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 FEMINISM AND POLITICAL PHILOSOPHY

 KATHERINE O'SULLIVAN SEE

 Review of The Radical Future of Liberal Feminism. By Zillah
 Eisenstein. New York: Longman, 1981.

 Women in Western Political Thought. By Susan
 Moller Okin. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1979.

 INTRODUCTION

 In the last decade, feminist critics have mapped out several
 different angles for approaching and analyzing Western political
 philosophy. One path has been to trace patterns of argument his-
 torically, to delineate the patriarchal premises and misogynistic
 biases in the dominant philosphical tradition.' A second tack,
 deriving from this, has been to revise extant political theory in
 a feminist direction, retaining those concepts and perspectives
 that have explanatory value for feminism.2 In addition, some
 critics have abandoned male-dominated political theory virtually
 in its entirety and sought to develop the rudiments of a purely
 feminist philosophy.3 The first effort has been largely an academic
 one, focusing on ancient and premodern thinkers. The second
 and third efforts have been more political and have concentrated
 nearly exclusively on the relevance of Marxism to feminism or on
 developing an autonomous theory. Curiously absent from any of
 these approaches has been a sustained consideration of the
 tradition of liberal thought and its meaning for feminism. Yet,
 such an assessment is crucial to the development of feminism.
 To those who would trace the lineage of political philosophy, the
 history of liberalism reveals how aspects of patriarchal thought
 can be challenged and modified while its essential core is retained.
 And, for radical and socialist feminists, an analysis of liberalism
 is especially important because aspects of feminist discourse and
 theory spring directly from, yet are in tension with, the liberal
 tradition. In this sense, liberalism is not simply an atavistic hold-
 over within feminism, but both a resource and a dilemma.

 Feminist Studies 8, no. 1 (Spring 1982). © 1982 by Feminist Studies, Inc.

This content downloaded from 
������������14.139.228.235 on Fri, 20 Nov 2020 06:13:20 UTC������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



 180 Katherine O'Sullivan See

 Although they undertake this task quite differently, the two
 books reviewed provide an important basis for beginning an
 assessment of liberalism. Susan Moller Okin's project in Women
 in Western Political Thought is essentially an academic one: to
 provide a feminist critique of classical and liberal political thought
 - in Plato, Aristotle, Rousseau, and John Stuart Mill - to evaluate
 whether Western political philosophy can stand without its
 sexist presuppositions. She argues that, to the extent to which
 these philosophers have viewed the family as a natural immutable
 unity, they have also defined women in bio-social functional
 terms and restricted them to primarily familial roles. According
 to Okin, justifications for all forms of sexual inequality follow
 from this functionalist familialism, even to the extent that these
 theorists ignore their own first premises about human nature and
 become mired in arguments that are logicallv inconsistent.

 In contrast, Zillah Eisenstein sees her task as political as well as
 intellectual. Like Okin, she is interested in reviewing the legacy of
 Western political theory, but her effort is to situate the origins of
 feminism in liberalism, to show how feminism is in fundamental
 conflict with the liberalism out of which it grows, and to evaluate
 what is required to make feminism a coherently radical social
 theory and movement. The central focus of The Radical Future of
 Liberal Feminism is the historic interplay of liberalism - with its
 view of the state and civil society as separate from the family, and
 of the atomistic individual, abstracted from history or social con-
 text - and feminism - with its sensitivity to the collective op-
 pression of women, to the interaction between the family and
 civil society, and to the enduring importance of history. Because
 Western feminism is rooted in liberalism, its theoretical postulates
 have often been contradictory, and its radical potential has been
 unevenly developed. Eisenstein explores this central thesis
 through a careful exegesis of the works of Locke, Rousseau, Woll-
 stonecraft, Mill and faylor, Stanton, and Betty Friedan.

 Insofar as these scholars complement each other in their discus-
 sions of specific political theorists, yet differ both in purpose and
 in their responses to the potential of liberalism, these two books
 should be read in tandem - Okin providing a tentative (albeit
 implicit) case for liberalism and Eisenstein providing a more com-
 pelling argument for both its limitations and its radical potential.
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 LIBERALISM AND THE PATRIARCHAL LEGACY

 Okin's Women in Western Political Thought takes few specula-
 tive risks, consciously focusing on the logic, consistency, and im-
 plications of the particular theories. If narrow, the results of this
 approach are also powerful, providing evidence for Okin's cen-
 tral thesis that justifications for sexual hierarchy derive from
 functionalist conceptions of women and the family. Perhaps
 nowhere is this more evident than in the case of Plato, the only
 major political philosopher outside Marxist and feminist traditions
 to propose abolition of the conventional family and seriously to
 consider potential and actual equality between the sexes. In an
 interesting discussion of the Socratic dialogues, Okin draws on
 passages in The Laws, The Republic, Timaeus, and Phaedrus to
 argue, against influential male scholars, that the claim for women's
 potential equality was consistent with the entire theoretical ap-
 proach and mode of discourse in the Dialogues.

