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            INTRODUCTION: NEW WORLD WOMEN

            ROBIN MORGAN

            

            THIS IS A TRULY American book—in the oldest sense
                    and the newest, the broadest sense and the deepest.

            It’s American in the oldest sense because it gleams with the
                    vision of a New World, but one based on genuinely democratic, holistic values,
                    following Native American models: as Cherokee feminist Rayna Green wrote in her
                    article representing the United States in Sisterhood Is Global, “A
                    feminist revolution here would simply honor American tradition, not overthrow
                    it.”

            It’s American in the newest sense because we’ve crossed the
                    threshold into a (Common Era) fresh century and millennium. More new knowledge
                    has been acquired in the past forty years than in the previous 5,000. That
                    knowledge—whether about DNA, contraceptives, computers, the environment, our
                    human and animal neighbors on this shrinking planet, the neighboring planets in
                    this galaxy, or anything else—affects us all, including the numerical majority
                    of the human species: women.

            It’s American in the broadest sense because the United States,
                    with its many faults, is still the most multiracial, multiethnic, multicultural
                    nation in the world, a microcosm of the world, a still-fragile experiment
                    with enormous potential—and because the U.S. Women’s Movement, with all
                        its imperfections, is still the most inclusive social justice
                    movement in history.

            Last, this book is American in the deepest sense because it
                    proudly sings feminism, which—far from being a “special interest group”
                    phenomenon—represents the well-being of the U.S. majority (women), and
                    the sanity and humanity of the minority (men), and because feminism affects
                    every aspect of society in an ultimately transformative manner. We might as well
                    grasp the enormity of our own endeavor: the U.S. Women’s Movement is tactically
                    situated to change Earth’s now-sole superpower from acting like the bullying
                    scourge of the planet into actually living up to its rhetoric as the hope of the
                    world.

            I write this at a time of crisis, fourteen months after the
                    September 11, 2001 attacks. The nation teeters on the brink of initiating an
                    aggressive war no one but oil magnates and politicians seem to want. Across the
                    country, ordinary good people express anxiety, depression, mistrust,
                    helplessness, and anger at major institutions of American life that are
                    imploding in layers of hypocrisy and betrayal. Disillusion has not yet healed
                    from wounds to the electoral process and judicial autonomy—our democracy’s twin
                    pride—in the 2000 presidential race, given Florida’s disenfranchisement of
                    voters and the Supreme Court’s descent into partisan politics. Disillusion grows
                    over a cruelly imbalanced economy (the most unequal distribution of wealth in
                    the industrialized world), whose leaders prate “family values” but practice
                    support for CEOs, not kids—and that disillusion is aggravated by corruption the
                    business community can no longer conceal, with scandals devastating at least six
                    major corporations to date. Disillusion and fear deepen about the intensifying
                    erosion of our prized civil liberties, while disillusion and rage mount over the
                    callousness of U.S. foreign policy and the ineffectiveness of domestic security.
                    Disillusion and bitterness spread against religious institutions for covering up
                    sexual abuse by clergymen—most dramatically, though certainly not exclusively,
                    of children by Roman Catholic priests protected by the Church hierarchy. It
                    could all be stated this way: “With the moral chaos that surrounds us on every
                    side, the corruption in the state, the dissensions in the church, the jealousies
                    in the home, what thinking mind does not feel that we need something new and
                    revolutionary in every department of life?” That was written by Elizabeth Cady
                    Stanton and Susan B. Anthony for the first issue of the newspaper they published
                    from 1868 to 1870, defiantly titled The Revolution. They then answered
                    their own question: “The name speaks its purpose. It is to revolutionize. It is
                    radicalism practical, not theoretical. It is to effect changes through
                    abolitions, reconstructions, and restorations. It is to realize ancient visions,
                    answer longuttered prayers, and fulfill old prophecies.”

            Radicalism practical. The Women’s Movement.

            
                A Tale of Three Sisterhoods …

                The U.S. Women’s Movement is in a sense the victim of its own
                        success: our accomplishments, while almost never credited to feminism, are
                        construed as negating the need for feminism. In our young country,
                        American women (and men) often suffer from ahistoric unawareness, find
                        ourselves vulnerable to superficial media interpretation, and risk becoming
                        more reactive than proactive because of too little strategizing about the
                        future. Partly, that’s traceable to the lack of an accessible recent
                        history,insightful perspectives on the present, and the articulation of
                        visionary yet pragmatic strategies. We enjoy a renaissance in feminist
                        writing: literature, political theory, scholarly research. But with
                            Sisterhood Is Powerful now available only in hard-to-find copies,
                        there’s no “entry” book, no “primer,” no composite mural of the vastness
                        that now comprises U.S. feminism(s). And there’s no single,
                        trustworthy, populist, portable resource that offers women—and men of
                        conscience—the multifaceted truths about where we’ve been, are now, and are
                        going. This book aims to meet that need.

                The year 2000 marked the thirtieth anniversary of
                            Sisterhood Is Powerful’s publication.1 Thirty years steadily in print is quite a record—a
                        particularly delicious one since, as I was compiling that anthology,
                        publishing colleagues urged me to hurry the deadline, fearing that if we
                        didn’t rush into print, “this women’s lib thing” would vanish in six
                        months. Yet SIP soon became a classic, the personal ticket to
                        feminist consciousness for millions of women. Other feminist anthologies
                        came and went—but the famous chunky book with the red-on-white cover and
                        feminist symbol kept going: serving as the basic primer of women’s studies
                        in thousands of high-school, college, and graduate courses, becoming
                        indispensable to libraries, researchers, and classes in sociology, political
                        science, psychology, sexuality, gender studies, men’s studies, lesbian/gay
                        studies, American studies, black studies,2
                        etc. Sisterhood Is Powerful inspired the first feminist grant-giving
                        organization in U.S. history, The Sisterhood Is Powerful Fund, which I
                        established with the royalties.3
                        Authoritarian regimes of the Right and Left—South Africa’s apartheid
                        administration, the Chinese government, the Chilean military junta—banned
                        the menacing little anthology, but the American Librarians’ Association
                        listed Sisterhood Is Powerful among The 100 Most Influential Books of
                        the Twentieth Century, alongside the works of Marx, Freud, and Einstein. I
                        can’t count the number of women who, over these decades, have kindly come up
                        to me—after speeches, on picket lines, in airports, even at the grocery
                        checkout—simply to say, “Sisterhood Is Powerful changed my life.
                        Thanks.”

                It changed mine, too. So right back at you:
                        Thanks.

                In 1984, my second Sisterhood anthology, Sisterhood
                            Is Global—fourteen years in the making and covering more than eighty
                        countries—came out,4 inviting critical
                        praise and even more academic course adoption (in addition to the
                        disciplines mentioned above: international affairs, development studies,
                        law, anthropology, environmental studies, and diplomacy). Alice Walker
                        called Sisterhood Is Global “one of the most important human rights
                        documents of the century.” Contributors included major figures like the late
                        Simone de Beauvoir (with her final statement on feminism), and introduced to
                        Western readers various writers who subsequently found U.S. audiences for
                        their own books. SIG spun off into activism, inspiring the first
                        international feminist think tank, The Sisterhood Is Global Institute (www.SIGI.org). It was published
                        in a United Kingdom Commonwealth edition (London: Penguin, 1985), and a
                        Spanish edition, Mujeres del Mundo (Barcelona: Editions Hacer, 1993).
                        Despite major political shifts in Eastern Europe, South Africa, and South
                        America, the statistics on women’s status ironically stayed virtually the
                        same, so SIG remained timely and stayed in print for twelve years.
                        When the rights reverted to me in 1996, I readily agreed to The Feminist
                        Press’s request to bring the book back into print immediately. That
                        edition—for which I wrote a new, updating preface—thrives to this
                        day.

                I’ve been asked about the so-called secret of these
                        anthologies, what fosters their popularity and unusual longevity, why many
                        regard them as “definitive.” The question is flattering, but there’s no
                        secret—or if there is, the components are simple: (1) commissioning
                        brand-new articles from a deliberately audacious mix of voices: famous
                        through moderately known to virtually unknown contributors; (2) being
                        broadly inclusive so as to be representative, while honestly acknowledging
                        the impossibility of ever being exhaustive; (3) respecting—in fact
                        celebrating—the personal voice and experience of each contributor:
                        her humor, passion, anger, and the integrity of her unique perspective; (4)
                        nurturing each piece via the editing process to forge its information and
                        energy into a bridge between the contributor’s reality and the reader’s,
                        toward an electrifying moment of recognition—what elsewhere I’ve termed the
                        “You, too?!” Epiphany. The process isn’t easy. But it’s worth
                        it.

                Like Sisterhood Is Powerful, this collection focuses on
                        the U.S. Women’s Movement and its multiple constituencies—for two reasons.
                        First, Sisterhood Is Global remains in print and relevant; second,
                        the U.S. movement has grown exponentially during the past three decades, so
                        a mere updating of Sisterhood Is Powerful couldn’t possibly suffice.
                        A new, American Sisterhood, for today and the future, was needed. And
                        it is needed, because contemporary feminism is here to stay.
                        Hence the title of this book. We ain’t goin’ backward, crazy, under, or
                            away.

                We’ve spent almost forty years building a vital, alternate
                        feminist “establishment”—visionaries, theorists, organizers, leaders, and
                        activists who’ve created and solidified concepts and institutions that have
                        profoundly transformed the ways Americans live, how we perceive ourselves
                        and the world. The contents page lists many of these well-known women,
                        addressing and updating specific subjects with which they’re most associated
                        through years of activism. But fresh feminist definitions are also bursting
                        forth from younger women, teenagers, and girls; these voices—enthusiastic,
                        determined, sometimes surprising—are proudly featured here. The energy of
                        dialogue hums across these pages, a communication spanning not only race,
                        ethnicity, age, class, and sexual-preference/orientation differences, but
                        among such previously ignored, silenced, or marginalized constituencies as
                        disabled women, old women, women on welfare, women in prison, and
                        prostituted women fighting sexual slavery.

                This is what I call multidimensional feminism, or “a
                        multiplicity of feminisms.”5

            

            
                Why Here? Why Now?

                Some may wonder: Why a new anthology specific to the United
                        States? Isn’t feminism old-hat here, having already triumphed? (I must’ve
                        been in the shower and missed it.) Haven’t American women “got it made,”
                        especially when our situation is compared with women’s circumstances in many
                        other countries? Shouldn’t we aim our activism only outward at, say, the
                        plight of Afghan women? Such questions expose a triple ignorance: about
                        women’s current status in the United States, about the dynamism of
                        international feminism, and about the impact that activism here has
                        abroad.

                Wherever women are, we constitute, in effect, a colony:
                        low on (controlling) technology, intensive on labor, and often “mined for
                        our natural resources”—e.g., sexuality and offspring.6 Still, a few specifics never hurt. So here are
                        some signs of progress hardwon by American women. Here, too, is some
                        evidence of why we’ll be “post-feminist” only when we’re
                        “post-patriarchy.”

                
                    	In 1970, when Sisterhood Is Powerful was published, one woman was in
                        the Senate and 12 were in the House of Representatives. At this writing, a
                        record 13 women7 sit in the Senate (out of
                        100) and a record 60 sit in the House (out of 435); not one committee in the
                        107th Congress is headed by a woman. There are 12 African American women in
                        the House (plus one delegate and one Caribbean American delegate), and 6
                        Latinas; in September 2002, we mourned the death of Representative Patsy
                        Mink, a feminist leader, an Asian American, and the first woman of color
                        ever to be elected to Congress. Currently, there are no women (or men) of
                        color in the Senate. Women account for only 13 percent of the world’s
                        parliamentarians, and the U.S. ranks 45th in representation of women in
                        national legislatures or parliaments worldwide.8 Women now comprise approximately 20 percent of
                        state legislators in the U.S., also a record. There have been only 19 women
                        state governors in U.S. history (a record high of 5 currently sitting) with
                        a record 10 women having won their state primaries now poised for the
                        November 2002 elections.9 (As Pat
                        Schroeder urges here in her sharp witted article on electoral politics, this
                        is a job category lots of women should be seeking.)

