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INTRODUCTION



Anne Phillips



Feminism is politics. Yet, judging from its impact on either theory or practice, feminism has been less successful in challenging 'malestream' politics than in the near-revolution it has achieved elsewhere. We are living through a time of major transformation in sexual relations: transformations that can be measured in the global feminization of the workforce, the rapid equalization between the sexes (at least in the richer countries) in educational participation and qualifications, and a marked increase in women's self-confidence and self-esteem that is probably the most lasting legacy of the contemporary women's movement. The changes cannot be attributed to feminism alone, and are often ambiguous in their effects; but even if the reshaping of gender relations is partial and deeply problematic, it would be hard not to notice this as a period of significant change. In politics, by contrast, it still seems like business as usual. Certainly, the politics portrayed to us via the daily newspapers and television accounts remains overwhelmingly masculine in personnel and style; while in some parts of the world, women face direct attacks on recently achieved civil rights by parties and governments resisting the implications of sexual equality.
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belong to political elites, or hold influential positions in government institutions'. 1 The very definition of the subject matter has made politics peculiarly intransigent to feminist transformations.



This relative intransigence has had one—rather unexpected—result: that the feminists who once sighted politics everywhere are not particularly enthused by the study of politics, and are far more readily engaged by work in cultural studies or philosophy or film. Michèle Barrett has written of a 'turn to culture' in recent feminism that has shifted the words/things balance away from the more materialist preoccupations of the social sciences (their preoccupation, as she puts it, with 'things') and towards the cultural salience of words. 'Feminism sells best as fiction', and even in the more academic literature, 'the rising star lies with the arts, humanities and philosophy'.2 This turn to culture need not be construed as an anti-politics; indeed, Barrett suggests that the later preoccupations could help us towards a better account of subjective political motivation and open up space for a more explicitly ethical politics. But the effects can be somewhat perplexing for feminists studying on politics courses or researching in areas normally associated with political science or political theory. I remember rushing out to buy a new collection of essays published under the title Feminists Theorize the Political,3 a collection packed with fascinating essays, but organized, as it turned out, around confirming or contesting the value of poststructuralist theories. It can be hard to know what to do with this in a world where 'the political' still conjures up images of governments and elections and parties: should feminists simply refuse to engage with this dreary universe, or do we have to engage in order to transform?



In the stories we tell ourselves of the development of feminist thinking, we often construct histories that demonstrate a movement from naïvety to sophistication, a progression from simpler to more complex beliefs. It is sometimes suggested, for example, that feminists began their explorations with a relatively uncomplicated notion of 'filling the gaps', and only later moved on to more conceptually challenging questions. Joan Scott describes feminist historians in the first years of the contemporary women's movement as setting out to establish women's presence and participation through history—as making visible what was previously ignored.4 Such work perhaps began as a relatively simple process of historical recovery, but when 'the questions of why these facts had been ignored and how they were now to be understood were raised, history became more than a search for facts'.5 Accounts of feminism and politics often make similar points. Virginia Sapiro writes in

Chapter 3 of an initial period when 'most work was of the ''add women and stir" or compensatory variety', while a recent collection on feminism and politics suggests that '(e)arly efforts to explore women's participation in the traditional political arenas were basically descriptive or mapping exercises', 6 and that it was only as the limitations of this became apparent that feminists embarked on a paradigm shift that more fundamentally questioned the categories of analysis.



These histories do convey something of the growing sophistication of feminist thought, but there is a troubling neatness to their pattern, and as applied to feminist thinking about politics they underestimate one crucial feature. Contemporary feminism developed out of a period of radical disillusionment with the post-war political settlement in North America and Europe, and both its language and forms of organization were significantly influenced by the radical sub-cultures from which it emerged. Earlier generations of feminists had often employed a vocabulary of women's equality or women's emancipation. The activists of the contemporary women's movement typically talked of 'women's liberation', and David Bouchier has suggested that this phrase originated in sardonic reference to the way women were treated in liberation movements for black or Third World peoples.7 Many of those who read the new feminist literature or marched in the women's-movement demonstrations were experiencing their first involvement in politics, but a significant minority came from a prior engagement with new-left or civil-rights politics. They came, that is, with a conception of politics that was already at odds with the dull routines of political parties, or the backstage manœuvrings through which public policy is made. In the formative years of the contemporary women's movement, the 'politics' that feminists were contesting was already a deviation from conventional norms.