 For Plato, sexual equality becomes a major concern only among
 the guardians in the ideal Republic. Responsibility for the preser-
 vation of a common harmony of interests requires that the guard-
 ians relinquish those particularistic bonds that tend to encourage
 acquisitiveness and selfishness in love. Consequently, they can
 possess no property, no children, and no spouses and breeding,
 lactation, and childcare must be communally regulated. Because
 the republic is designed to preserve efficiency and moral goodness
 throughout society, individuals must be located within the social
 hierarchy according to their achieved skills, competence, and
 wisdom, without reference to family or sexual origin. Okin
 demonstrates well Plato's persistent claim that female nature is
 not eternally fixed, but shaped by training and environment.
 Hence, properly educated, women can become "philosopher
 queens," equivalent in status and function to the male guardians.

 Even in The Laws and later dialogues, this premise of the poten-
 tial equality of the sexes was never totally abandoned. However,
 when he reinstituted private property and the family as the basis
 for the state in the "second city," Plato faced certain logical con-
 tradictions, seeking, on the one hand, to preserve his theoretical
 claims about women's equal potential and, on the other hand, to
 reconcile them to the roles of breeders and childrearers. Through
 a rhetorical sleight of hand, he argued that women should be edu-
 cated within the constraints of these predefined roles, their nature
 explicitly shaped so that "what induces rather to decorum and
 sedateness is to be regarded as feminine both in law and in dis-
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 course" (Okin, p. 65).4 In the "real" Platonic world, the needs of
 the state define women's function; custom and convention pre-
 scribe women's nature. Thus, once the private family was reintro-
 duced, Plato effectively abandoned the question of women's
 equality, although he could never reconcile this with his theoretical
 claims about equivalent potentiality of the sexes.

 The point for Okin is simple: ideologies of male supremacy rest
 on the principle of a private family in which women are relegated
 to the role of reproducers and childrearers. The equality of the
 sexes cannot be envisioned without abandoning this principle.
 Okin shows that, from Plato forward, no major male thinkers in
 Western societies (with the partial exception of Marxists, whom
 she does not treat) viewed the family as a social artifact; and none
 had to deal with Plato's convolutions with respect to sexual in-
 equality. Aristotle was - in startling contrast to Plato - the para-
 digm of consistency, defining nature as coincident with social
 roles. His tautological reasoning is quite obvious: once he defined
 people instrumentally and assigned values to instrumental func-
 tions, women were inevitably found wanting, inferior. For
 Aristotle, the monogamous family system insures that the souls
 of "superior" men will be encapsulated in their progeny, while
 women's bodies are simply the matter in which the male form
 grows.5 Because goodness is equivalent to the performance of a
 predetermined function, the good woman reaches her moral
 heights in service to her husband and care of her sons.

 Okin claims that the sexual functionalist bias of Plato and

 Aristotle was a major bequest to later political theorists. To make
 this point, she turns to Rousseau, the archetype of modern "patri-
 archal functionalism." Rousseau's argument is not easily sum-
 marized, and Okin is quite sensitive to its complex twists; here I
 can only treat the basic thrust of her analysis.

 In condemning the materialistic and competitive trends of
 bourgeois society, Rousseau sought to discover and to preserve
 the most "natural" elements of humanity (Discourse on the Origin
 of Inequality). But, there are singular contradictions in his work.
 On the one hand, he postulated an original state of nature in which
 all women and men were free, self-sufficient, and independent.
 In this ideal state, families, sexual inequality, and property were
 nonexistent. It was only with the introduction of private property
 that selfishness, competition, fear of others, and social dependency
 began to emerge. On the other hand, Rousseau invoked a "golden
 age" of the patriarchal family, a hypothesized era in which private
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 property was limited to male possession of family goods, and
 women were made dependent upon men. In the first state of nature,
 Rousseau described sexuality as free, mutually shared, instrumen-
 tal; but, in the golden age, women are suddenly viewed as sexual
 aggressors who must be controlled in monogamous, patriarchal
 families. Rousseau's writing subsequent to the Discourse simply
 drops his original vision of natural. sexual equality and treats
 the patriarchal family as the most "natural." In so doing, he was
 able to define women in purely functional terms and hence to
 develop totally dichotomous views on the education and civil
 rights of the sexes. In Emile, men are to be trained to realize
 their "natural" potential as independent, self-sufficient individ-
 uals, skeptical about received knowledge; women afe to be trained
 for motherhood and wifery as mirrors of male opinion, charming,
 deferential, dependent. The principles of equality and liberty
 revered in The Social Contract are restricted to men in civil society,
 built on "the political exclusion, total confinement and repression
 of women" (Okin, p. 144).6 Rousseau's contradictory arguments
 about the nature of the sexes - his environmentalism with respect
 to men, his reductionist biologism with respect to women - are at
 the heart of his own pessimistic conclusions about the potential
 of civil society.
 John Stuart Mill, the last major theorist whom Okin examines,