                    	In 1970, the number of women Supreme Court justices was zero; currently it’s
                        two out of nine. (As Catharine MacKinnon makes clear in her essay, law has
                        the power to revolutionize our lives—but not until we clasp the power to
                        revolutionize law.)

                    	In 1970, women earned 59.4 cents to every dollar men earned; today, overall,
                        women earn 76 percent of what men earn (though the narrowing gap is partly
                        due to a drop in men’s earnings, and mostly affects single employed
                        women). Three quarters of U.S. women working fulltime still make less than
                        $25,000 a year; more than a third of all employed U.S. women earn less than
                        $10,000. The “Workplaces” section of this anthology brims with the figures,
                        and the “Juggling Jeopardies” section disaggregates still more workforce
                        statistics by race, ethnicity, immigration status, disability, and prison
                        labor. But here’s a taste: women in executive, administrative, and
                        managerial positions earn 68 percent of what their male counterparts earn;10 women pharmacists get 86 percent of
                        what male colleagues earn, women college professors 77 percent, women
                        surgeons 76 percent, women lawyers 70 percent. Women have made progress
                        breaking into traditionally male-dominated fields though, of course, they
                        earn less: women engineers earn 82 percent of what men do, women
                        construction workers 74 percent, women truckdrivers 71 percent; the number
                        of women veterinarians increased 22-fold from 1989 to 2001 (this is the
                        fastest gaining occupation for women, who are now almost 43 percent of
                        vets), but they earn 15 percent less than male vets.11 And here’s a shock: in traditionally
                            female fields, women also earn less than men: nurses 94 percent,
                        social workers 93 percent, elementary-school teachers 90 percent,
                        food-preparation service workers 89 percent. Half the workforce isn’t
                        covered by the Family and Medical Leave Act, and 80 percent of working-poor
                        mothers have less than one week of sick leave per year.

                    	Unionized women earn 31 percent more than non-union women, but while women
                        constitute almost 40 percent of trade-union members worldwide, only one
                        percent of trade-union leaders are women.12 Women holding jobs particularly vulnerable to
                        exploitation—housecleaners, maids, nannies, home-aid caregivers, etc.—are
                        attempting to union-organize.13 Over 90
                        percent of those who care for children and/or a disabled, frail, ailing, or
                        dying adult in the home are women; 43 percent of care-givers report incomes
                        under $30,000; 76 percent of caregivers are unpaid—yet the
                        estimated value of family care of adults alone is more than $200 billion per
                            year.14 (Theresa Funiciello’s cogent,
                        demystifying article on how poor women are kept poor—and how that’s
                        connected to the unvalued caregiving of all women—offers specifics
                        and solutions.) An American woman is five times more likely to die in
                            poverty than an American man.


                    	Even in the nonprofit world, inequity persists. Over half of all personal
                        wealth in the United States is now held under women’s names (attempts to
                            control their own wealth are another story); but less than 7
                        percent of grants from traditional funding sources go to programs for women
                        and girls—a percentage that’s barely changed since 1995. Women in the
                        nonprofit sector earn less than their male counterparts, and look
                            where they are: women are the chief executives at organizations
                        with annual budgets of $500,000 or less, but men hold 76 percent of those
                        jobs at organizations with budgets of more than $5 million, and 88
                            percent of top jobs at organizations with budgets over $50
                            million.15 That’s called systemic
                            power—even over the cash necessary to try to change the
                        system.

                    	Visibility itself remains an issue. Approximately 90 percent of lead
                        characters in educational TV are male—as are 87 percent of experts cited on
                        public affairs and news programs, and 80 percent of the decision-making
                        characters in top films.

                    	There’s been major progress in sports, thanks to feminist agitation, an
                        athlete named Billie Jean King, and a little law called Title IX (currently
                        under assault by conservatives). In 1974, there were 107 female pro tennis
                        players, 18 tournaments and $1 million in prize money; by the late 1990s
                        there were more than 1,100 pro players, 54 tournaments, and $38 million in
                        prize money. In 1970, one in 27 girls participated in high-school sports; by
                        2000, it was one in less than three girls. Barbara Findlen’s spirited
                        report celebrates the progress, but sounds the alarm about current
                        threats—including backlash, persistent homophobia, and exploitative
                        commercial marketing.

                    	Attitudinal and “lifestyle” change has been dramatic—and the too-modest
                        Women’s Movement should claim credit from the rooftops. In 1972, almost 43
                        percent of women said sex before marriage was wrong; by 1996, it had fallen
                        to 27 percent.16 Demographics reflect
                        women marrying later, having kids later, having fewer kids, deciding to have
                        kids without marrying at all, and deciding to live full lives without having
                        any kids. As definitions of “family” broaden, by 2001, traditional “nuclear”
                        families for the first time constituted less than 25 percent of American
                        households. Bible Belt couples are among the high marriage casualties: the
                        divorce rate in Arkansas, Oklahoma, Tennessee, etc., is roughly 50 percent
                        above the national average, and happens to coincide with areas that have the
                        highest rates of domestic violence.17 (No
                        wonder the Bush II administration and its Rightwing religious-fundamentalist
                        base push legislation to promote marriage!) We’ve made great gains in
                        liberating language: nonsexist terminology is now largely mandated in
                        government usage, as well as at most business, media, religious, and other
                        institutions—all of which change slowly, only under pressure. Because the
                        struggles of one generation tend to provoke the next generation’s yawns,
                        it’s naturally hard for younger women fully to comprehend that their mothers
                        (or older sisters), if married, could not get bank accounts of their own;
                        that an accidental pregnancy meant bearing an unwanted child or risking
                        likely death in an illegal back-alley abortion; that it was normal to call a
                        secretary “Cutie” but unheard of to call a secretary of state “Her
                        Excellency”; that it was impossible to take a course in women’s history,
                        much less major in women’s studies—since neither existed.

                    	Science itself, ostensibly unbiased, is being freed from embedded male bias
                        by contemporary feminism. Natalie Angier’s witty, informative article on
                        biology is fine evidence of that. More evidence is provided by Carol
                        Gilligan, reporting on how psychology is experiencing a “quiet revolution”
                        by including women’s presence, values, and realities (back in 1970, Freud
                        still reigned supreme). Only since 1995 has the federal government, after
                        decades of movement agitation, mandated broad representation of both sexes
                        in agency-funded medically relevant research grants (see Pat Schroeder’s
                        behind-the-scenes story on how that happened). One result among many:
                        in March 2002 (in a study published in the Psychological Review of
                        the American Psychological Association), UCLA researchers identified key
                        biobehavioral patterns used by women to manage stress. They named the
                        patterns “tend and befriend,” noting that women, like the females of many
                        species, respond to stressful conditions by protecting and nurturing their
                        young (tend) and seeking contact and support from others, especially other
                        females (be-friend). This is in contrast, say the researchers, to the “fight
                        or flight” behavior (aggressive response or withdrawal) men show under
                        stress, which had been assumed to be the norm for men and women.18 This finding means a re-evaluation of
                        all stress-management studies—one example of how scientific findings vital
                        to everyone are enhanced when not based on less than half the
                        population.

                    	Internationally, a brief status report is heartening—and heart-breaking.
                        Over the years, attendance at international women’s conferences has grown
                        exponentially. International, regional, and national women’s NGOs
                        (non-governmental organizations) have been networking and litigating, using
                        the hard-won 1998 landmark decision of the UN that finally recognized rape
                        as a war crime.19 Similarly,we’ve been
                        building precedent, using UN Security Council Resolution 1325 (passed in
                        2000 after intense feminist lobbying), which recognizes the crucial role of
                        women in conflict prevention, resolution, and management, as well as in
                        peace building. In 2001, after three decades of Women’s Movement pressure,
                        Amnesty International became the first human-rights organization to define
                        circumstances of private violence against women as torture. Feminists have
                        even forced the World Bank to concede the centrality of women’s activism to
                        sustainable development. In the spring of 2002, international demographers
                        expressed shock that what feminists have been saying for decades is actually
                            true: when women—no matter how poor or illiterate—gain control
                        over their reproductive lives, population declines (in India, for example,
                        by 2100 there may be 600 million fewer people than demographers had
                        predicted). Further-more, once choice—not imposed “population control”—is
                        available, women start pushing for greater decision-making roles in families
                        and society, more literacy training, more economic independence.20


                

                But wait. Contrast the above with the Bush
                        administration’s July 2002 decision to cut off all $34 million in funds for
                        the United Nations Population Fund (UNFPA)—in every one of the 142 countries
                        where it operates. The rationale? Protest at China’s coercive-contraception
                        population policy, even though the State Department found no evidence that
                        U.S. dollars have ever been channeled into such programs. (A secondary
                        excuse cited was lack of funds—ironic, considering the priorities.21) The administration even insisted the
                        phrase “reproductive health services” be deleted from documents of the UN
                        Earth Summit in South Africa, as their anti-choice voter base feels such a
                        phrase connotes abortion. Let’s forget for a moment that the U.S. has the
                        highest teen pregnancy and infant death rates of any industrialized nation;
                        let’s focus on the global effect of such a vicious policy—on health,
                        life expectancy, population. Pregnancy is the leading cause of death among
                        girls age 15 to 19 in most poor countries, many of them child brides in
                        forced marriages or children caught in the sex-trafficking industry; 99
                        percent of the 500,000 deaths from maternal mortality each year are in
                        developing countries. The U.S. policy claims to target China, but means no
                        emergency obstetric care in Bangladesh or Mali, higher rates of maternal and
                        infant mortality in Burundi, less emergency medical aid for survivors of
                        female genital mutilation in Sudan, less attention to the more than 300
                        million cases of STIs (sexually transmitted infections) diagnosed annually
                        worldwide—afflicting one in 20 adolescents and five times more women than
                        men—and less medicine for the record 33.4 million people infected with
                        HIV/AIDS globally (half of them now women), with 16,000 new cases every
                        day.

                In 2000, UNFPA and Unicef (UN Children’s Fund) updated their
                        international statistics on women’s status. A few examples suffice. Given
                        approximately 80 million unwanted pregnancies a year and 20 million unsafe
                        abortions, one woman a minute dies of pregnancy-related causes. Two thirds
                        of the 300 million children lacking access to education are girls, and two
                        thirds of the 880 million illiterate adults are women. Unicef reported a
                        rise in violence against women; 100 million women and girls are “missing”
                        globally—victims of sex-selection abortion, female infanticide, and
                        sex-based denial of food and medical attention. Meanwhile, because of
                        arm-twisting by the United States, the UN announced budget cuts: the deepest
                        in administrative services—including programs to fight poverty and enhance
                        women’s status.

                So to those who’d ask “Why an American-focused women’s
                        anthology now?” I’d answer, “Because American women are nowhere near
                        finished with our revolution, for ourselves. Because what
                        happens here is also critical to the entire world. Because like it or not,
                        this is now the sole superpower, and every U.S. policy has global ripple
                        effects. Because the world comes to us: approximately one million
                        immigrants arrive in the United States each year, 52 percent from Latin
                        America, 30 percent from Asia, 13 percent from Europe.22 Because such realizations should inspire
                            not guilt—a paralyzing, counterproductive emotion—but
                            action. Because what you and I do here
                    matters.”

                How we do it means understanding what we have (and
                        haven’t) done so far.