'The personal is political' is probably the best-known slogan of those early years, but the key point about this is that it was directed primarily at socialist or radical men. It signalled a move away from the contestations between capital and labour that had preoccupied generations of Marxist activists, and questioned the radicalism of those new social movements that were themselves extending the meaning of politics, but rarely to the point of including who did the housework or who typed the leaflets or who had the power in bed. It also, of course, queried that more academic literature on politics which looked to states or interest groups or rational individuals and failed to spot women in any of these places. But 'the personal is

Chapter 3 of an initial period when 'most work was of the ''add women and stir" or compensatory variety', while a recent collection on feminism and politics suggests that '(e)arly efforts to explore women's participation in the traditional political arenas were basically descriptive or mapping exercises', 6 and that it was only as the limitations of this became apparent that feminists embarked on a paradigm shift that more fundamentally questioned the categories of analysis.



These histories do convey something of the growing sophistication of feminist thought, but there is a troubling neatness to their pattern, and as applied to feminist thinking about politics they underestimate one crucial feature. Contemporary feminism developed out of a period of radical disillusionment with the post-war political settlement in North America and Europe, and both its language and forms of organization were significantly influenced by the radical sub-cultures from which it emerged. Earlier generations of feminists had often employed a vocabulary of women's equality or women's emancipation. The activists of the contemporary women's movement typically talked of 'women's liberation', and David Bouchier has suggested that this phrase originated in sardonic reference to the way women were treated in liberation movements for black or Third World peoples.7 Many of those who read the new feminist literature or marched in the women's-movement demonstrations were experiencing their first involvement in politics, but a significant minority came from a prior engagement with new-left or civil-rights politics. They came, that is, with a conception of politics that was already at odds with the dull routines of political parties, or the backstage manœuvrings through which public policy is made. In the formative years of the contemporary women's movement, the 'politics' that feminists were contesting was already a deviation from conventional norms.
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political' derived most of its force from arguments within radical politics, for it was in this context that the preoccupations with sexual equality were most consistently sneered at as a trivial diversion. The feminism of the 1960s or 70s issued a potentially devastating challenge to both conventional and radical understandings of politics. There was no naïve early moment before anyone paused to ask what was wrong with the way politics was conceived.



The problem, if any, was that 'politics' was subjected to such devastating criticism that it threatened to dissolve as a distinct category of analysis. The notion of power as ubiquitous is often attributed to Michel Foucault (and feminists have indeed made much use of Foucault in analysing the power of discursive practices or challenging what Rosemary Pringle and Sophie Watson in Chapter 9 term 'essentialist' notions of the state), but feminists were already acting on a more relational understanding of power long before any of them cited Foucault's work. Representations of masculinity and femininity were seen as forms of control over women just as effective as the nineteenth-century legislation that had denied them the vote; and the regulation of sexuality—including what many have described as 'compulsory heterosexuality'—was seen as a central mechanism in sustaining sexual inequality. Politics was power, power was everywhere, and politics was no longer much different from anything else.



Against this background, feminist thinking on politics has often been characterized by a double movement towards both critique and recuperation. In her influential analysis of Public Man, Private Woman, Jean Bethke Elshtain traced the different ways that distinctions between public and private have operated in the traditions of Western political thought: sometimes as a sharp demarcation that allocated certain kinds of people to the realm of politics and others to the realm of the household; sometimes as a differentiation within each individual between the public language of reason and the private language of sentiment; always as a thoroughly gendered analysis that sought to protect politics from contamination by the private sphere. In one particularly evocative sentence, Elshtain suggests that 'politics is in part an elaborate defence against the tug of the private, against the lure of the familial, against evocations of female power'. 8 The implication, it might seem, is that the barriers should be finally torn down—but Elshtain is equally critical of what she views as a total collapse of public and private in radical feminist thought. Against the starker interpretations of 'the personal is political', Elshtain wants to recapture both the centrality of the family and thePage 5