 rejected Rousseau's profound pessimism and his claims about the
 immutable nature of women. From the outset, Mill denounced
 those legal constraints which prevent women from achieving
 their individual abilities. He explicitly countered the neo-Aristotelian
 and/or Comteian claim that biological differences explain female
 subordination, arguing that social and legal barriers prevent us
 from knowing woman's true nature. But, at the same time, Mill
 followed the Aristotelian legacy in his allegiance to the patriarchal
 family, claiming that the traditional sexual division of labor is
 most natural, "most suitable" for women, placing no value on
 women's domestic labor in the family, limiting property rights
 only to what is earned through market exchange, and totally ig-
 noring the way that familial organization bars women from effective
 citizenship. Thus, although Mill challenged some customary bar-
 riers to women's equality, he still embraced a dual standard that
 imposed additional burdens on women: the duties of marriage,
 housewifery, family care, as well as the "rights" of wage labor.
 Once again, woman's potential was circumscribed within a socially
 defined, male-dominated family vision.
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 Okin concludes her survey with several chapters on the con-
 tinuing legacy of biosocial functionalism in contemporary psy-
 chology, sociology, and law. There is little in these sections that
 will be new to those familiar with critiques of these disciplines;
 nor can we assume, as Okin implies, a causal relationship between
 political theory and male supremacist biases in all of Western cul-
 ture. Nonetheless, Okin's feminist critique of the history of secular
 political theory is a substantial contribution to her own field. She
 shows conclusively that in mainstream Western political theory
 the inclusion of women as complete equals to men would require
 a thorough transformation of the basic argument, because it pos-
 tulates a civil society that depends on a male-dominated family
 system for its very existence.
 But, while Okin cogently chronicles and critiques traditional

 Western political theory from a feminist perspective, she gives
 the reader no explicit guidance on what a feminist political theory
 would look like. She does not discuss, with any rigor, the relation-
 ship between political theory and practice. What constitutes
 feminist justice? What should be retained from traditional philos-
 ophy, especially from liberalism? These questions, evaded by Okin,
 are taken up more directly by Zillah Eisenstein in her trenchant
 and provocative analysis, The Radical Future of Liberal Feminism.
 Eisenstein's discussion of John Locke deserves careful consideration,
 because his assumptions state the core elements of liberal theory
 and shaped the context for subsequent theoretical and institutional
 development. Contrary to the usual view of academic political
 theorists, Eisenstein argues that Locke did not reject patriarchy,
 but sought to establish a new form of patriarchy within the frame-
 work of capitalist market relations, a "private patriarchy" separate
 from the state. In this sense, liberal political theory constitutes the
 ideological expression of and justification for capitalist patriarchy.
 In his argument against the monarchy and for individually based
 rights, Locke challenged the conventional view of the absolutist
 state as constituting a natural approximation of the divine order.
 According to the classical patriarchal interpretation, that of Robert
 Filmer, the rights of the monarch derived from father right, con-
 ferred by God on Adam; and the monarch constituted a secular
 Adam, the father of all within the state, the paternal authority and
 protector. Because Eve was a derivative of Adam, women were
 subservient to men in the divine hierarchy.

 Locke countered this patriarchal view on two grounds. He first
 argued that traditional political theory failed to distinguish between
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 the state and the family. The state, claimed Locke, is an explicit
 social construct, designed by rational individuals to protect their
 relations of exchange in the market and to coordinate social rela-
 tions. It is not a product of divine ordinance, but of human action.
 The family, in contrast, is a natural institution, existing to serve
 private purposes: procreation and the care of children. The power
 of the monarch, then, does not derive from natural patriarchal
 rights, but from social consent. Locke also countered the tradi-
 tional view of the father's power within the family, arguing that
 Eve was not a derivative of Adam, was not naturally subject to
 him, and hence that authority rested on both female and male
 parents in the family. However, having explicitly conferred equal
 personhood on women, Locke did not follow this to its logical
 conclusion. He did recognize that women possess "natural" rights,
 and his thought thereby "opens up the conception of individuality
 for women [but] he does not follow through on this potentiality"
 (Eisenstein, p. 43).7 Rather, he claimed that males have certain
 conjugal rights which place them in charge of family decisions
 and property, rights deriving from woman's "natural lot" - that
 is, her physical disabilities: less strength, vulnerability in pregnancy.