            

            
                Some History…

                Just as the multifaceted U.S. population reflects the world’s
                        people, so U.S. feminism is in some ways a microcosm of international
                        feminism. They share many refrains—a basic one being that women have
                        initiated or volunteered for virtually every progressive cause, only to be
                        excluded as the goal nears realization, then to become radicalized about
                        their own oppression. But U.S. feminism has also been influenced by issues
                        specific to its context. Primary among them is a scar of racism left on the
                        national psyche by the wound of institutionalized slavery. Another is the
                        bigotry innocently aroused and painfully suffered by waves of immigrant
                        populations lured by promises of opportunity but met by discriminations from
                        which the only escape seemed (implicitly forced) assimilation.

                Feminism as an evolving movement in the United States has been
                        partly or wholly responsible for extraordinary social progress—for which,
                        maddeningly,it is rarely credited. Women’s entrance into the educational
                        system was the direct result of feminist organizing, as were women’s
                        attempts to unionize; the emergence of women into the professions in the
                        late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries; the fight for reproductive
                        freedom; the battle for women’s property, inheritance, credit, divorce, and
                        custody rights; the diminishing size of the family and its redefinition in
                        broader terms; the struggle for the rights of lesbian women, disabled women,
                        girls, and old women; and women’s continuing efforts to become full citizens
                        with equal civil and political rights under the Constitution. That’s a
                            sampling of feminist accomplishment.

                Interestingly, feminists seem to have understood from the
                        beginning that all issues are “women’s issues,” so it’s not
                        coincidental that they were also founders and organizers in the earliest
                        stages of (only a partial list): anti-poverty work, abolition of slavery,
                        child-welfare crusades, penal reform, public-health campaigns, peace
                        movements (regarding every violent conflict, including the Civil War), and
                        environmental activism—often overtly identifying a problem as a symptom of
                        the underlying malady: patriarchy. Women’s activism in the temperance
                        movement, for instance, was based on their precocious analysis that a
                        correlation existed between male alcoholism and wife battery; more than a
                        century later, scientific data would confirm the experience-based hypothesis
                        of these “crazy” women.

                Given such pervasive activism, it’s seriously misleading to
                        term the nineteenth-century women’s rights movement “the first wave,” then
                        call the contemporary movement begun in the 1960s “the second wave,” and
                        name younger feminists “third wavers.”23
                        These misnomers are accurate only if we define feminism narrowly: polite
                        organizing done in the U.S. by primarily white, middle-class women, for a
                        limited number of equal rights (however important) attainable under the
                        social, economic, and political status quo. And “wave” terminology makes
                            no sense internationally. There were twelfth-century harem
                        revolts in what is now Turkey; Christine de Pisan penned her furious
                        feminist tracts in thirteenth-century France; all-female armies fought for
                        women’s rights in China during the 1790s White Lotus Rebellion, the 1851
                        Taiping Rebellion, and the 1899 Boxer Rebellion; Gandhi acknowledged
                        that he copied his nonviolent resistance tactics from the Indian women’s
                        rights movement; Argentina’s Feminist Party was founded as early as 1918—you
                        get the point.24 “Wave”
                        oversimplification makes no sense domestically, either. Beverly
                        Guy-Sheftall’s essay on black feminism is a superb example of the buried
                        history of activism by U.S. women of color, from colonial times through
                        slavery,westward expansion, and immigration, to the present. Clara Sue
                        Kidwell (on Native American women), Edna AcostaBelén and Christine Bose (on
                        multifaceted Latina organizing), and Helen Zia (on the many faces of Asian
                        American and Pacific Islander feminism), further expand feminist
                            history—if we hear them. “Waving,” however well-intentioned,
                        collaborates in the erasure of that history,and its implicit definition of
                        “the F word” seems all the more shallow when contrasted with a definition of
                        feminism as “aiming at nothing less than an entire subversion of the present
                        order of society, a dissolution of the whole existing social compact.” So
                        declared Elizabeth Oakes Smith—in 1852. Actually, today’s Women’s Movement
                        is more like “the ten thousandth wave”—a tidal wave—that keeps on
                        rolling.

                Any summary of U.S. feminism hazarded in such limited
                        space will be unavoidably superficial. Fortunately, there’s no lack of
                        excellent histories available;25 some are
                        Internet-accessible online, for free.26
                        Nevertheless, even a synopsis must properly begin with the indigenous women
                        of North America, many of whom were sachems (chiefs) enjoying an
                        equality and authority destroyed by the European invasion.27 Depending on the Native nation—e.g.,
                        the Cherokee, Hopi, or Iroquois—women could and did hold and exercise
                        secular as well as spiritual power. When European men undermined female
                        governance by negotiating treaties with Native men unauthorized to do so,
                        Native women did not take it lightly. It could be said that “New World
                        feminism” was born at that moment.

                Those European men, many in flight from political or religious
                        persecution, didn’t extend the search for liberty to their European sisters.
                        Instead, they established a Colonial America reflecting Old World values,
                        including its (dis)regard for female people. The women—whether they arrived
                        as rare gentry or, more commonly, as indentured servants, as slaves, or in
                        bride ships—may have had to endure the hardships of colonial life,28 but they were not docilely resigned
                        to a familiar, proscribed, female existence. Poet Anne Bradstreet,
                        intellectual Ann Hopkins, political agitator Margaret Brent, theologian Anne
                        Hutchinson, and Quaker martyr Mary Dyer are five of many known examples of
                        explicit female rebellion. Women traders in then-New Amsterdam were
                        notorious for their boldness, and numerous women—usually feisty widows and
                            “spinsters”29 —lodged lawsuits for
                        property denied them because of their sex. Women pushed for a proposal
                        granting them an equal portion of colonial lands in Virginia as early as
                        1619; the Virginia House of Burgesses rejected it.

                Later, not content with a support role, some women would
                        successfully disguise themselves as men to fight in the revolutionary war of
                        independence, as Deborah Sampson did. Small wonder that by 1776, while in
                        Philadelphia at the drafting of the Declaration of Independence, John Adams
                        would receive from his wife, Abigail Smith Adams, the epistolary prophecy
                        warning him that “If particular care and attention is not paid to the
                        ladies, we are determined to foment a rebellion, and will not hold ourselves
                        bound by any laws in which we have no voice or representation.”
                        Unfortunately, Adams heeded her advice no more than Thomas Jefferson heeded
                        that of his de facto wife, Sally Hemmings, on denouncing slavery.30 Nor would this be the last betrayal
                        of female citizens by a revolution that would set an example for worldwide
                        “democracy.” Westward expansion, for instance, relied on female labor and
                        sacrifice. As one anonymous Iowan woman wrote at the time, such life “was
                        mighty easy for the men and horses, but death on cattle and women.” There
                        were a few roles that broke free from the presumptive one of wife/mother
                        (schoolteacher, solo farmer, businesswoman, even brothel-madam or
                        missionary), but roles enjoying such relative freedom were unattainable for
                        most women.

                The same refrain—capitalizing on women’s ideas and labor, then
                        forsaking women’s rights—surfaces in the history of resistance to slavery.
                        Enslaved women fought back, by stealth or open defiance; they hid fugitive
                        slaves and worked sabotage, managing somehow to keep alive spiritual and
                        cultural values—and, where possible, their families. It was women who
                        organized and sustained the underground railroad for people escaping
                        slavery; it was women who focused the black community’s energy on education.
                        The revolt of Nat Turner is deservedly honored. But why don’t we equally
                        praise the inherently rebellious work of Lucy Terry and of Phillis
                        Wheatley—both eighteenth-century African slaves, both scholars, both poets?
                        Or the impassioned testimony of Linda Brent who, like most women in bondage,
                        survived sexual slavery in addition to labor slavery, and escaped to become
                        an abolitionist crusader? Or such early women’s rights leaders as lecturer
                        Maria Miller Stewart, suffragist Frances Watkins Harper, and author Anna
                        Julia Cooper, who published the first black feminist book, A Voice from
                            the South, in 1892? Women’s studies and African American studies
                        have raised the profiles of such titans as Harriet Tubman, the military
                        genius who used the code name “Moses” in her work shepherding hundreds of
                        escaped slaves to freedom, and the stubbornly feminist Sojourner Truth, who
                        fought enslavement in every form and worked actively for women’s suffrage.
                        But how many thousands of other such names still go unsung? Why was it that
                        sexism (of black and white men) and racism (of white women) was
                        allowed to tear apart the suffrage movement, so that black men gained full
                        national enfranchisement in 1870 with the Fifteenth Amendment, but black
                        women had to wait until 1920 and the Nineteenth?31 The Abolitionist movement against slavery was
                        itself energized largely by women, in some cases European American women
                        (like the feminist Grimké sisters, Sarah and Angelina) in mutiny against
                        their own white group’s privileges.

                It was from that Abolitionist movement that the “formal”
                        women’s rights movement in the United States was born. Most women present at
                        the historic Seneca Falls Convention in 1848 had been, like the conveners,
                        Lucretia Mott and Elizabeth Cady Stanton, anti-slavery activists for
                        decades. (This pattern would repeat itself in the 1960s, when the more
                        radical wing of the contemporary feminist movement was begun by young
                        veterans—black and white—of the civil-rights struggle.)32

                Popular belief has it that the nineteenth-century movement
                        focused solely on suffrage, but that became true only in the movement’s
                        later, diluted form. At Seneca Falls, the demand for suffrage was almost an
                        afterthought, a last-minute item Stanton tacked on to the list—the only
                        resolution not unanimously supported. In fact, at its inception, this
                        movement was radical and multi-issued. It named male power over women
                        “absolute tyranny.” It demanded women’s economic and property rights, and
                        denounced slavery, educational discrimination, and the exploitation of women
                        as cheap labor in the workforce. It attacked male-supremacist morals and
                        ethics, and identified marriage and the patriarchal family (along with
                        divorce and child-custody laws of the day) as institutions perpetuating
                        women’s oppression. It even dared confront organized religion as a primary
                        propagator of misogyny, and called for redefining a woman’s sense of self.
                        Pretty modern for a passel of hoop-skirted ladies.

                Decades of opposition would be required to wear such
                        radicalism down into a reform movement. But in time even Anthony—who
                        consistently took the position that “When this platform is too narrow for
                        all to stand on, I shall not be on it”—was persuaded that the key for
                        unlocking women’s freedom was the vote. It’s possible that without that
                        single-issue emphasis, the struggle for women’s suffrage might have taken
                        even longer than 75 years. Yet the price was tragically high: relinquishing
                        female solidarity across the divides of race and class, and abandoning
                        positions that had confronted patriarchal power not just at the ballot
                        box.

                That process, by which original, complex, radical approaches
                        to critical societal change become simplified, diffused, and weakened—what I
                        call political entropy—is usually justified by the rationale that ideas must
                        be tamed to be “popularized.” But hindsight teaches that such dilution often
                        was unnecessary; populists frequently underestimate their own
                        constituencies’ readiness, even hunger, for change. Still, factions of the
                        nineteenth-century movement striving for acceptability were eager to
                        distance themselves from its “incendiaries.” Consequently, many creative
                        propositions (and sometimes the women who’d conceived them) suffered
                        marginalization or outright denunciation. Among them: Lucy Stone’s refusal
                        to bear her husband’s name; Maria Stewart’s tenacity about women’s right to
                        speak publicly (and before racially mixed audiences) and her critique
                        linking racism and sexism; the startling renunciation of marriage as
                        “legalized [economic] prostitution” by Victoria Woodhull; Margaret Fuller’s
                        endorsement of communal living; Mary Shadd Cary’s insistence on the need for
                        women to be economically self-reliant; the iconoclastic economic theories of
                        Charlotte Perkins Gilman; and Stanton’s radical pronouncements on everything
                        from religion to childraising to female sexuality. Settling for a
                        single-issue focus meant that all these concerns have had to be reengaged by
                        later feminist generations.