importance of politics per se. She objects, that is, to the over-politicization of childrearing that understates the importance of a permanent relationship between child and caring adult; she also objects to the depoliticization of 'politics' that discourages feminists from addressing issues of citizenship or political authority. If we are to reconstruct the public/private divide so that it no longer silences or marginalizes women, we must first comprehend its recurring power.



Elshtain's own reconstruction has proved particularly contentious within feminism—she is associated with what Mary Dietz describes as a 'maternal feminism' that looks to the values and practices of mothering as the basis for a more ethical polity—but that double imperative towards critique and recuperation has remained a defining characteristic. Feminists have developed and deepened their critical assessment of the various ways in which politics is conceived. They have increasingly combined this, however, with a calling back to politics, stressing the insights feminism can bring to the theorization of public power. Some of this recuperates the more self-evidently 'political' preoccupation with women's under-representation in decision-making assemblies; some of it focuses on the complex dilemmas that arise in developing legislation for sexual equality; much of it involves a retheorization of citizenship that takes feminist issues right to the heart of the public domain.



In many ways, the theoretical debates then replicate the tension between 'reformism' and 'utopianism' that has been played out on more practical terrain. Should women be trying to get into politics? Or setting their sights on much higher goals? Many have warned against uncritical assimilation of traditional social-science methodology: the dangers, for example, in presenting women as just another interest group, or the impoverishment of understanding that comes with the preference for quantitative over qualitative analysis in contemporary political science. 9 Others, meanwhile, have warned against wholesale repudiation of traditional research methods, arguing that feminism has a distinctive approach to politics but not a unique methodology, and that feminists should avoid attacks on 'male' rationality or science per se.10 Feminism is necessarily subversive, but there is no unified position on the kind of subversion required.
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Feminist Critiques of Politics



So what, if anything, characterizes feminist critiques of politics? Most of the arguments share three common starting-points: that existing definitions are saturated with gender; that this saturation has worked in such a way as to legitimate women's lack of political power; and that much of the process depends on a particular way of conceiving of the public–private divide. We might think that women are less visible in politics simply because they do less politics than men. The complacent version of this (described by Susan Bourque and Jean Grossholtz in Chapter 1 as 'the assumption of male dominance') raises no awkward questions about women's lesser visibility, and simply takes it for granted that men will do politics while women tend the children and home. The more critical version views this state of affairs as a consequence of the sexual division of labour in employment and carework, and focuses its energies on combating the structures of sexual inequality that make it so hard for women to enter the political domain. The literature on feminism and politics often includes this last point—the idea, that is, that society is structured in such a way as to keep women politically marginal—but it always looks to the additional power of the categories in making women less politically visible. Notions of political rationality, for example, often derive from a 'masculine' paradigm that disdains what it perceives as the more gossipy preoccupations of women. This can have very direct political effects, in making it harder for women to win recognition as serious candidates for political office, or harder for groups campaigning around what are seen as women's issues to win recognition as serious actors on the political stage. It also has more indirect consequences in turning the public domain into what Elshtain in Chapter 17 describes as 'amoral statecraft'—emptying out of politics what are regarded as more feminine (read 'soppy') concerns.