 There are fascinating inconsistencies in Locke's analysis
 which parallel those of Rousseau. Natural differences in
 strength and ability among men do not define weaker men out
 of the state, whereas the presumed differences between the
 sexes do restrict women to the familial sphere and give them
 lesser rights within it. Because it is fathers who act as the pro-
 prietors of familial land and goods, it is fathers who make up
 the state and civil society. Locke never questioned whether it
 was natural for men to control property but accepted the
 patriarchal family as a given. This distinction between the fami-
 ly as a natural, private, corporate body, with rights invested in
 its male head, and the state and civil society as socially con-
 structed, public entities, with rights invested in their individual
 members, meant that women were excluded from the prin-
 ciples of legal and moral individualism and rationality on which
 liberal capitalism was based. While men were defined as persons
 with individual market and political potentials, women were
 defined as members of a biological "sex-class" with sexual and
 familialfunctions. Liberalism, then, merely reformulated patriar-
 chy, making it a "private" arrangement, separate from the state
 and market.
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 FEMINISM AND THE LIBERAL LEGACY

 Against this liberal backdrop, with its separation of the family
 from civil society and its emphasis on personal rights within
 civil society, feminist theory developed, unevenly, slowly, in-
 completely. Eisenstein traces this history with precision, show-
 ing how early feminist theorists used the individualist principles
 of liberalism (equal rights to individual freedom, equal human
 rationality) to attack male dominance, how they sought to
 create a more complete liberalism. Yet, in so doing, they fre-
 quently evaded the problem of the artificial separation of the
 family from civil society and ignored the social consequences of
 ahistoric individualism. Mary Wollstonecraft, for example,
 argued for women's full civil equality on the grounds that
 women could participate in the market during the interregnum
 between daughterhood and motherhood and that such activity
 would encourage an independence and education of women
 which would better prepare them for their later roles as wives
 and mothers. Similarly, John Stuart Mill and Harriet Taylor
 sought to extend civil rights to all women, so as to free the
 "superior woman" from economic dependence on men; but
 they failed to consider the collective position of "ordinary"
 women or the extralegal barriers to women's equality in the
 market and in the domestic sphere. Elizabeth Cady Stanton was
 the most radical of these theorists, consistently critiquing the
 ways that men controlled women's sexuality, labor, and per-
 sonal resources within marriage and the family as well as
 throughout the "public" sphere. She challenged both the laws
 and the customs that gave men domestic and civil power; and
 on occasion she argued that without equality within the family,
 women were doomed to subordination. Yet at the same time,
 Stanton claimed motherhood as woman's "sacred sphere," a
 realm of female power that made women uniquely qualified for
 civil and political rights; and in this claim, she embraced the
 liberal vision of the family as natural, unchanging, separate from
 the market and the state. These conflicting strands were never
 resolved in Stanton's writings; and in her strategic focus on the
 legal barriers to women's equality, Eisenstein argues that Stan-
 ton defined the agenda of American Feminism: equal civil rights
 within the limited confines of liberalism.

 In this section of the book, Eisenstein shows great insight into
 the hegemonic potential of liberal theory and practice; its em-
 phasis on individual rights and its separation of the family from
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 the "public sphere" constituted both an opportunity and a con-
 straint for feminism. Strategically, women have been able to use
 liberalism to extend individual ("private") rights and to challenge
 sexual oppression in the market and government (for example, to
 secure suffrage, or to outlaw explicit discrimination in jobs). But
 this very strategy has undercut the radical, collectivist potential of
 feminism by legitimating the claim that problems in the
 "private"realm (household labor, childrearing, gender socializa-
 tion) are personal issues that have no place in politics. It has also
 reinforced the view that individual opportunity in the market is
 sufficient for women's liberation. Liberalism, then, is a double-
 edged sword, and when liberal feminists such as Betty Friedan
 swing the blade of "civil individualism," they blunt the edge of
 women's collective interests. Moreover, Eisenstein argues, the
 dominant social and political leadership endorses the Friedan
 style of liberal feminism precisely because it does not undercut
 the institutions and social groups that benefit from women's col-
 lective powerlessness, for example, the medical establishment,
 whose authority is based on control over women's bodies;
 capitalists, who benefit from the sexual ghettoization of "work-
 ing mothers"; and men, who can avoid the burdens of household
 labor and childrearing.

 DOES LIBERAL FEMINISM HAVE A "RADICAL" FUTURE?