                One such issue has been the task of fortifying feminism among
                        women in the labor force. Industrialization had a major impact on women’s
                        lives. At first it isolated women’s work, as men went to the factories.
                        Later, with the advent of the power loom, it swept thousands of women into
                        the paid workforce. While this meant some financial independence, it also
                        meant exploitation—and established what became a sex-segregated labor
                        market. In her Sisterhood article, noted labor scholar Alice
                        Kessler-Harris explains how the “pink collar ghetto” came about, and
                        how and why it’s still with us. The 1840s and ’50s saw strikes for better
                        wages and working conditions for “the mill girls,” inspiring a movement
                        rallying cry that employed women should join unions and “together say Equal
                        Pay for Equal Work.” Many sweatshops and approximately a century later, the
                        Coalition of Labor Union Women (CLUW) would form to address the betrayal of
                        women’s interests by male-dominated unions, and to continue the
                        fight.

                Twentieth-century feminism had to deal with much of this
                        unfinished business, as well as with new issues continually surfacing—for
                        instance, the faux sexual liberation of the 1920s “flapper,” and
                        yo-yo attitudes toward employed women—welcomed in the workforce during both
                        World Wars, then castigated for not staying home as fulltime homemakers once
                        the men returned.

                The 1960s saw two streams of the contemporary Women’s Movement
                        emerge: a reform-oriented “equality feminism,” represented by such
                        dues-paying, formal-membership groups as the National Organization for Women
                        (NOW); and a “women’s liberation” feminism represented by somewhat younger
                        women activists seasoned in the civil-rights and anti-war movements. At its
                        inception, the moderate or reform-oriented wing was composed largely of
                        European American, heterosexual, middle-class, and politically middle-ground
                        members (NOW invites male membership)—although city and state chapters were
                        often bolder in their positions and actions than the national head-quarters.
                        Fortunately, by the mid-1970s, NOW would become much more risk-taking (for
                        example, by 1979, NOW was promulgating a Homemaker’s Bill of Rights), and it
                        persists in that direction today. Meanwhile, the looser “revolutionary” wing
                        of the movement was a mix of races, ethnicities, sexual
                        preferences/orientations, and classes. Despite the media myth that “only
                        white women are interested in feminism,” this urban-based wing from the
                        onset celebrated participation by women of color. Despite the
                        campus-centered activism of the 1960s and 1970s, this wing embraced
                        neighborhood groups and welfare-rights organizations. Despite the blatant
                        homophobia of the time, lesbian feminists were at the forefront of these
                        early groups—though, deplorably, not always with the freedom to be “out.”
                        (One who was proudly out was Karla Jay, author of the
                        lesbian-feminist overview here, an essay managing at once to be informative,
                        hilarious, radical, and wise.) Secretaries, pink collar and blue collar
                        employees, household workers, disabled women, older women, and
                        institutionalized women all became part of this eclectic, energetic wing of
                        the movement.

                To the more “mainstream”33
                        groups fell the unglamorous but crucial job of tackling legislative reforms
                        (including what is, at this writing, the ongoing crusade to establish the
                        Equal Rights Amendment as part of the Constitution). To this part of the
                        movement also fell the tasks of helping women integrate male preserves and
                        nontraditional jobs, bettering the lot of employed women in general and
                        professional women (assumed to “have it all”) in particular, trying to
                        absorb the thousands of women clamoring to “join” the Women’s Movement, and
                        racing to deal with each new issue as it arose. That could mean fighting
                        discrimination against females as police officers, newspaper reporters, or
                        Little League baseball players one day and as clergy, flight attendants, or
                        domestic workers the next. Furthermore, this wing had the foresight to draft
                        legislation and to urge more women to run for public office, and created
                        support systems for those candidates—groups like the bipartisan National
                        Women’s Political Caucus. Generally, through the mid-1970s, the moderates
                        avoided “controversial sexual politics”: lesbian custody rights, or
                        pornography and prostitution, or even domestic abuse (nervously considered a
                        “privacy” problem). But what the moderates may have lacked in audacity they
                        compensated for in organizational skills: most of the institutions these
                        women forged lasted. Moreover, they’ve grown in influence and,
                        happily, in political inclusiveness—of constituents as well as of
                        issues.

                The same could not be said of the more dramatic
                        revolutionaries, of whom I decidedly was one. We were women who braved
                        teargas, beatings, and jail—but seemed unwilling to risk any established
                        order. Non-rigidity may be admirable, but some of our groups formed, split,
                        disbanded, and resurrected within weeks, making it difficult for movement
                        newcomers even to find us. Furthermore, this “women’s liberation”
                        wing was fervently divided into two general camps. There were the
                        “politicos,” socialist feminists who operated from a loosely Marxian
                        political analysis and felt loyal to the New Left (even when its priorities
                        were male-defined—e.g., fighting the military draft was revolutionary;
                        fighting for childcare centers was bourgeois). Then there were the “radical
                        feminists,” who made women’s rights their priority, viewing that as central
                        to all progressive social change. In 1968, at the first Miss America
                        Pageant Protest in Atlantic City, both factions of this wing went public,
                        with the first mass demonstration of contemporary feminism.34 From then on, separately or together,
                        the radicals—both politicos and feminists—created a high-energy friction of
                        activism: consciousness-raising (CR) groups, pickets, marches, and
                        guerrilla-theater “zap” actions (like publicly hexing the Stock Exchange to
                        close, while privately pouring glue into its front-door locks). We organized
                        women’s caucuses in New Left organizations but then, weary of Leftist
                        ladies’ auxiliaries, founded autonomous groups—Radical Women, WITCH, the
                        National Black Feminist Organization (NBFO), Redstockings, the Combahee
                        River Collective, the Lavender Menace, Cell 16, Mujeres, Radicales-bians,
                        Asian Women United, First Mothers Native Women, OWL (Older Women’s
                        Liberation), and others. We marched in the “Jeanette Rankin Brigade”35 against the Vietnam War. We
                        demonstrated against the forced sterilization of poor women and women of
                        color—while also providing underground abortion referrals at a time when
                        both counseling and performing the procedure were felonies. We led building
                        seizures and occupations denouncing pornography as violent sexist propaganda
                        (as early as 1970), and protested advertising’s objectified images of women.
                        We organized women’s groups at all mainstream media, and founded what would
                        become a massive alternative media. We worked with women arrested for
                        prostitution, redefining them as political prisoners; and we turned
                        experience into political theory, conceiving such terms as “battered woman,”
                        “sexual harassment,” and “date rape,” voicing what had been the subjects of
                        whispers or shrugs. We established storefront women’s centers, childcare
                        groups, and health clinics; founded the first crisis shelters for rape
                        survivors, brutalized wives, and incest victims; and produced the first
                        self-defense courses devised for women. We created a “women’s culture” in
                        music, visual and performing arts, literature, even spirituality (and
                        established festivals, museums, galleries, theaters, record companies). We
                        were women who meant to leave no battle unjoined.36

                Overall, however, we put precious little energy into
                        legislative reforms (at least until the late 1970s), and ignored or
                        dismissed the moderates’ push for more women in public office or positions
                        of institutional power. A self-righteous purity at times infected our part
                        of the movement with contempt for those “working inside the system” (as if
                        anyone could manage to work totally outside it). This
                        more-radical-than-thou scorn turned in on itself, with frequent periods of
                        infighting between, for instance, feminists who considered themselves
                        “separatist” (which had at least seven different definitions) and those who
                        didn’t, between mothers and child-free women, and along already stressed
                        fault lines: race, class, and sexuality differences.

                The larger estrangement went both ways: exasperation felt by
                        radicals toward moderates was reciprocated—with the moderates (their wing
                        suffering its own versions of similar schisms) characterizing us radicals as
                        hairy-legged and wild-eyed. In part, the gap was generational. It also
                        echoed the split in the nineteenth-century movement—but few of us in either
                        wing knew enough women’s history to recognize that.

            

            
                … and Some Herstory37


                It’s taken almost forty years of feminist activism for the
                        Women’s Movement to outgrow these rancorous categorizations, and it’s taken
                        courageous work by many “long-distance runner” feminists on both sides of
                        the divide to bridge the chasm and further the maturation process.
                        Simplistic compartmentalizations just don’t work anymore. Feminism
                        itself—certainly in the Elizabeth Oakes Smith definition above—is
                        implicitly, potentially so radical that moderates continue to astonish
                        themselves and radical feminists may eventually find the adjective
                        redundant. There have been too many moderates willing to risk everything and
                        too many radicals rethinking purity and running for office not to notice
                        that the boundaries have become permeable. Besides, backlash ignores such
                        fine distinctions—and backlash has tried to flatten us, starting in the late
                        ’70s, escalating through the ’80s and ’90s, and today developed to a fine
                        art by the well-heeled, media-savvy, highly organized, religious
                            ultra-Right.38

                One creative strategy developed by the contemporary movement
                        to deal with disagreement over priorities—and to keep from falling into the
                        single-issue trap of the nineteenth-century movement—has been to spawn
                            other movements, which become autonomous yet simultaneously remain
                        part of the extended family. More than one contributor to this anthology
                        refers to this phenomenon. Wendy Chavkin (in her article on women physicians
                        and women’s health), Judy Norsigian (on health activism), and Laura Hershey
                        (on disabled women’s activism) all address the impact of the women’s
                            health movement. Florence Howe (in her impressive overview of
                        women’s studies) and Beverly Guy-Sheftall both assess their work in the
                        context of the women’s studies movement. Helen Zia (discussing her
                        activism as an Asian American feminist) and Andrea Dworkin (in her
                        impassioned essay on violence against women) are among the contributors who
                        refer to the women’s anti-violence movement; Margot Adler (writing on
                        women, religion, and spirituality) examines the women’s spirituality
                            movement; and Gloria Steinem calls for the creation of a women’s
                            media movement. For some, the specialized focus is pivotal: a
                        particular issue galvanizes their experience, emotions, and expertise, and
                        they’re reluctant to dilute their energies in other feminist areas, however
                        significant. For others (we might term them “generalists”), the vision and
                        energy of feminism resides precisely in making the connections
                            between issues. It’s a sign of movement maturation that both
                        approaches can now be equally respected as effective, and can even nourish
                        each other.

                After all, the best organizing starts from where you
                            are. In that sense, it’s encouraging to watch expanding definitions
                        of activism emerge as a pattern in these pages. We might expect Howe, as an
                        educator, to view teaching as an agent of change, and we may be familiar
                        with The Guerrilla Girls’ irrepressible activist antics in confronting the
                        art world. But how interesting to read Marie Wilson defining fundraising as
                        a form of organizing, or Eve Ensler regarding her work in the theater as
                        political, or Sara Gould charting the growth of women-owned small businesses
                        as potentially revolutionary, or rock-star Kathleen Hanna deliberately
                        positioning her songs as her feminist activism.

                Still, organized feminism has had to endure being ahead of its
                        time on many issues—not least, sexual harassment and violence against women.
                        Since the late ’60s, we’ve been hammering at both issues—but neither fully
                        entered public consciousness until the early 1990s, and it then fell to the
                        movement to channel women’s rage into constructive action. Anita Hill’s
                        contribution to this anthology, about the subject on which she innocently
                        galvanized American women, offers a trenchant analysis of how far she and we
                        have come on the issue of sexual harassment (covering the economic as well
                        as psychological impact), but how far we still have to go. Dworkin’s
                        overview on violence against women is even more sobering. So is Vednita
                        Carter’s justifiably enraged article revealing what prostituted women
                        suffer. So is Gail Dines’s exposé on the staggering growth of the
                        pornography industry with its propaganda promulgating violence against
                        women. In their searing article on women in prison, Roslyn Smith and Kathy
                        Boudin write that most incarcerated women have endured so much violence
                        throughout their daily lives that prison actually feels safer for
                        them. Since the United Nations considers the killing of 15,000 people in one
                        year in a country an indicator of war, it’s past time to say it:
                            There’s a war against women going on—all the more lethal for
                        being private, informal, and undeclared.

