is less insistent that women “prove” their womanhood by submitting to it. Perhaps society is less apprehensive about women experimenting with alternatives to “women’s work” than it is about men exploring different ways of being “manly.” Perhaps that is why women have been freer than men to talk about “choices” and have been able to achieve the widespread expansion of their gender roles we have seen in the past thirty years.

The question now is: what will women do with their ever-growing freedom? I am optimistic that women of good will, once they see the “male bastion” for what it is, will toss men the key: “Hey, snap out of it! That’s no country club you’re in. We’ll still love you if you leave it. We’ll adjust. We want our men to be alive and free.” But to the extent that women harbor doubts that they really want men to unlock their lives, to the extent that men perceive that women love them for staying where they are and doing what they do, men are unlikely to be convinced that freedom and options will bring them happiness. We need assurance that we can venture forth without losing women’s love and acceptance.

Another reason women must be involved in the discussion of men’s gender-based social concerns is that in discussions of sexism, men are the suspect class; we have been effectively defined as the enemies of gender justice. The women in Good Will Toward Men are helping to provide credibility for a new male-friendly agenda, and are suggesting actions and attitudinal changes that will make a real difference in relationships between women and men.

While reading this book, you might feel like a fly on the wall, eavesdropping on conversations about some of the most complex, confounding, fascinating, emotional and crucial issues facing women and men, indeed, all of American society today. If so, you might feel like a fly with opinions, experiences, attitudes and insights of your own. You might find yourself saying, “Wait, but what about…” and “Don’t say that! Say this.”

I find myself thinking the same things every time I look through the book. The interplay of gender issues between women and men generates an almost infinite network of thoughts, associations and lines of reasoning. None of these conversations would happen the same way twice.

If you adhere to feminism as “the pursuit of more rights for women,” rather than “the pursuit of equal rights between the sexes,” you will find this an exceedingly difficult book to stay with. I ask you please to resist saying, “Yes, but what about [a problem women face]…” and to devote your attention at least momentarily to the problems men endure. This book’s purpose is not to be in and of itself a balanced discussion of sexism; its purpose is to redress a much larger—societal—imbalance on that terribly complex subject. Few of this book’s 78,000 words are devoted to restating the very real problems of sexism against women, about which millions upon millions of words have been written. No one connected to this book denies or has forgotten the existence of sexism against women. We are attempting only to understand and demonstrate that sexism is a reciprocating engine.

The women who participated in the creation of Good Will Toward Men are heroes to me. I am grateful for their courage and magnanimity.

I owe it to them to make it perfectly clear that they have participated independently. Only one of the women knew the content of the conversations I had with any of the others, and she knew of only three. Any reader who is of a mind to criticize certain portions of this book should let his or her criticism be focused. The only idea we know with certainty that these women hold in common is a desire to find new approaches to old problems between women and men.

Each woman in the book had the right to approve the final version of her chapter. But rather than edit these dialogues extensively—a process that could go on forever—we cleared up the syntax a little, rearranged a few sections, and let them go, even if some of the things we said or the ways we said them surprised even us. The dialogues are intended as food for thought, as starting points rather than as academically rigorous expositions or the final word on any topic.

About me, you should understand that I have long had an abiding interest in what are described in shorthand as “men’s issues.” My first conscious effort in the field was In a Man’s Shoes, a radio talk show I started on the station at Towson State University near Baltimore, in 1983. In retrospect, I know that I’ve been concerned about sexism against males for a long, long time. I always knew, for instance, that there was something not quite flattering in the “compliment” I often heard in my youth: “You’re really good with babies—for a boy.”

Since developing a conscious awareness of the effects of sexism on men, I had a sixteen-month stint as the executive director of the National Congress for Men (now the National Congress for Men and Children), an organization dedicated to “preserving the promise of fatherhood” after divorce. Though never married and not a father, I understood intuitively that parenting was a central issue for men, in much the same way that earning money was crucial to women. As executive director of the National Congress for Men, I could feel the pain of childless fathers—and dealt firsthand with the anger their pain can generate.

I also developed a part-time career as a free-lance writer “specializing in gender-based social problems.” And, in 1991, a few friends and I established the Greater Baltimore Commission for Men, a nongovernmental body whose purpose was “to bring awareness of male gender issues to social policy-making, and to raise public awareness of the existence and consequences of anti-male bias and stereotyping of men and boys.” The support we had hoped to elicit for GBCM never materialized, and we disbanded fifteen months later.

With this background, I interviewed the women in this book not as a disinterested observer, but as a person whose feeling for the social significance of men’s issues is deep.