 Can liberal feminism, with its acceptance of the private/public
 distinction and its emphasis on individual rights and formally
 equal opportunity, transcend its own limits? It is here that the
 value of the two books' respective contributions to feminist
 analysis differs most significantly. For Okin, the emancipation of
 women hinges almost entirely on freedom from familial
 burdens. She argues that if men assume major parental roles,
 childrearing will become less gender specific, socialization less
 sexist. Decent childcare facilities and flexible work time policies
 will make it possible for women to participate fully in the labor
 force and for new forms of coparenting and family organization
 to develop. Here, Okin runs up against the limitations of her
 own implicit liberalism. She refuses to deal with the relationship
 of family structure to capitalism, thereby neglecting the complex
 interplay of class, sex, and racial hierarchies. Her analysis thus
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 ignores familial and extrafamilial institutions that reinforce
 gender positions and prepare women for roles that resemble
 those of domestic workers and/or mothers, according them little
 status, power, or job security. It also ignores the extent to which
 women's labor force participation is segregated, but in different
 slots depending on their class and race. She is also inattentive to
 the multiple bases of male supremacy - not only in domestic
 labor and wage jobs, but also in sexuality and control over
 women's bodies. In drawing out the common threads in the
 literature, Okin is peculiarly silent about their efforts to repress
 female sexuality; yet her own survey illustrates the extensive at-
 tempts (especially in Plato, Aristotle, and Rousseau) to control
 female sexuality and to orient women toward procreative
 heterosexuality. Okin does not speak to this aspect of their
 arguments and hence does not consider whether or how decom-
 position of female-centered family systems would challenge the
 social bases of male sexual privilege or of heterosexual norms.
 Without a clearly articulated theory of patriarchy, of the
 material basis of male supremacy and/or privilege, Okin cannot
 thoroughly analyze the potential of liberalism. Finally, she fails
 to explore fully the solipsism of a liberal system that views sex-
 ual oppression as a "personal problem," separable from the ac-
 tions of the state or the economic system. Thus she proffers a
 legal reformism that is insufficient to secure sexual equality, a
 reformism that Eisenstein eloquently challenges and attempts to
 move beyond.

 Eisenstein's grounding in recent feminist literature is substantial.
 Because she is particularly concerned about the nature of patriarchy
 and its relation to other structures of hierarchy, her work is richer
 than Okin's as a contribution to feminist theory. She roots her analy-
 sis in an understanding of patriarchy as a political system that privi-
 leges men and subordinates women as a "sex-class," a system that
 shapes and reshapes other hierarchical structures, and that per-
 meates every aspect of social life, so that it is not overtly visible.
 Stressing the historical durability of patriarchy, Eisenstein argues
 that liberal capitalism was predicated on patriarchy, but altered it
 as well; that the two systems are linked by an intertwined logic of
 hierarchy. Therefore, the feminist challenge to liberal patriarchy
 will require a concomitant challenge to capitalism and to the "rela-
 tively autonomous" state. Unfortunately, the argument here is
 often diffuse and incoherent. Eisenstein has draped her claims so
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 thoroughly in the lexicon of revisionist Marxists ("relative auton-
 omy" of the state and its institutional infrastructure, class frag-
 ments, internal struggles within the dominant class, ideological
 apparatus, and so forth) that she often gets enmeshed in a turgid
 prose that obscures more than it clarifies. Still, her scholarship is
 prodigious and she does not shrink from important theoretical
 and political questions which Okin avoids. If, as a result she is
 more vulnerable to sustained criticism about aspects of her specu-
 lative analysis, she deserves our acclaim for her intellectual imagina-
 tion. What, then, does Eisenstein say about the radical potential of
 liberal feminism?

 Liberal feminism, she argues, is moving to the left in practice, as it
 comes up against the limitations and implications of capitalist patri-
 archy and as it is influenced by the more radical wing of the wom-
 en's movement. The very structure of advanced capitalism, to-
 gether with the practical political demands of contemporary
 feminists, make the survival of liberal feminism unlikely for several
 reasons. First, the extensive demand for female labor belies the fic-
 tive liberal differentiation between the market and family economies
 and underscores the burdens imposed on women in the household
 (as consumption workers, domestic laborers, and childrearers). Sec-
 ond, the relegation of women to sex-segregated secondary labor
 market positions has made women more conscious of a collective
 subordination, formerly obscured by household isolation. This
 shared material position creates both an opportunity and a recog-
 nition of the necessity for radical social change. Liberalism, with
 its exclusive emphasis on the rights of the individual and separa-
 tion of the private and public, cannot respond adequately.