Distinctions between public and private play a central role in this critique. Most feminists now query the tendency to dissolve all distinction between public and private—'women, just as much as men, need privacy for the development of intimate relations with others, for the space to shed their roles temporarily, and for the time by themselves that contributes to the development of the mind and of creativity' (Okin, Chapter 5)—but all argue that the boundaries should become more permeable, and that changing the way we view
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them gives us new insight into the processes of political exclusion. The point here is not that the literature on politics has ignored the public–private divide. In many formulations of liberalism, this demarcation appears as the first line of defence against tyranny, reminding expansionist governments of the dangers of establishing state control over the 'private' workings of the economy, and securing to individual citizens their rights to decide for themselves what religion, if any, to practise, or what books, if any, to read. In socialist arguments, by contrast, the demarcation is often seen as reinforcing tyranny, encouraging us to believe that political equality is secured despite all the gross inequalities in social and economic life, discouraging the notion that democracy is as relevant in the workplace as in the regulation of political life. Political theorists have talked often enough about the public–private divide, but one of the key points made by feminists (most notably in an article by Carole Pateman) 11 is that their arguments proceed as if the distinction refers only to that between state and economy, or state and civil society. They fail to register that 'public–private' refers to not one but two distinctions; they gloss over that further distinction that differentiates both state and civil society from the deeper privacy of the domestic sphere.



This suppression has had serious consequences for political thought. When political theorists cast the veil of deep privacy over relations in the domestic sphere, this makes it much easier for them to perform the sleight of hand that turns the innocent-sounding 'individual' into a synonym for 'male head of household'. It also enables them to presume that arguments about equality or justice do not apply to the relationship between wife and husband or between parent and child. Feminist scholarship has established the complex and often quirky consequences of this in the writings of classical political theorists, and re-examination of the history of political thought has proved one of the most exciting developments of the 1980s.12 That the 'great thinkers' suffered from various degrees of misogyny or sexual evasion is not, perhaps, so suprising. More unexpectedly, feminists have been able to demonstrate a continuing slippage between 'the individual' and 'the male head of household' even in contemporary writers like John Rawls.13



The implications for normative political theory are profound. At their most obvious, they require us to extend into the domestic sphere questions previously considered relevant only to the public arrangements between citizens: to ask why those who regard freedom as the capacity to give or withdraw consent still hear rape

victims saying 'yes' when they so clearly mean 'no'; or why those who write so eloquently on justice within and between states seem so untroubled by injustice between husbands and wives. This line of argument takes notions of equality or freedom or justice from the public sphere and looks at what happens when we apply them to the private. An alternative line of argument starts from the other direction, begins, that is, from notions of care or responsibility for others that have been more closely associated with practices in the private sphere and asks what happens when we apply such notions to public life. These represent very different starting-points; but in either case, the process throws up questions that redefine what we understand by equality or freedom or justice. It has been argued, for example, that justice should be retheorized so that ideals of strict impartiality no longer rule out the compassion associated with care; 14 or citizenship reformulated, in Carole Pateman's words, 'to open up space for two figures: one masculine, one feminine'.15 Once we break the silence over our private existence, we are enabled to see the problems of politics in a new light.



As the above examples indicate, feminism has often seen itself as restoring the more grainy reality of everyday life–including the bodies through which we live our existence–to a discourse that has viewed us as rational calculators or abstract individuals. Critiques of false abstraction figure prominently in the literature. In their discussion of classical liberalism in Chapter 4, Teresa Brennan and Carole Pateman expose the ambiguities of liberal contract theory by focusing on the status of married women: arguments that looked wonderfully egalitarian when they were delivered in terms of 'free individuals' turn out to be acutely problematic once these individuals are translated into women and men. Looking at later literature on citizenship, Iris Marion Young in Chapter 19 discerns a tendency to equate good citizenship with the capacity to set aside one's own perspectives or experiences—with the capacity, that is, to turn oneself into a desexed, declassed, deracialized abstraction—and she argues that this suppression of particular affiliations or experiences ends up reinforcing the privileges of already dominant groups. Feminists have been quick to spot the pretended universality that appears in references to 'citizens', 'people', 'mankind'. They have also been quick to spot the unthinking association between masculinity and normality that presents anything different in women's lives as a deviation from a supposedly gender-neutral norm. This last has developed as a major theme in the literature on equality, where feminists have challenged the assumption that equality means levelling
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up (perhaps we should say down) to some male-defined norm, or that treating people equally means treating them as if they were already the same. One of the standard assumptions in legislation for equality or against discrimination is that laws and institutions should be gender-neutral: that people should be treated as people, not treated differently because they are women or men. This denial of difference, however, can make it difficult to argue for special treatment for groups who are unequally positioned in the social hierarchy, leading to contentious conclusions, such as that pregnancy leave is unfair because only women will ever take it, or quotas for women illegitimate because they attach undue weight to sexual difference.