                While welcoming mainstream attention to familiar issues and
                        fielding new ones, the Women’s Movement has been forced (with a straight
                        face) to cope with media announcements of “post-feminism” because “younger
                        women aren’t political.” Those of us who speak frequently at colleges and
                        universities around the country must be hallucinating the thousands of young
                        women (and lots of young men) who come to listen, laugh, applaud, and vent
                        against sexism. It’s a continual source of wonder: the consistency with
                        which feminism has been wishfully declared dead at least once a month since
                        1968. Gloria Steinem, in her smart, humorous essay on the media, offers ways
                        to combat this, and to develop and enhance vital communication skills and
                        tools.

                By the mid-1990s, the Women’s Movement had grown enormous in
                        numbers, inclusive in constituencies, encyclopedic in issues, and
                        sophisticated in tactics. It was local, regional, national—and networked, in
                        itself and to the world. More than 60 percent of U.S. women said they
                        identified as feminists or as part of the Women’s Movement. Women were
                        becoming visible (sometimes actually powerful) on previously male-only
                        turf—though nowhere near proportional to being more than half the population
                        (yes, tokenism lives). Additional concerns kept surfacing: reproductive
                        technology and so-called surrogacy, the “feminization of poverty,” the
                        graying of the population (primarily women, who tend to outlive men), rising
                        hate crimes (racial, ethnic, and homophobic), intensifying
                        religious-fundamentalist (Christian/Jewish/Hindu/Muslim) crusades targeting
                        women, the growing militancy of disabled women, the linking of domestic
                        prostitution with global sexual slavery, the struggle to count women’s
                        unpaid labor in the GDP, educational campaigns about environmental toxicity
                        and breast cancer, and the rising HIV/AIDS toll on women—these are only a
                        few such issues.

                Simultaneously, backlash kept on coming, sometimes in subtle
                        forms from unanticipated directions. A movement so huge (and, all things
                        being relative, “successful”) tempted some toward careerism, creating a
                        growing concern over the professionalization of NGOs. The matter is
                        complicated, because nobody wants women to return to stereotypical,
                        self-sacrificial volunteerism, or to be poor. But as some women’s groups
                        develop bigger budgets (good news), and more hierarchical staff structures
                        (problematic news), they sometimes adopt what others feel are questionable
                        corporate values (not good news). Concurrently, an academic fad of
                        deconstructionist, post-modernist, and post-structuralist theory, while a
                        serious endeavor for some scholars, has proven reactionary in practice. Some
                        previously coherent academics found themselves proclaiming the end of
                        history (coincidentally, just when all women, men of color, and other
                        have-nots were entering it?); they pronounced sexism, racism, etc. illusory;
                        and they announced that authentic feminist or anti-racist theory must
                        emanate only from the academy—and be “above” politics. As Florence Howe
                        notes, many feminists have been highly critical of this development, because
                        of its implicit denial of activist concerns and because the French-inspired
                        theoretical models were white, Western, middle-class, and male—unaware of
                        (or indifferent to) the realities of the world’s women.39 The experiential basis of feminist
                        political theory—the idea that every woman is the expert on her own
                            life—has always blessed feminism with its ethical, grassroots power:
                        “radicalism practical, not theoretical.” Furthermore, unlike political
                        theory issuing from an academic ivory tower (or any other central
                        committee), theory based on real experience is inherently democratic.
                        That leads to desmystification—so that ordinary folks get involved.40 It also leads to sharing, which tends
                        to seek validation through similarity but be curious about difference,
                        always a sign of intellectual health.

                Most important, the 1980s and ’90s witnessed a growing
                        consciousness about the place of U.S. feminism in the global Women’s
                        Movement. In the 1970s, an embarrassing number of U.S. women had behaved
                        like “keepers of the feminist flame”—missionaries, as it were, to the
                        unenlightened rest of the world. This exposed their unfamiliarity with the
                        history of international feminism (and with that of the U.S. women’s
                        rights/suffrage movement—which considered itself part of a global campaign).
                        Such ignorance, compounded by characteristic American arrogance, didn’t
                        endear U.S. women to our sisters abroad. But American women didn’t
                            want to be the world’s only,lonely feminists, and were hungry for
                            information.41 Fortunately, by the
                        late 1990s, U.S. women seemed to have realized that our feminism is one
                        tile—albeit a significant one—in the vast mosaic of the global Women’s
                        Movement.

                As the new century and millennium unfold, U.S. feminism is
                        more influential and varied than ever before. A relatively high literacy
                        rate plus technology making available instant worldwide communications mean
                        that the legacy of contemporary feminism here cannot be as effectively
                        buried as that of its predecessors, hopefully avoiding perpetual reinvention
                        of the political wheel. But we’re making sure of that ourselves (see
                        Eleanor Smeal’s article on building feminist institutions to last).
                        We intend to plant herstory audaciously in history—and not budge until it’s
                            our story.

            

            
                
Sisterhood Is Forever: Between the Covers and Behind
                    the Scenes

                We were a little over halfway through this project when 9/11
                        struck. So much has changed since then, and so little. But women’s concepts
                        of “security” still differ considerably from men’s,42 and that consciousness pervades this book. Pat
                        Schroeder warns of critically endangered democracy at home, while Jessica
                        Neuwirth revisions what feminist globalization could be. Carol
                        Gilligan and Eleanor Holmes Norton address intimacy, and Andrea Dworkin
                        addresses the violation of intimacy. Faye Wattleton writes about the
                        frightening, increasing erosion of reproductive rights, and Paula DiPerna
                        grounds security in a nontoxic environment. Retired General Claudia Kennedy
                        calls for a total redefinition of the military (this alone would have a
                        revolutionary effect on the country), while Grace Paley gives us a poignant
                        prose poem on why women are now the key to peace. Listen for the
                        refrain. It’s present throughout.

                Structure. Originally, each contributor was asked to
                        conceive her article in roughly three parts: where we’re coming from on the
                        relevant issue, where we are now, and where we’re going (or unfortunately
                        are not going, or should be going … ). This was to provide
                        past context and present clarity, while suggesting personal and public
                        strategies not just for surviving into the future but transforming it. Most
                        contributors opted to follow this vague structure (after all, we’re talking
                        about more than 60 wonderfully strong, stubborn women). The Suggested
                        Further Reading list following each piece has usually been chosen by the
                        contributor; it’s there for greater exploration of the subject, once the
                        article whets your thirst.

                The sections are self-evident, but a little explanation is in
                        order.

                “Some Basics” is simply that—some, not all. Without
                        question, Wattleton’s powerful article belongs here, because reproductive
                        rights are as basic as it gets. Similarly, how to cope if one has a
                        child or children still falls largely and literally into a woman’s lap, so
                        Suzanne Braun Levine’s warm, creative vision of a genuinely
                        child-and-parent-friendly society belongs here. And there is no real Women’s
                        Movement unless all women define and energize it—hence Kimberlé
                        Crenshaw’s challenging essay on how discriminations intersect, and what to
                            do about that. I could argue that the articles on law, health,
                        lesbian rights, spirituality, environment, poverty, peace, sexual
                        harassment, and other subjects are just as basic. In feminism,
                        everything’s basic. So I admit to a seemingly arbitrary structure—yet
                        there’s method in my madness.

                “A Movement for All Seasons” is a section that gives me
                        vengeful glee. The “young women aren’t interested in feminism” myth always
                        struck me as doubly ironic, since in the 1960s we were warned that the
                        movement would never get going because it was “too filled with young women,”
                        and that “older women never will be interested in feminism.”43 It’s so satisfying to flaunt
                        these articles, by contributors ranging in age from 14 to 86. I love the
                        sense of entitlement in Ana Grossman and Emma Peters-Axtell’s declaration of
                        what girls want (and do not want). Jasmine Victoria’s rejection of
                        the Gen Y category is as unexpected as her analysis of her contemporaries’
                        feminism is refreshing—and the dedication that the 9/11 Twin Towers attack
                        forced her to add at the end of her essay is very moving. Kathleen Hanna’s
                        funny, honest lament about surviving rockstar Riot Grrrl status (while
                        trying to locate feminist history so she wouldn’t have to invent it) is as
                        intelligent as it is entertaining. “Stealth Feminists”—thirtysomething
                        women—is Debra Michals’s pithy, reassuring term for an
                        integrated-into-daily-life mode of activism, enthusiastically described by
                        her. As if in response, Eleanor Holmes Norton—the voice of “baby boomers”
                        here—insightfully sees younger women as “functional feminists,” where
                        her contemporaries were “catalytic feminists.”44 And the importance of the “Politics of Aging” by
                        Barbara Macdonald, with Cynthia Rich’s foreword, should be obvious—if for no
                        other reason than that old women will soon constitute a demographic bulge of
                        historic proportions.45 Macdonald’s
                        unflinching analysis of ageism as a form of sexism brings home why
                        ending age discrimination should concern every woman—especially
                        because (with dubious luck) she’ll eventually face it.

                Above, I’ve discussed various pieces in the “Juggling
                        Jeopardies” section. A special word, though, about Laura Hershey’s fierce,
                        enlightening report on the issues and activism of women with disabilities.
                        This constituency was not present in Sisterhood Is Powerful—an
                        omission that’s haunted me for years. I’m grateful for a chance to correct
                        the mistake. Simply put, we can none of us move forward until we each
                        understand how every article in this section—on race, ethnicity,
                        poverty, sexual preference, (dis)ability, and incarceration (due
                        usually to some combination of the previous factors)—“intersects,” in
                        Crenshaw’s concept, with each other, feminism, and our own lives.

                “Bodies Politic” is yet another “basics” section. How could it
                        not be? Issues like body image (updated in Judy Norsigian’s health activism
                        overview) are still being engaged by young women in the “Movement for All
                        Seasons” section. Generally, the breadth of issues (wins and losses)
                        covered by Norsigian and her Our Bodies Ourselves colleagues, plus
                        Barbara Findlen’s reflection on sports, might tempt you to raise a glass of
                        champagne, gazing backward at how far we’ve come. If so, the articles by
                        Anita Hill, Gail Dines, and Vednita Carter will firmly set you facing
                        forward on the path.