 It is true, Eisenstein notes, that political and institutional forces
 brake the radical momentum of feminism, forcing women to
 channel their energies into legal reformism (the Equal Rights
 Amendment) and individualist rhetoric (reproductive choice as a
 private, personal matter). Nonetheless, she argues that the contra-
 dictions imposed by capitalism's need for female labor and liber-
 alism's insistence on preserving the private domain of childrearing,
 together with the collectivist impetus in the politics of liberal femi-
 nist groups like the National Organization for Women, create a
 wedge for moving women beyond liberal individualism into
 socialist feminism. To support this claim, Eisenstein examines the
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 politics of the Houston Women's Conference and other liberal
 feminist groups, discussing their relation to the state and their in-
 creasing radical thrust.

 Despite her innovative and powerful argument, I think Eisen-
 stein is theoretically and politically shortsighted in her claims
 about the imminent radical direction of feminism. First, she rests
 much of her case about the contradiction between capitalism and
 the patriarchal family on the economic demand for female labor and
 on occupational segregation in low-wage jobs. What this ignores is
 the capacity of capital to alter the technical relations of produc-
 tion and to export low-wage industrial jobs. It is true that most
 women are employed in the growing service sector (such as in
 clerical, public service, fast food and/or restaurant positions);
 hence, we appear to be economically indispensable to "post-
 industrial" capital. However, the accelerating mechanization of
 service jobs may make many of the traditionally female positions
 expendable and force women back into the surplus labor force
 (although a small, educated elite will continue to enter managerial
 and professional positions).8

 We can only speculate about this possibility and about women's
 responses to it; what concerns me is Eisenstein's facile assumption
 that the continued subordination of women leads necessarily to
 a radical political consciousness, and her reluctance to consider
 how women's political consciousness is formed. For example, she
 fails to examine the ambivalence of many women about leaving
 home for paid labor positions. Especially among secondary sector
 workers, marriage/housewifery/childrearing are often seen as at-
 tractive alternatives. Some women may be less supportive of fem-
 inism, more attracted to a renewed movement for "family"
 wages. Other women are only interested in part-time work and,
 though willing to struggle for greater job protection and benefits,
 may not see this as requiring a challenge to patriarchy or to cap-
 italism. More attention needs to be paid, also, to the ambivalence
 of women toward shared parenting, because there are positive
 aspects of sex-exclusive parenting which women may not choose
 to relinquish.9

 I do not mean to imply that women will voluntarily leave the
 labor force in mass numbers (we have no historical evidence of
 such a voluntary exodus), but only that the response to a sub-

This content downloaded from 
������������14.139.228.235 on Fri, 20 Nov 2020 06:13:20 UTC������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



 Katherine O'Sullivan See 191

 ordinate sex-class position can take a variety of political (and
 "prepolitical") forms. On the other hand, as Eisenstein points
 out, the growing divorce rate and the number of female heads
 of household should contribute to an increased feminist conscious-

 ness about the necessity for collective action in the interests of
 women's economic independence. We may agree with Eisenstein
 that the feminist tide will not recede too far, but we still need
 to be aware of the flexibility of capital and of the state, as well as
 the power of liberal ideology in shaping its direction.

 In addition, Eisenstein is shortsighted in her failure to take
 seriously and examine in depth the ways that race, class, and sex -
 and/or gender-specific orientations are formed and reinforced in
 our daily lives, making a collective feminist consciousness more
 difficult. Although she is quite sensitive to the particular social
 burdens of minority, lesbian, and poor women, she does not indi-
 cate how radical feminism will necessarily encompass their con-
 cerns or speak to their particular experiences of male dominance.
 Her analysis is thus limited insofar as it assumes that "radical fem-
 inism" will speak to the perceived needs of women from every
 background and that this radical future will automatically encom-
 pass every other form of social hierarchy. Eisenstein's claim that
 the common oppression of women automatically encompasses
 the particular oppression of black (or, by extension, lesbian and
 other minority) women is reminiscent of the leftist claim that the
 socialist struggle will inevitably include the emancipation of women,
 and hence that the commonality of the working class takes prece-
 dence. This ignores the singular logic of racial exploitation and
 the ways in which racial privilege divide Euro-American, white
 women from Afro/Asian/American women of color. The triple
 systems of racial, class, and sex and/or gender hierarchies may
 each have a different logic and material base, but they are his-
 torically intertwined in American life and thought in such a way
 that women of different racial and ethnic backgrounds experience
 capitalist patriarchy in fundamentally different ways. As a result, our
 interests and consciousness as women are not synchronized; and
 unless feminism addresses this nonsynchrony strategically, as well as
 theoretically, then I think the future of feminism will be more frag-
 mented than Eisenstein suggests.10