I hope this book will help convince men that it is okay to talk to women across the sometimes fiery gulf between the sexes, that women of good will can listen open-mindedly, and that we can reverse the vicious cycle of injury, accusation and noncommunication women and men are in today.

I hope this book will encourage women of good will to become more vocal in their conversations with other women who are trapped in the old mentality of concentrating only on their half of the gender dynamic.

I hope this book will provide impetus to American men to expand the process of talking among themselves about the predicament of their gender. Strengthening the culture, pride, and ethos of healthy masculinity is crucial to the healing of our nation.

 

 




Prologue

One day a few years ago, I was talking about gender issues with a friend of mine. “Did you ever notice,” he asked, “that we have the word misogyny to denote anger at women, but we don’t have a word—except misandry, which no one knows or uses—for anger at men?”

“Yes, I have,” I answered. “Isn’t that something?”

“It sure is,” he responded. “It just proves that in this man’s world, being angry at men is simply not allowed.”

Surprised, I said, “Gosh, I came to an entirely different conclusion.”

“How could you possibly come to a different conclusion?” he asked. “It’s obvious.”

“Well,” I began, “what’s the word for crossing the street against a light or in the middle of a block?”

“That’s jaywalking,” he answered.

“And what’s the word for crossing the street at an intersection with a green light?”

“There isn’t any word for that. It’s just called crossing the street.”

“And so maybe,” I suggested, “the reason we have a word to spotlight anger at women is because we want to punish and discourage it, and the reason we don’t have a word for anger at men is because, like crossing the street with a green light, it has complete social sanction.”

My friend had no response—other than to insist that surely I must be wrong.

 


Cathy Young

Cathy Young is a free-lance writer specializing in women’s issues. Her work has appeared in the Washington Post, The Wall Street Journal, Reason and The New Republic.

She is the author of Growing Up in Moscow, a memoir of her life before she emigrated from the Soviet Union to the United States. at the age of sixteen. In 1992 she became one of the cofounders of the Women’s Freedom Network, an organization of “dissident feminists.” Cathy was born in 1963.

Jack: You consider yourself a feminist?

Cathy: Yes, I do.

Are there feminists who might quarrel with you?

I think there are feminists and nonfeminists who would quarrel with me. I was talking to a man about women’s issues and when I said I was a feminist, he said, “No, you’re not. You’re not biased against men. You’re not a male-basher.”

So, some people would not consider me a feminist because they associate feminism with something negative. On the other hand, some feminists would not consider me a feminist because they, too, associate feminism with male-bashing—only they think male-bashing is good. They would say that because I don’t automatically assume that women are always oppressed by men and are always victims of men, and don’t always take the woman’s side in any conflict between women and men, I am therefore not a feminist.

I believe very strongly that people are people regardless of gender. I don’t think what one is or what one does in life is primarily determined by whether you’re male or female, although I do think there are some tendencies which may be biological in men and women. I think there is a great deal of overlap in these tendencies and that we are individuals first. I believe that makes me a feminist.

On the subject of feminism, what would you say to American men?

I would say that the male-bashers do not speak for all women, though they like to pretend they do, that the vast majority of women are interested in loving partnership with men. I think a lot of women today unfortunately are being seduced by the propaganda of victimhood.

One very obvious example is the crusade against sexual harassment. It started out with good intentions, as an effort to point out that if a boss pressures a woman for sexual favors, she may feel that she is not really free to refuse. But now truly trivial experiences that some women find annoying, even if most women don’t, are being redefined as sexual harassment. The current radical feminist perspective on what constitutes sexual harassment is the perspective of the most vulnerable woman, which translates easily into the most hypersensitive woman.

In all fairness, one could cite cases in which valid complaints are not taken seriously, such as a recent case involving the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms, in which several women apparently were quite egregiously harassed. But that’s one of the dangers in the tendency to overblow trivial charges—it desensitizes people to the serious stuff. So on the one hand this is dangerous to men because it can make a paranoid woman the arbiter of a man’s fate. On the other hand, it is dangerous to women because it can lead to the dismissal of serious abuse charges.

What is all this doing to efforts to establish better relationships between women and men?

A male friend of mine who teaches at a college in New York told me that he has decided that he is never going to close the door if he has a female student in his office, because of his fear of being accused of harassment. Certainly that’s not very good for the woman, because instead of giving his attention to her education, his mind is going to be on protecting himself from accusations of harassment.

Also, I’ve heard women express concerns that they may not be invited to business conferences that include overnight trips because the men are afraid she’ll allege they made a pass at her in the hotel. Recently a male friend who works at a magazine told me very casually that he had stayed at the office with his boss working very late, until nine or ten o’clock. And then he paused and said, “I bet if I were a woman, the boss would have been afraid to do that, because he would have been worried about accusations of harassment.” If a woman editor doesn’t get late-night assignments, that means she’s not as valuable a worker and she doesn’t get promoted.