                “Workplaces” could be a book, or library, in itself. It’s the
                        largest section, reflecting the fact that most women now have jobs,
                        comprising half the (paid) workforce and virtually all the
                        unpaid workforce. Because feminists have said for years that
                        housekeeping and childraising are work, Helen Drusine’s piece on
                        being a housewife and mother belongs here. Because rural women are too often
                        overlooked (yet they’re organizing), Carolyn Sach’s piece was much needed.
                        Between them, Ellen Bravo’s report on “the clerical proletariat” and Alice
                        Kessler-Harris’s on pink collar and blue collar workers, cover the jobs at
                        which most employed women in the U.S. work—for little money and less
                        respect. Yet professional women can hardly relax. Wendy Chavkin traces the
                        struggles of women physicians, and analyzes how that impacts on women’s
                        health. Donna Hughes takes on the masculinist, pornocratic culture in
                        science, engineering, and technology, while Jane Roland Martin exposes how
                        “estrangement from women” is a basic tenet of academia and calls for women
                        to reconceive that culture, from curriculum through professoriate to
                        academic values. This struggle—to redefine terms and claim turf—has
                        emerged as a major refrain, about everything from Darwinism to
                        globalization. Claudia Kennedy wants to redefine the military. Ellen
                        Appel-Bronstein explores the difference between “careers” and “jobs,”
                        amusingly relating her trek through campuses and corporations, where women
                        “leak” out of the pipelines leading to power. Carol Jenkins, writing about
                        broadcast media in an article guaranteed to raise your indignation level,
                        explains how news gets dumbed down into entertainment, and how women’s lack
                        of clout in front of (and behind) the camera is ultimately due to
                        lack of female ownership of major media—those pipelines again. In
                        fact, Appel-Bronstein (and later, Sara Gould, writing on women-owned small
                        businesses) also address ownership as one necessary way of changing the
                        system. But. In “Six Personal Testimonies,” Sandy Lerner’s is a
                        cautionary tale: she did own her own company—Cisco Systems—yet
                        reveals here what happens to women when venture capital controls things
                        offstage. All six “Testimonies” address this need to redefine terms and
                        claim turf. These women love their work, but in the Transforming Traditions
                        section, Mary Foley (nurses), Patricia Silverthorn (teachers), and Patricia
                        Friend (flight attendants) note that their traditionally “women’s fields”
                        are in crisis, in part because women still lack sufficient power in
                        those fields. In the Breaking Barriers section, Brenda Berkman
                        (firefighters), Mary Baird (hard hats), and Sandy Lerner (computer
                        programming), divulge the personal cost of integrating all-male preserves,
                        since such acts constitute a de facto redefinition of the job itself. Two
                        voices from the arts (workplaces, after all) close this section.46 Eve Ensler, in a piece that will make
                        you tear up and giggle at the same time, relates how her play The Vagina
                            Monologues—and the political phenomenon it became—changed the way
                        she regards her workplace, the theater. And the Guerrilla Girls—Feminist
                        Masked Avengers and scourge of the art world—employ their inimitable
                        mischief in confronting what happens to women artists, with a
                        what-the-hell-why-not sideswipe at Hollywood, for good measure.

                “Tactics and Trends” might seem the most arbitrary category,
                        since every contributor offers strategies. For instance, elsewhere
                        both Smeal and Steinem call for a trained media component in all women’s
                        groups. The potential for boycott power—time-honored tactic honed with
                        twenty-first century techniques—crops up in Dines’s piece on pornography,
                        Neuwirth’s on globalization, Steinem’s on media, Boudin and Smith’s on women
                        in prison. In other sections, you can find out how to form a voting group,
                        make air travel safer, hold a press conference, change legislation, start a
                        business, or survive as the first woman in an all-male workplace; you can
                        learn why we should buy cable stations, run for office, play sports, become
                        engineers, file lawsuits, or go to Mars. Still, Catharine MacKinnon elevates
                        tactics to a new level as she charts previous feminist struggles with the
                        law and envisions what a truly just legal system might be. Sara Gould
                        reports a strategic trend already in motion: women who form the fastest
                        growing segment of the U.S. economy, entrepreneurs who own small
                            businesses—and humanize the workplace. Cecile Richards, drawing
                        on her experience in organizing creatively against the religious Right, puts
                        tools into our hands for the escalating struggle with this politically
                        powerful, home-grown Christian Taliban. Frances Kissling, leading the
                        feminist charge against the Vatican’s positions on women, analyzes the
                        current policies (and scandals) of the Roman Catholic Church and suggests
                        ways to hurry along its epiphany. Marie Wilson’s alphabet of how-to’s on
                        fundraising is surely tactical. Carol Adams, who’s written persuasively on
                        the connections between the causes of women’s oppression and that of
                        animals, here condenses her finest thinking on the subject. And Paula
                        DiPerna reminds us how feminism and environmentalism are inseparable, and
                        sets forth a new, pragmatic strategy linking them.

                “Politics for the New Millennium” contains old verities all
                        the more acutely relevant today—like Paley’s tragicomic contribution on war,
                        peace, men, and women, and Margot Adler’s thoughtful overview on religion
                        and spirituality. But essential as it is not to forget the past, it’s just
                        as essential to remember the future—and there are new truths, too. If you
                        think you already comprehend the political potential of the Internet, read
                        Amy Richards and Marianne Schnall’s piece on cyberfeminism, and think again.
                        If you believe you know enough about globalization to settle for demonizing
                        it (instead of trying to co-opt, change, and use it), brace yourself for
                        Jessica Neuwirth’s tactically sophisticated article on why this is a
                        twenty-first-century opportunity for women. The future simply isn’t the
                        future without space exploration, and astronaut Mae Jemison—the first woman
                        of color in space—makes clear that such exploration damned well better
                        include not just half the human species but all of it. To ensure that,
                        Eleanor Smeal writes on the art of building feminist institutions to
                            last; Ellie’s is a core contribution to Sisterhood Is
                            Forever, one of the first pieces I commissioned.

                Last come two personal postscripts—one to “vintage” feminists,
                        one to younger women. Sometimes there’s a bit of generational huffing and
                        glaring back and forth, so I hope these PS’s might help. All I ask is that
                            each of you in both groups peek at the other’s PS. You
                        might be surprised.

                Footnotes. There are quite a few. Ignore them if you
                        find them interruptive, but they’re not unimportant. Some are scholarly
                        references. Most are to squeeze in more background information; to put more
                        statistics, websites, and facts at your disposal. There’s generous
                        cross-referencing, when other pieces throughout the book resonate with or
                        extrapolate on points a contributor makes—because, frankly, the
                        synchronicity between authors who hadn’t read each other’s pieces fascinated
                        me.

                Terminology. Language reflects and defines attitudes
                        and thus behavior, so it’s no nit-picky thing. You won’t find the phrase
                        “working women,” since homemakers work; employed women is the term
                        for those in the formal labor force. You won’t find “women’s issues,” since
                        all issues are on the feminist agenda (lack of a national health care system
                        is decried in the pieces on nurses, physicians, health activism, disability,
                        poverty, aging, politics, and farming, among others). “Second (or
                        first or third) wave” terminology is critiqued above. European American is
                        used interchangeably with “white,” just as African American is with “black”;
                        it’s insufficient to write/say Native American, Asian American, and so on,
                        if you don’t also write/say “European American”—otherwise “white” becomes
                        the generic. But you will encounter here invigorating new concepts
                        like “the right to bodily integrity,” a neat short-hand phrase uniting
                        issues rooted in the flesh: skin color, age, sexual and reproductive choice,
                        disability rights, beauty standards, violence against women, etc. “Feminism”
                        is used throughout. If you feel itchy about the word but believe in
                        everything it stands for—“I’m no feminist, but …”—don’t let this throw you
                        (though you might just ponder that odd disconnect). The women writing here
                        profess feminism; I’m one. We know its history and the life-affirming social
                        progress it has forged. On the other hand, if you choose to call yourself a
                        term more familiar from your own culture (“womanist,” “mujerista,” etc.), or
                        if you reject all political identification yet still feel committed to
                        saving yourself (and maybe other women, men, and the planet)—go for
                        it. Call yourself “squirrel” if you want—but get out there and make healthy
                        mayhem. Then there’s that word: “sisterhood.” Some think sisterhood
                        doesn’t exist. Some think it doesn’t exist yet. Some think it’s sappy
                        anyway, reminiscent of nuns or union-organizing. In a way, I agree with all
                        three. Still, I know it exists. I’ve felt its power—in a dusty
                        Oklahoma town, a West Bank refugee camp, a jail cell, a boardroom, these
                        pages. I also know that sisterhood isn’t yet as vivid, reliable, and
                        representative as I want it to be, but if it isn’t called into reality by
                        the naming of it—the power of language—it never will exist. As
                        for sappiness, well, I know some pretty plucky feminist nuns (and union
                        organizers), so I see nothing wrong with those semantic resonances. As
                        Boudin and Smith write, “Although the word ‘sisterhood’ is not part of our
                        common language [in prison] and women might even laugh cynically if someone
                        said ‘sister,’ we slowly become that for one another.” If they can do it, we
                        can.

                Apologia. An aside about what you won’t find in
                        this book. There’s no piece on or by men. I considered it, but decided that
                        one token piece couldn’t fairly represent the progressive views of
                        anti-sexist men of conscience, but that more than one piece would begin to
                        eat up air in a collection focused on and by women. Furthermore, due to
                        space limitations, only the major “minority groups”47 are represented here.48 (And only a woman would worry about what’s
                            not in a book this gigantic and multidimensional.)

            

            
                What Is It Women Really Want?

                Freud asked that silly question and some guys still actually
                        wonder. So here are the answers yet again—plus new ones. Three major themes
                        emerge in this book.

                
                    	
Time to Change the Institutions. Sexism, like other bigotries, is
                            systemic. Patriarchy doesn’t need “plotters”—six pale male
                        billionaires sitting around conspiring (though they often do)—because it’s
                        structured to work by itself. It has its own nonlogic, like the myth that
                        progressive solutions “cost too much”—which gets applied to breast-feeding,
                        prison-education programs, and clean water, though all these are actually
                            cheaper than the alternatives (see Norsigian, Boudin and Smith,
                        and DiPerna). So far, the contemporary Women’s Movement has voiced the
                        problems, organized ourselves, and integrated where we could, knowing that
                        we needed to enter fields closed to us as a first step. Now we need to
                            restructure those (and other) fields. Perhaps it was to be
                        expected that the deepest changes have been in how we actually live our
                        lives—sexual and childbearing patterns, relationships, family
                        demographics—because we have at least a modicum of control in those areas.
                        But in the larger societal structure, having boldly gone where we weren’t
                        supposed to, we’re now back to basics: who wants a piece of the pie when the
                        pie is poisonous and needs rebaking? Partly this involves redefining
                        … well, everything (see above), including power. That requires asking:
                            Who defines—“news,” “family,” “work,” “security”? Who
                        decides—how the decoded genome will be used, whether “sex-work” is “groovy”
                        or not, does job-sharing help or hurt the employee, how will
                        transnationalism play out, what rights do you have over your own body? Essay
                        after essay presents the need to change the institutions drastically,
                        and—get ready, politicians—to revolutionize policy. Since most women
                        still juggle two jobs (work and home), and women’s labor remains undervalued
                        and unvalued, it’s not surprising that when Suzanne Braun Levine
                        calls for “a new social contract” to support families, there’s an echoing
                        roar from women writing on homemaking, poverty, pink and blue collar and
                        clerical work, health (practitioners and consumers), the military,
                        and more. When academics, scientists, and lawyers decry the male
                            climate/male culture saturating their disciplines, they set a new
                        goal: to change the disciplines themselves. You can’t do that alone;
                        you’ll go crazy. Such transformation happens because of a strong Women’s
                        Movement. In Hughes’s words, “Women’s gains and losses in science,
                        engineering, and technology run parallel to the rise and fall of feminism’s
                        strength as a social force.” Dismantling systemic patriarchy and
                            replacing it with humane values, policies, and practices is the task for
                            twenty-first-century feminism.


                    	
Time for Multifeminism. That task will require every one of us, each
                        in her own way, and will need originality, vision, and leadership, which
                        will come from unexpected sources. Our strength as a movement—as a
                        nation—has always lain in our diversity, though appallingly large amounts of
                        energy are still spent ignoring or denying that. The writers here affirm
                        everyone’s right to work on her own priorities, but know that the need to
                        build, strengthen, expand, and act from coalitions is the basis for moving
                        forward. Margot Adler, writing on women’s spirituality, expresses it
                        beautifully: “The spiritual world is like the natural world: only diversity
                        will save it.” Only (more) diversity will save feminism, too. This means
                            not looking around to pluck a token or two from a different
                        racial, age, sexuality, etc. constituency after having set priorities
                        and strategies; it means building those priorities and strategies
                            together, from the ground up—because analyses, tactics, and
                        solutions reflect those who evolved them. Besides, it’s simply more
                        enriching, more fun to see the world in dimensional depth. Think what
                        it does to your perception of Harriet Tubman, Civil War leader of the
                        underground railroad, to learn that she was disabled—as was Elizabeth
                        Blackwell, the first American woman to earn a medical degree. In a sense, as
                        Kimberlé Crenshaw points out, the key is to reject both the “difference” and
                        “sameness” arguments that try to shape the struggle for equality. (Back to
                        Angier and biology 101: of course we’re different—and of
                            course we’re the same. Enough bifurcated either/or
                        thinking, already! It’s time for both/and.) People deserve to be free,
                        whether they resemble the folks who hold power or not—that simple. Welcoming
                        this into our thinking and organizing will change the system inside
                        us.