 Finally, neither of these books provides a coherent or compre-
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 hensive explanation of what the movement beyond liberal
 feminism will entail. Okin evades the question entirely. Eisen-
 stein does state the need to "map out the relationship between
 one's individual life and the social and political structures (sex,
 race, economic class) that define it" within the spheres of
 reproduction, housework, childcare, wage labor, women's rela-
 tions to other women and to men, (Eisenstein, p. 192). But this
 merely leaves the reader suspended theoretically, appreciative
 of the irreconcilability of aspects of traditional liberalism and
 feminism, but uncertain of how radical and/or socialist feminism
 will be both individualist and collectivist. Eisenstein speaks of a
 distinction between feminist "individuality" and liberal "in-
 dividualism" - the former recognizes the social factors that
 shape individual potential; the latter ignores these. But in
 equating all forms of liberalism, this conception ignores the
 development of a modern liberalism that recognizes the effects
 of historical oppression and the recursive interaction between
 the public and private spheres. Even though the state may adopt
 "welfare liberal" principles to contain social insurgence or to
 resolve problems of economic planning (for example, in affirma-
 tive action policies or publicly subsidized daycare), in so doing it
 moves us some distance from classical liberal principles. We
 should, I think, pay more attention to the efforts of recent
 political theorists and philosophers to examine how liberalism
 can incorporate group claims and a sensitivity to history and still
 retain its positive (and I would argue healthy) respect for the in-
 dividual.1 I am not convinced that Eisenstein's distinction bet-

 ween individuality and individualism is conceptually clear
 enough to give us guidance on what feminist individuality
 means in concrete terms or how to achieve it socially. How do
 we develop an arena for childrearing that sustains the positive
 nurturant aspects of mothering without subordinating women?
 How can we retain the decent and supportive core of the
 "private family"? What are the principles of and limits on state
 intervention? Specifically, how can we hold onto the aspects of
 liberalism that we value (respect for individual privacy, freedom
 of speech, pluralism of ideas and cultures, restrictions on state
 power, and so forth) and reject the false dichotomy between the
 private and the public and the several hierarchies that are sup-
 ported by liberalism?

 It is no doubt premature to expect a comprehensive feminist
 theory that can respond to these qualms. It is to Eisenstein's
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 credit that she stimulates such questions, that she has charted
 out the territory and indicated directions in which feminist
 political theorists and strategists might head. Although neither
 of these works conclusively resolves the meaning of liberalism
 for feminism, together they indicate its importance, both as part
 of the historical baggage of patriarchy and as crucial to feminist
 politics and thought.

 NOTES

 I would like to thank the editorial board of Feminist Studies for suggestions on an earlier
 draft of this review. I am especially grateful to Ros Petchesky for stimulating my ideas, then
 critiquing these in detail, and to the Center for the Study of Human Rights at Columbia Univer-
 sity and the Rockefeller Foundation for providing time, space, and resources for thinking.

 'See, for example, Loraine M. G. Clark and Linda Lange, The Sexism of Social and Political
 Theory: From Plato to Nietzsche (Buffalo: University of Toronto Press, 1980); Anne Dickason,
 "Anatomy and Destiny: The Role of Biology in Plato's View of Women," Women and Philos-
 ophy: TowardA Theory of Liberation, eds. Carol C. Gould and Marx W. Wartofsky (New York:
 G. P. Putnam, 1976), pp. 45-53; Mary B. Mahowald, Philosophy of Women Classical to Current
 Concepts (ndianapolis: Hackett, 1978); Martha Lee Osbone, ed., Women in Western Thought
 (New York: Random House, 1979); Sarah B. Pomeroy, Goddeses, Whores, Wives, Slaves
 Women in Casil Antiquity (New York: Schocken, 1976).

 2Zillah Eisenstein, ed., Capitalist Patriarchy and the Cae for Socialist Feminism (New York:
 Monthly Review Press, 1978); Annette Kuhn and Anne Marie Wolpe, eds., Feminism and
 Materialism (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1978); Linda Phelps, "Patriarchy and
 Capitalism," Quest 2 no.2 (Fall 1975): 37-41; Lydia Sargent, ed., Women and Revolution: A
 Disusion of the Unhappy Marriage of Marxism and Feminism (Boston: South End Press, 1981);
 Batya Weinbrxm, The Curious Courtship of Women's Liberation and Socialism (Boston: South
 End Press, 1978).

 3Mary Daly, Gyn/Ecology: The MetaEthics of Radical Feminism (Boston: Beacon, 1978);
 Editorial Staff, Questions Feministes, "Variations on Some Common Themes," Feminist Issues
 1, no. 1 (Summer 1980): 3-22; Susan Griffin, Woman and Nature: The Roaring Inside Her (New
 York: Harper and Row, 1978); Anne Koedt, Ellen Levine, and Anita Rapone eds., Radical
 Feminism (New York: Qladrangle, 1973); Carol C. Gould, "The Woman Question: The Phil-
 osophy of Liberation and the Liberation of Philosophy," in Gould and Wartofsky, eds.,
 Women and Philosophy, pp. 5-44.