When these two elements are put together—the critique of false abstraction and the reformulation of relationships between public and private spheres—they lead to a much greater emphasis on historically situated differences. There is an element in this of bringing the politics back home: putting the real human beings, some male, some female, back into analyses distorted by the formality of their conventions. Where standard studies of political behaviour have relied on mass surveys of anonymous respondents, and barely registered whether these were male or female, feminists have often preferred in-depth interviews with a smaller number of people, and have been fascinated by the differences between women and men. Feminists have scrutinized local politics with as much interest as national politics; have studied social movements or ad hoc pressure groups in preference to political élites; and have frequently focused on people who describe themselves as unpolitical rather than self-appointed leaders of political fashion. Some of this might appear as a relatively straightforward process of 'filling the gaps', but it always raises questions about the meaning of politics, and often involves a self-consciously irreverent disruption of the norms. In Chapter 2, for example, Christine Sylvester moves from the canonical writings of international relations theory to a pregnant woman at the Greenham Common peace camp, warming her stomach in the sun: exposing pregnancy, as she puts it, 'as a political act at a military base'.



The further element to this—already signalled in some of Jean Bethke Elshtain's comments—is that feminists have often stressed the nurturant qualities of women's experiences and drawn on notions of care or intimacy to transform the vocabulary of politics. When we look at politics through the prism of either self- or group interest, we take our models of political interaction from the way
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people relate in the market-place or in the corridors of power. What happens if we turn this around, to develop models of political interaction from the way mothers relate to their children, or the more trusting co-operation that characterizes a group of friends? In their critique of 'interests' as the central category for political analysis, Irene Diamond and Nancy Hartsock suggest in Chapter 8 that '(t)he reduction of all human emotions to interests and interests to the rational search for gain reduces the human community to an instrumental, arbitrary, and deeply unstable alliance, one which rests on the private desires of isolated individuals.' Such an account fails to capture a mother's characteristically nurturant relationship to her child; in imposing a 'masculine' model of instrumental interests and individual gain, it also fails to account for political motivation. This weakens our understanding of politics as it currently exists. Even more importantly, it weakens our capacity for constructing a better world. Closer attention to the practices or values associated with women's experiences promises a more transformative politics that will deal with us in the fullness of our humanity and help us combat the bureaucratic regulation that distorts our lives.



This third element is more controversial (within feminism) than the first two, but it overlaps closely with commonsense notions about the difference women could make to politics. It is frequently suggested, for example, that women are less aggressive than men, that they are more likely to value listening to others over the capacity for humiliating one's opponents, or that they are more concerned with longer-term issues, like the future of the environment, than short-term material gain. The experiences women have as the carers in society are often seen as providing a model for a more generous and less conflictual democracy. In this more visionary reconstruction, it is not a matter of getting women 'into' politics, a formulation that too readily accepts conventional notions of what politics is about, but of enabling women's experiences and values to transform the political realm.



Theorizing Difference



At the risk of too hasty a generalization, I would say that all feminist writing about politics involves some reinsertion—and revaluation—of the scorned female, the not-to-be-mentioned body, the politics of everyday life. But there is also an uneasiness about this


that surfaces in some of the readings in this collection. In Chapter 18 Mary Dietz, for example, criticizes the atomistic rationalism of liberal political theory, and suggests that feminism provides an 'alternative conception of politics that is historically concrete and very much a part of women's lives': all this fits neatly enough within what I am presenting as a near-consensus. She fears, however, that feminists have too readily domesticated their own contribution, and that, focusing too exclusively on 'questions of social and economic concern—questions about children, family, schools, work, wages, pornography, abortion, abuse—they will not articulate a truly political vision, nor will they address the problem of citizenship'. Dietz writes from within a broadly Arendtian tradition that is particularly insistent on the distinctiveness of politics from other practices in our social life, but her argument echoes worries frequently expressed by women in politics. We often talk as if we want to make politics less distant and more grounded, but in doing so we gamble with our own marginality: think of the many female politicians through this century who have resisted the identification with 'women's issues' and thought it better to be the spokesperson on economic policy than the Minister for Women's Affairs. Focusing on the differences between women and men can lend itself to a sentimentalized vision of women's place or role—and, in the sentimental vision, women are usually subordinate.