                    	
Time to Stop Settling. This is a natural outgrowth of points 1 and 2.
                        We can’t afford to dwindle down into tepid reforms this time. We need to go
                        for the gold, and that requires, as much as diversity and strategy,
                            passion. We need to hear our own justifiable
                        fury—expressed, for instance, by Barbara Macdonald about the way old women
                        are patronized, or Vednita Carter about how prostituted women are considered
                        dispensable. We need to let ourselves feel our own outrage again (we’re
                        beautiful when we’re angry). We need to push at all the
                        boundaries—push, in Ellie Smeal’s phrase, “for what we want, not just what
                        we can get.” That means daring to work not merely for the absence of war but
                        for the presence of peace, not merely to stop poverty but to reconceptualize
                        wealth. The vision and passion are there—though not always recognized
                        across generational or cultural gaps. Wattleton and Schroeder both express
                        fear that younger women don’t care sufficiently to become actively
                        involved. (Their respective subjects, reproductive rights and electoral
                        politics, are both crucial, and have suffered serious erosion after women
                        had made great visible gains; hence the danger that later generations might
                        buy into the propaganda that “it’s all been taken care of.”) Yet Jasmine
                        Victoria, still an undergraduate, calls her generation to arms, and vows
                        that “abortion is one issue we will not let get lost in the shuffle.” And
                        Schroeder’s despair about too-few women running for office is addressed by
                        fourteen-year-old Ana Grossman’s flat-out self-assertive plans to run for
                        president. There’s another reason for passion: the “other side”—the
                        fundamentalists, arch conservatives, racists, sexists, and homophobes, the
                        people who want to deregulate industries and decontrol guns but regulate
                        your spirituality and control your womb—they have passion. They’re a
                        minority—but they’re dedicated, and very hungry to win. It may come down to
                            who wants it more, and who shows up. As Jemison writes:
                        “who participates determines what opportunities are seen, developed, and
                        exploited.” So it’s time to get involved, and to get confrontative again.
                        It’s easier now: there’s more of us, and we’ve learned a lot. The
                        fate of real democracy is worthy of passion. Look how women, with many men
                        of conscience, have steadily been inventing the democratic home; the family
                        is still the core of the state, and, as the late internationalist Perdita
                        Huston wrote, “The democratization of the family has had far reaching
                            effects.”49 Gilligan sees feminism as
                        being, at its heart, the movement to free democracy from patriarchy.
                        Besides, it’s patriarchy that’s unnatural; our societal vision is
                            organic. Angier reminds us that biology shows ours is a
                        remarkably plastic species; our egalitarian impulses are part of human
                        nature: “feminism is an evolved trait.” The scientists are telling us that
                            we’re genetically wired for democracy and cooperation. Our own
                        genome is whispering, “This time, go all the way!”


                

                For years, I declined flattering requests from publishers to
                        consider compiling a third Sisterhood anthology. Between writing
                        priorities of my own plus activism, such a project seemed out of the
                        question. These anthologies are jealous goddesses, demanding sacrifice on
                        their altars. From the challenge of imagining the perfect person to write on
                        a particular subject or collaborating long-distance on revisions with
                        authors in prison, through that of nagging activists about their deadlines,
                        editing and protecting work entrusted by contributors to one’s care, and
                        never forgetting one’s responsibility to the reader—it’s rather intensive.
                        Now, I’m happy to have done it. I’m especially glad to dedicate the book to
                        Bella Abzug, former U.S. Congresswoman, international stateswoman, feminist
                        leader of vision, audacity, laughter, rage, and tactical virtuosity. We
                        loved her. We miss her every day.

                My introduction to Sisterhood Is Powerful began with
                        the words, “This book is an action.” It was. As is this anthology. My motto
                        for Sisterhood Is Global was “Only she who attempts the absurd can
                        achieve the impossible.” I still believe that, too. The book that rests in
                        your hands is a tool for the future—a future that also rests in your
                        hands.

                So here it is. No matter how they try to marginalize it,
                        trivialize it, stereotype it, mourn it, or demonize it: the U.S. Women’s
                        Movement. Still here—and further reinventing itself. Not for nothing
                        does the refrain “it’s up to us” ring through these essays.
                        Sisterhood is powerful, global, “forever”—and also complex,
                        hilarious, stubborn, elastic, tender, furious, sophisticated, dynamic, a
                        work in progress. Feminism is reborn every time a woman sits alone at her
                        kitchen table with a damp wad of tissues and a cup of tea at four
                            A.M., thinking I have to change my life. She—and
                        you and I—together can free ourselves and also profoundly affect society,
                        becoming agents of evolution who help our human species past its painful,
                        perilous adolescence. This is why feminism is the politics of the
                            twenty-first century.

                In that sense, New World women have just begun.

                Robin Morgan

                November 2002
 New York City
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                            women of marriageable age who arrived on one of the bride ships to
                            Virginia in 1619, only 35 were still alive six years
                    later.

                29. So named for single women who
                            earned their livelihoods, literally, by spinning and
                    weaving.

                30. Sally Hemmings, a black woman
                            owned by Jefferson, was his longtime companion and mother to a number of
                            his children. See Thomas Jefferson: An Intimate History, by Fawn
                            Brodie (New York: Bantam Books, 1974); Sally Hemmings, by Barbara
                            Chase-Riboud (New York: Viking Press, 1979; Avon Press, 1980). See also
                            “Blood Types: An Anatomy of Kin,” in The Anatomy of Freedom: Feminism
                                in Four Dimensions, op. cit.

                31. Native American women, along with
                            Native American men of federally recognized tribes, were not
                            enfranchised until 1924.

                32. See But Some of Us Are
                                Brave, Barbara Smith, Gloria Hull, and Patricia Bell Scott, eds.
                            (New York: The Feminist Press, 1982). See also The Word of a
                                Woman, by Robin Morgan, 2d ed. (New York: W.W. Norton, 1991),
                            and Saturday’s Child, op. cit.

                33. I put “mainstream” in quotes,
                            because, difficult as it may be to believe or remember, in the 1960s and
                            ’70s, the fight for a married woman’s right to have a driver’s license
                            or credit card in her own (e.g., “maiden,” that is, father’s) name was
                            regarded as radical.

                34. For the organizer’s personal,
                            behind-the-scenes story of how this demonstration got started, what
                            really happened there, and the aftermath, see Saturday’s Child,
                            op. cit., and The Word of a Woman, op. cit.

                35. So named for the first woman to
                            enter the House of Representatives (in 1917). Rankin voted against U.S.
                            entry into World War I, lost her seat, regained it, and later cast the
                            sole vote (even after Pearl Harbor) against U.S. entry into World War
                            II.

                36. See Saturday’s Child, op.
                            cit., and Going Too Far: The Personal Chronicle of a
                                Feminist, by Robin Morgan (New York: Random House, 1977).
                            For other recollections of this high-spirited period, see, for example,
                                In Our Time: Memoir of a Revolution, by Susan Brownmiller
                            (New York: The Dial Press, 1999); Dear Sisters: Dispatches from the
                                Women’s Liberation Movement, Rosalyn Baxendall and Linda Gordon,
                            eds. (New York: Basic Books, 2000); The Black Woman: An
                            Anthology, Toni Cade, ed. (New York: NAL/Signet, 1970); and Tales
                                of the Lavender Menace: A Memoir of Liberation, by Karla Jay
                            (New York: Basic Books, 1999).

                37. I coined this word half jokingly
                            in 1968 and endured the consequential slings and arrows from
                            semanticists. Now that the United Nations and NASA have adopted the use
                            of “herstory” in official documents, it’s probably time to reclaim it
                            (smiling).

                38. See Backlash: The Undeclared
                                War Against American Women, by Susan Faludi (New York: Crown,
                            1991).

                39. Another suspect gift from
                            post-structuralists has been the trendy use of “gender studies” to edge
                            out women’s studies, in a curriculum that already, as Jane Roland Martin
                            writes, “continues to give far more space and attention to the study of
                            men than women.” (The sheer creativity of backlash is awesome. No
                            wonder feminists have, contrary to stereotype, a sharp sense of humor.
                            Without it, we’d be suicidal.)

                40. A lovely leitmotif in these
                            articles is that welcoming tone. For instance, Natalie Angier and Donna
                            Hughes plead that science isn’t just for scientists but for everyone,
                            and Catharine MacKinnon urges the same thing regarding
                    law.

                41. Sisterhood Is Global was
                            conceived in part to address this hunger. When it came out in 1984, some
                            publishing experts told me that the anthology would fail, because
                            “American women aren’t interested in international issues.” In the early
                            1990s, when I was editor in chief of Ms. and we introduced
                            greater international news coverage and features on women abroad, I was
                            told the same thing. Sisterhood Is Global is still comfortably in
                            print, almost twenty years later, and polls of Ms. readers
                            consistently named the international news coverage as their favorite
                            part of the magazine. Moral: If you listen to the women, not the
                            pundits, you get to say “I told you so.”

                42. A June 2000 study by the Aspen
                            Institute found U.S. women far more likely than U.S. men to “frame their
                            foreign policy concerns around global social issues like health,
                            poverty, and human rights.” Men are more likely “to favor military
                            solutions or put a higher priority on trade.” Of the women polled in the
                            Aspen study, 69 percent urged the U.S. to work more closely with the UN
                            and other international organizations; 39 percent said they wanted the
                            government to pay greater attention to foreign affairs. Women
                            consistently placed higher priorities on disease-prevention programs,
                            equal education for girls, promoting fair labor practices, and making
                            contraceptives available. In a heartening narrowing of the gender gap,
                            only 4 percent of U.S. women and 5 percent of U.S. men want to see our
                            country be the world’s policeman; 67 percent of the women (and 56
                            percent of the men) said international cooperation was crucial to the
                            well-being of future generations. But the women ranked in order as
                            deserving of U.S. support: first, poor countries, then countries
                            important to U.S. security, last, trading partners; the men ranked
                            security first, then trading partners, with poor countries
                        last.

                43. During the Cold War, similar
                            patriarchal nonlogic smeared U.S. feminists as communists—while in the
                            USSR, feminists were accused of being CIA agents. You can’t win. So you
                            just keep on until you do.

                44. It’s personally gratifying to
                            have this new piece by Eleanor—currently in her sixth Congressional
                            term—in the anthology. We’ve known one another since the 1960s and the
                            Civil Rights Movement, and she contributed one of the three essays on
                            black feminism in Sisterhood Is Powerful. She is the only
                            contributor to appear in both anthologies—so it’s fitting that hers is
                            the essay on “long-distance-runner” feminism.

                45. See the statistics in the essay,
                            and see also “A Personal Postscript to Vintage Feminists,” p.
                        571.

                46. My original, overly ambitious
                            plan was to organize a series of taped conversations transcribed for
                            what would be a separate section in this book, conversations between
                            women representing every creative and performing art—dance (ballet,
                            modern, folk, etc.), music (symphonic through rap), fiction, poetry,
                            painting, sculpture, film, you name it. That proved logistically
                            ridiculous. It also would have made each copy of this book cost over
                            $300 and weigh more than any reader could lift. Suffice it to say that,
                            yes, we now have a National Museum of Women in the Arts, and we can
                            relish Toni Morrison’s well-deserved Nobel Prize. But no, the struggle,
                            in every art, is nowhere near over for women.