 4Okin, Women in Western Political Thought. All references are to this edition, and page
 numbers will be supplied in parentheses in the text.

 'For a thorough political critique of "mind-body" dualism as it affects thinking about
 women in Plato and Aristotle, see Eli7abeth Speman, "Woman as Body: Ancient and Contem-
 porary Views," Feminist Studies 8, no. 1 (Spring 1982).
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 6Both authors detail Rousseau's extreme misogyny. He believed that women are sexual-
 ly insatiable, able to undermine men's self-sufficiency by endlessly stimulating male desire.
 Given this perspective, male independence necessitated sexual and social control of
 women. Eisenstein covers some of the same ground here, but her treatment of Rousseau
 does add to the argument, detailing shifts in the position of French women and Rousseau's
 personal and political response to these shifts.

 7Eisenstein, The Radical Future of Liberal Feminism. All references are to this edition, and
 page numbers will be supplied in parentheses in the text.

 8See the discussion in Harry Braverman, Labor and Monopoly Capital: The Degradation
 of Work (New York: Monthly Review Press 1975); and Emma Rothschild, "Reagan and the
 Real America," New York Review of Books, 5 Feb. 1981, pp. 12-17.

 9For evidence of ambivalence toward leaving the household for wage labor, see the in-
 terviews in Louise Kapp Howe, Pink Collar Workers (New York: Avon, 1977). For a discus-
 sion of ambivalence about shared parenting versus exclusive mothering, see Barrie Thorne,
 ed., Rethinking the Family: Some Feminist Questions (New York: Longman, 1981).

 'OA number of feminists have elaborated on and developed these points. Unfortunately,
 Eisenstein does not evaluate critically the works that have been done on racism and sexism,
 but merely cites them in a footnote. Among these, she mentions Michele Wallace, Black
 Macho and the Myth of the Superwoman (New York: Dial, 1978), a book that has been
 roundly and severely critiqued by black feminists; see Gloria Joseph, "The Incomplete
 Menage A Trois: Marxism, Fe'inism, and Racism," in Sargent, ed., Women and Revolution,
 pp. 91-106; JuneJordan, Civil Wars (Boston: Beacon Press, 1981). For a good discussion of
 an approach to the nonsynchronous aspects of sex and/or gender hierarchies, see Emily
 Hicks, "Cultural Marxism: Nonsynchrony and Feminist Practice," in Sargent, ed., Women
 and Revolution, pp. 219-38.

 "See, for example, John Rawls, "The Dewey Lectures," Journal of Philosophy 77, no. 9
 (September 1980): 515-72; and his A Theory of Justice (Cambridge: Harvard University
 Press, 1971); Robert Paul Wolff, "There's Nobody Here But Us Persons," in Gould and
 Wartofsky, eds., Women and Philosophy, pp. 128-44; Owen Fiss, "Groups and the Equal
 Protection Clause," Philosophy and Public Affairs 5, no. 2 (Winter 1976): 107-177; J. R.
 Pole, The Pursuit of Equality in American History (Berkeley: University of California Press,
 1978).

This content downloaded from 
������������14.139.228.235 on Fri, 20 Nov 2020 06:13:20 UTC������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms


	Contents
	[179]
	180
	181
	182
	183
	184
	185
	186
	187
	188
	189
	190
	191
	192
	193
	194

	Issue Table of Contents
	Feminist Studies, Vol. 8, No. 1 (Spring, 1982), pp. i-v+6-212
	Front Matter [pp. i-ii]
	Preface [pp. iii-v]
	An Interview with Sonia Johnson [pp. 6-17]
	Women as Prophets during the English Civil War [pp. 18-45]
	Women in the Crafts in Sixteenth-Century Lyon [pp. 46-80]
	My Black Mothers and Sisters or on Beginning a Cultural Autobiography [pp. 81-96]
	Art Essay
	"Forever Free": Art by African-American Women, 1862-1980 an Exhibition [pp. 97-108]

	Woman as Body: Ancient and Contemporary Views [pp. 109-131]
	Reviews
	Review: Sexuality and Power: A Review of Current Work in the History of Sexuality [pp. 132-156]

	Class and Gender Inequalities and Women's Role in Economic Development: Theoretical and Practical Implications [pp. 157-176]
	Poetry
	Fireflies [p. 177]
	We've Never Been Women, We've Never Been Nobodies [p. 178]

	Reviews
	Review: Feminism and Political Philosophy [pp. 179-194]

	Notes and Letters [pp. 195-202]
	Publications Received [pp. 205-212]
	Back Matter [pp. 203-204]