 

Old-fashioned notions of propriety also work against professional women on [Capitol] Hill. Several complained that many lawmakers do not travel on business with female staff, particularly if the woman is attractive…

Others said that many lawmakers are reluctant to take female employees to working dinners or to other after-hours events. “A lot of members, especially now, given the recent scandals, are aware of ‘appearances,’” [a legislative aide] said.

Richard Morin

Washington Post

February 21, 1993

in a page one article alleging sexual harassment in Congress

You mentioned that if the professor has possible accusations of sexual harassment on his mind, it’s not good for the woman student.

Obviously, it’s also not good for the professor.

Could you explain that? How do you think it might damage the professor?

It just detracts from his working environment. I’ll tell you a story which I witnessed myself when I was still in college in ’87. I was taking a course on human sexuality and we had a young woman in the class who had appointed herself to be the feminist watchdog. She was constantly pouncing on the professor for the most idiotic things. For instance, I remember that when he was talking about something that clearly applied only to men, to some male sexual characteristics, he used the word “people.” So this young woman jumps up and says “Ah hah! So you’re implying that women are not people, only men are people!” Another time we were discussing sex crimes, rape in particular. Our professor said that experts believe there are several types of rapists who are motivated by different things. Some are motivated by anger toward women and the desire to humiliate and dominate them. Others are primarily motivated just by violent impulses, and also commit a lot of violence against men. Some simply are either unable or unwilling to control their sexual urges. This young woman raises her hand and says in a very, very belligerent manner, “You’re glamorizing rape. You are trying to make rape sexy.” She insisted that all rapists are motivated by hatred and the desire to humiliate and dominate women, and to say anything else is totally unacceptable. Later she bragged about filing a complaint against him and getting him into trouble. He had to write a lot of letters justifying his conduct and explaining why he believed it was not sexist.

As long as the radicals can get moderate women to believe that they are really fighting for women’s rights, they have a winning issue. I think we need to inform both women and men about what some of the ideologues are like. For instance, how many people know that Catharine MacKinnon, who has emerged as one of the leading spokeswomen about rape and sexual harassment, has pretty much said explicitly that heterosexual sex is rape? I’m sure that if people knew she held these views, they really wouldn’t be listening to what she has to say on these issues.

Yet Peter Jennings had her as one of the panelists on ABC’s special on Men, Sex and Rape in May of 1992, and Tom Brokaw had her as one of NBC’s lead commentators on the Thomas-Hill hearings.

That’s right. And that brings me to another element of what helps radical feminists take over the field. I think a big part of it is guilt-ridden men who walk around all day apologizing for being male.

What radical feminist allegation do you think might be most effective at inducing feelings of guilt in men?

I think there’s a generalized charge of men having power over women and abusing it. Another very similar but really more far-reaching and, in my opinion, more ominous thing is the proliferation of so-called rape-prevention workshops in which male college freshmen are sometimes essentially badgered into conceding that they may have raped some of their seemingly willing sexual partners if they didn’t ask for and obtain an explicit “yes.”

Why is the question of the explicit “yes” not asked of all the women who have had sex?

You make a very good point. Some campus date rape guidelines say that there has to be consent to the specific act of penetration.

The word penetration is blatantly one-sided. The only person who can penetrate is the male. Why is it that we don’t talk about envelopment?

The one-sided presentation of female forced sex incidence rates may have fostered a negative and unrealistic public perception of college students—that men are aggressive and exploitative and that women are passive and victimized. These findings suggest that reality is much more complicated: Both men and women engage in a continuum of sexually exploitative behaviors ranging from verbal pressure to use of physical restraint and force.

Cindy Struckman-Johnson, Ph.D.

“Forced Sex on Dates: It Happens to Men, Too”

The Journal of Sex Research, Vol. 24, p. 241, 1988

Good point. I recently read an article in a scholarly journal which specifically considered the question of definitions of rape. Some studies define rape as any sexual acts involving drugs or alcohol—if the woman was drunk or stoned. And again, if a woman has sex with a man who is drunk, no one is asking if she raped him.

One of the major points you write about is that feminism originally talked about the need for women to get more assertive.

Sure.

Now we have a brand of feminism urging upon women the assumption of victimhood.