                47. Quotes intended sarcastically:
                            people of color actually constitute the majority of the human
                            species.

                48. I would have liked to commission
                            an essay by one of many Arab American feminists I know, but in these
                            times that would have necessitated a balancing article on Jewish
                            American feminism—and then we’d be off into the confusion about whether
                            we’re talking race, ethnicity, or religion. No religious constituencies
                            per se are represented here, though Adler covers the field generally.
                            However, the Kissling and Richards essays are imperative because they
                            address religious groups deliberately and disastrously influencing
                            policies that have a direct effect on women’s lives.

                49. Families As We Are:
                                Conversations from Around the World, by Perdita Huston (New
                            York: The Feminist Press at CUNY, 2001).

            

        

    
        
            PART I

                    [image: image]


            Some Basics

        

    
        
            Biologically Correct

            NATALIE ANGIER

            

            IN ALL MY YEARS as a science writer, I’ve sought to
                    encourage friends, relatives, and other members of the laity not to be so afraid
                    of science. Science doesn’t belong only to scientists, I’ve exhorted, any more
                    than art belongs only to artists, or politics to the Eeyores and Dumbos of
                    Washington, D.C. Science is the property of the human race. It’s one of our
                    greatest achievements, and it doesn’t take nearly as much effort as
                    nonscientists believe to become reasonably literate in aparticular discipline,
                    to the point where you may even venture an opinion on, say, the rights of a U.S.
                    consumer to drive an SUV, global warming be damned, versus the rights of
                    acitizen of Bangladesh to continue living above sea level.

            But I’m afraid that when it comes to my most cherished of
                    subjects, evolutionary biology, the concept of scientific populism has been
                    taken too far. It seems practically everybody is now an amateur Darwinist,
                    willing to speculate grandly on the deep Plio-Pleistocene origins of all modern
                    vices known to man, woman, or Tony Soprano. Lawyers bring evolutionary reasoning
                    into the courtroom. Psychologists discuss the evolutionary basis of depression,
                    neuroticism, anorexia, alcoholism, a wicked sweet tooth. Theologians insist the
                    human brain evolved to believe in god, who may or may not return the favor by
                    believing in evolution.

            Now, I don’t believe evolution is a “theory,” any more than I
                    believe gravity and the second law of thermodynamics are theories. I consider
                    myself a Darwinist right down to my DNA, which I’m happy to share 98.5 percent
                    of with our cousins, the chimpanzees. But it’s one thing to revel in Darwin’s
                    magnificent, overarching theory of evolution by natural selection, and another
                    to play Spin-the-HMS Beagle of a Saturday night and call the results
                    “science.” Yet to my disgust and occasionally crippling sense of despair, many
                    of the slap-happy, data-free Darwinesque theory-ettes to emerge in recent years
                    have been widely dispensed and accepted, to the point where they, too, are
                    considered the biological equivalents of E=MC2. And nowhere has the
                    acceptance of evolution-tinged notions been greater, more credulous, and more
                    insidious than for those purporting to explain the supposed differences between
                    the sexes. Darwinophiles, particularly the subspecies who label themselves
                    “evolutionary psychologists,” love to talk about the gulf that separates men and
                    women. Everywhere I turn, there they are: thematic variations of the dreary old
                    ditty, “Higgamus hoggamus/women are monogamous; hoggamus, higgamus/men are
                    polygamous.” Or, in another mildewed rendering: men are ardent, women coy. Or
                    how about: men want quantity, women quality. Or take that: men want sex, women
                    want love. Evolutionary psychology has newly proved old verities to be true. Not
                    necessarily with data, mind you—how much data do you need to prove the
                    obvious?—but with nifty new theoretical constructs and sufficiently high
                    jargon-wattage terminology to lend a spangle of rigor to the field.

            For example, evolutionary psychologists (evo psychos) love to talk
                    about “mental modules,” little cerebral fiefdoms that supposedly operate
                    independently and subliminally to prevent us from behaving in the rational,
                    integrated, thoughtful manner that we deluded femi-Nazi types might strive to
                    accomplish. As a result of these finely honed modules, which evo psychos liken
                    to the separate tools in a Swiss army knife, we will do things that may seem
                    illogical and even counterproductive to our lives overall—say, by choosing a
                    dumb mate just because he’s tall or she has big breasts and our “mate-finding”
                    module sees the person as a bearer of good genes or a fecund womb, thus the best
                    tool for the job of reproducing. So what if our intellectual or kinship-bonding
                    modules disapprove of what our mate-finding module brought home? And so what if
                    there is as yet no evidence for the existence of these mental modules?
                    Evo psychos also emphasize the “differential reproductive potential” between men
                    and women, transmutating the numeric discrepancy between a man’s sperm cells and
                    a woman’s egg cells into any and all sex-linked inequities you care to mention:
                    the rarity of female CEOs or Nobel laureates; the spareness of the average
                    female’s salary; the disparity in gumption, motion,
                get-up-and-go-tion.

            No longer are the “evolved” differences between men and women
                    presumed hypothetical until proven actual, as they might have been as recently
                    as the early 1990s; now they are pretty much post-factual. For example, in his
                    essay “The End of Courtship,” bioethicist Leon Kass (chosen by President George
                    W. Bush to head a national bioethics advisory panel), quotes the tired hoggamus
                    doggerel, declaring—without apology, footnote, or citation—that “Ogden Nash had
                    it right.” (Memo to Kass: the verse was written by William James.) This keeper
                    of the nation’s moral compass asserts that a “natural obstacle” to courtship and
                    marriage is “the deeply ingrained, natural waywardness and unruliness of the
                    human male.” One can make a “good case,” Kass continues, “that biblical religion
                    is, not least, an attempt to domesticate male sexuality and male erotic
                    longings,” although how good a case depends on whether you consider an Old
                    Testament hero like King Solomon, who had 700 wives and 300 concubines, to be an
                    exemplar of domesticated masculinity. As for modern women, Kass pities us as we
                    hop unnaturally from bed to uncommitted bed, “living their most fertile years
                    neither in the homes of their fathers nor their husbands.” Far from enjoying
                    “sexual liberation,” he says, we are awash in quiet desperation, “unprotected,
                    lonely, and out of sync with their inborn nature.”

            Apart from the general yuckiness of Kass’s aspartame-tainted
                    nostalgia, I wouldn’t mind terribly if such self-styled neo-Darwinists
                    restricted their pontificating to insisting that men are, on average, more
                    sexually rapacious and prone to philandering than women. I don’t believe that
                    claim, and in fact some evidence indicates otherwise: while performing routine
                    prenatal screening tests for the presence of disease genes, genetic counselors
                    have found incidentally that anywhere from 5 to 15 percent of babies are
                    fathered by somebody other than the mother’s husband—and surely not all these
                    women were forced against their “inborn nature” into adulterous
                    copulations.

            Nevertheless, I can keep my erotic longings to myself, and if it
                    makes a fellow feel better to insist that his are bigger and more unruly than
                    mine, he can insist away. What is far more disturbing, and what I cannot accept
                    without mounting my soapbox for a lusty rant, is the tendency of the evo-psycho
                    crowd to attribute to men not only greater sexual ardor, but greater ardor for
                        life. Kass writes that men are not only innate sexual “predators,”
                    but are also “naturally more restless and ambitious than women; lacking women’s
                    powerful and immediate link to life’s generative answer to mortality, men flee
                    from the fear of death into heroic deed, great quests, or sheer distraction
                    after distraction.”

            Others are even more presumptuous. On a computer list populated by
                    academic sex researchers, one member recently asked for commentary about the
                    following quote from an unnamed source:

            As a consequence of differential evolutionary histories, human
                    genetic males, on average, differ from genetic females in fundamental behavioral
                    ways. Males are more competitive, aggressive, creative, and inquisitive than
                    females. These behavioral characteristics are evident throughout human societies
                    to one degree or the other, and in aggregate are irrefutable. These average
                    differences are clearly reflected in the dominance and achievements of males
                    over the course of human history in politics, architecture, science, technology,
                    philosophy, and literature, among other areas of human activity and intellectual
                    concentration. It is reasonable to posit that these average differences between
                    human males and females are functions of the differential environmental demands
                    human males encountered over tens of thousands of years in human evolution.
                    Today these differences are founded in the genetic and hormonal constitution of
                    the human male.

            My reaction on reading this was, Huh? Are you joking? Men
                    by their “genetic and hormonal constitution,” are more “creative” and
                    “inquisitive” than women? Sez who? Sez what data? To my dismay, other
                    members of the list were unperturbed. “It is pretty standard evolutionary
                    psychology of sex differences,” shrugged one professor, referring to various
                    popular books about evolutionary psychology, including the bluntly titled,
                        Why Men Rule: A Theory of Male Dominance. Woe to this professor’s
                    female students if he conveys to them his settled opinion that males have a
                    hardwired advantage in exactly those traits necessary to excel in his class.
                    Well, every trait except cleavage.

            I don’t mean to be flip and sarcastic. OK, I do. But I also want
                    to express my frustration at how readily and arrogantly so much evolutionary
                    blather can be bandied about, with hardly a whimper of complaint or an attempt
                    at alternative interpretation. Remember, I’m a big fan of Darwinism, convinced
                    that by considering the deep roots of our past we can enrich our lives now, if
                    only because understanding always trumps ignorance and denial. I also believe
                    that evolutionary biology is a growth industry, and that we will be seeing ever
                    more effort, inside and outside of academia, to examine contemporary human
                    behavior from a Darwinian perspective. Fine. But maybe we shouldn’t leave the
                    analysis to a small, self-referential cabal of evolutionary psychologists, who
                    attempt to reify the status quo with a few sweeping, simplistic, binary
                    formulations.

            Maybe we should seek to use Darwinian principles to our own
                    nefarious ends—beginning with a fresh understanding of feminist impulses. Many
                    mainstream neo-Darwinists try to dismiss feminism: “We’re scientists! We seek
                    the truth about human nature, however unpleasant,” they self-righteously
                    maintain. “We must resist the forces of ‘political correctness’ and get at the
                    truth.”

            But what this smug dismissal fails to address is the fact that
                        feminism and its attendant egalitarian impulses are very much part of
                        human nature. Hence, any system that purports to explain the primal
                    origins of our desires must also explain why any of us want to be feminists in
                    the first place. I would argue that feminism is an evolved trait—part of
                    the puzzle to be solved, not a distraction from it. If it takes evolutionary
                    biologists who double as feminists to tackle this particular puzzle piece, they
                    can fairly be said to be at their most “scientific” just when evo-psycho critics
                    are pooh-poohing them for being driven by “political” motives.

            Some scientists do see the need to move beyond clichés toward a
                    more nuanced picture of human motivation, a recognition of the suppleness of
                    human nature, the capacity for men and women to adjust their social and
                    reproductive strategies as conditions around them change. Male as well as female
                    scientists lately have argued for broadening the field of evolutionary
                    psychology to incorporate the notion that our psychology does in fact evolve, is
                    designed to evolve, even in the absence of genetic evolution.1There is a reason why we have managed,
                    for better or worse, to colonize virtually every habitat on the earth’s surface,
                    and to turn the planet and its glorious diversity into a vast playground for
                    Homo sapiens. It’s because we are omnivores in every sense of the
                    word—nutritionally, culturally, behaviorally. Any theoretical framework that
                    slights our plasticity, that declares all or most men to be like this, and all
                    or most women to be like that, is a framework fit only for kindling.
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