Absolutely. It’s very gratifying to some people to turn every trivial annoyance into a cosmic drama of oppression and struggle for liberation in which they are the perfectly good, perfectly innocent, oppressed victims and the people annoying them are absolutely evil. It also exonerates them of responsibility for their actions. If a woman has had sex with a man and feels bad about it later and thinks, “Oh, I really shouldn’t have had sex with that jerk,” she can persuade herself that it really wasn’t voluntary. He forced her and therefore she doesn’t have to confront what it was about her behavior that got her into that situation. And I’m not saying, by the way, that provocative behavior on the part of the woman justifies rape. But I do think she has a responsibility to clearly make the point that she doesn’t want to have sex.

I’m looking for a theme here, a key as to what is motivating this brand of feminism.

A desire for power, I think.

Why would feminism want women to be able to do whatever they want? Is it because they perceive men as being able to do whatever they want?

That’s a good question. That could be the case. What is it that motivates people to seek power? I think there is such a thing as power lust. And for a certain type of personality there is great satisfaction in imposing your will on other people. I think also that some people are sincerely misguided. Some people perceive women as being victimized by men at every step in their lives. I think they are motivated by the desire to help women, but also I think some of the ideologues are seeking power not so much for women in general as for themselves and for their clique.

The new girls network?

I guess you could call it that. Yeah, that’s very much the case, especially with the women’s studies phenomenon in which women are trying to dictate the curriculum and write campus codes that would turn ninety percent of the men into rapists. In my view there’s good empowerment and there’s bad empowerment. Good empowerment is essentially giving people power over their own lives. Bad empowerment is giving them power over other people’s lives. I think that the radical feminists are interested very much in the second kind of empowerment.

Is that drive for power motivated by a belief that women should exercise power over men’s lives because women are just better, they are more moral?

I think for some feminists that is the case. It amazes me, for instance, that we have a major female newspaper columnist, Anna Quindlen, who has repeatedly expressed her view that women are morally superior to men. She gets a Pulitzer prize. She is a very hot item. Now just imagine that you have a male columnist who had explicitly written of his belief that men are superior to women and should therefore be in command. He certainly wouldn’t be writing a column for The New York Times, much less getting a Pulitzer. 

In what ways does she say that women are superior to men?

During the 1992 election campaign she said, “If we really believe… that there’s not a male politician in America who hasn’t slept around, I’ve got a solution for the future. Look for a woman.” Then she said, “If we really believe… that our political leaders don’t have a clue about real life, look for a woman.” And she said, “I’ve rarely met a woman who didn’t know more about the supermarket, the bus stop and the prevailing winds than her male counterparts. Not to mention child care, human rights, abortion, the minimum wage and sexual harassment.”2*

What would you say is the best refutation of that line of thinking?

First of all, there is simply no evidence that women in office are more compassionate or more ethical than men. In fact, Carol Moseley Braun, who was elected to the Senate as part of this wave of new women, is reported to have some really big ethical problems. I’m not saying that she’s unique in this, because certainly a lot of male congressmen have ethical problems. All I’m saying is she’s certainly no better in that respect.

It’s amazing how this is really a return to the Victorian view of woman, that women don’t sleep around, even though a lot of surveys now suggest that female rates of adultery are almost as high as the rates for men. But Anna Quindlen tells us that women don’t sleep around. And I might add that in states where women are represented in large numbers in the legislatures, they have been every bit as likely as men to be involved in corruption scandals. There was a case in Arizona recently where a large number of legislators were caught in a sting operation involving bribery and organized crime. Several of the major culprits in that incident were women.

Was Carol Gilligan’s book the starting point, the seed of this new branch of sexist feminism?

Partially.

How would you describe the Gilligan book?

Carol Gilligan’s book, In A Different Voice, argues that there are distinctly male and female ways of making moral judgments. That women make moral judgment based on caring for other people, caring for their needs, caring for intimacy and relationships. And men’s moral judgments are based on abstract notions of people’s rights as opposed to their needs.

“Abstract” seems like a loaded word.

Well, certainly, it is a loaded word. Abstract rights versus real needs? Which one do you prefer? Men make moral judgments based on autonomy, considering every person in a context that is isolated from other people.

That’s just spin control, isn’t it? Couldn’t we put a negative spin on what Carol Gilligan says about the way women think and make moral judgments, and put a positive spin on what she says about the way men make moral judgments?

Certainly: men have principles and women are so eager to please others that it’s the only thing they care about. This is something that feminists used to complain about—that women were socialized to please other people rather than think of their own integrity and their own personal goals. The only problem, which is highly ironic, is that the feminine traits that Carol Gilligan puts a positive spin on were also viewed very positively by the Victorians. They were seen as feminine virtues. And it was early feminists who defined these things as flaws, not male chauvinists, as the new feminists—the followers of Carol Gilligan—are claiming.
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