Susan Moller Okin notes various examples of 'false genderneutrality' that have emerged out of the confrontation between feminism and orthodox political theory: a balanced alternation of 'he' and 'she' that simply ignores the current positioning of the sexes in the distribution of political power; an extraordinary denial of women's unique relationship to pregnancy that turns arguments over abortion into a discussion of the relationship between parents and foetuses, and hardly seems to register that women have a different relationship to the foetus than men. Pretending the differences away produces very peculiar results. Women are different from men, and if these differences are not explicitly acknowledged, political analysis will continue as an analysis of men. But feminists writing about politics have also wanted to contest the misogynist assumptions that present women as so very different from men: as apolitical, sentimental, incapable of rising from the particularities of their family and neighbourhood to the generalities of the public sphere. The emphasis on sexual difference threatens to legitimate precisely those notions of the 'eternal feminine' that have so often served to close down questions about the inequity of political arrangements;
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and even when the analysis is explicitly linked to a revaluation of women's experiences and priorities, it can still end up with what Kathleen Jones describes as an 'idealized image of an all-nurturing, all loving woman' 16 that is dangerously indebted to the patriarchal system that first bestowed on us this image. Where, then, should feminists position themselves? Should they be querying the supposed, but perhaps much exaggerated, differences between the sexes? Or should they be building sexual difference more explicitly into political theory and practice?



Discussions of this reflect and inform wider debates in feminist theory. 'Difference' has emerged as one of the central motifs in feminist analysis, referring both to the weight to be attached to sexual difference, and to the many differences between women themselves.17 The readings in this collection illustrate the variety of positions adopted on the first issue. All involve some claim about the difference gender makes—it is hard to see what constitutes a feminist analysis of politics, if not some idea that the sexes are different and some notion that focusing on this difference changes the way we understand political life. But most distance themselves from what might be deemed an 'essentialist' reading of the difference, and many register concern about defining women by their practices of nurturance or care. Jane Mansbridge notes in Chapter 6 that a 'fairly small difference in experience can become a large difference in self-image and social perception', and that while psychological research in empathy shows up relatively minor variations between the sexes when they are measured on 'objective' physiological scales, the same research throws up enormous differences when the respondents know they are being tested on their capacity for emotional identification.18 This suggests that the gender coding of difference is more powerful than the actual difference between the sexes: women know they are supposed to be more empathetic than men; men know that emotionality conflicts with a reputation for masculine behaviour; both sexes deliver what they perceive as expected and reinforce the conventional assumptions. Difference matters, but we may not differ as much as we have been encouraged to believe.



Uncertainty about how much weight to attach to sexual difference is reinforced by the second issue that goes under the heading of 'difference': how much weight to attach to differences between women. When we draw on notions of 'women' or 'women's experience' or 'women's interests' to fuel the assault on existing analysis, we risk generating yet another abstraction: we may find ourselves deconstructing one set of fictions only to put another set in their
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place. Women are indeed women (no-one is seriously questioning this), and women are indeed different from men. As Catharine MacKinnon in Chapter 14 puts it, in a nicely pointed question: 'I mean, can you imagine elevating one half of a population and denigrating the other half and producing a population in which everyone is the same?' But our identities as women invariably intersect with racial identities, class identities, regional or national identities—and these do more than complicate the picture, they introduce very real conflicts and divides. When black feminists accused the women's movement of racism, they were not just drawing attention to an over-generalized image of womanhood that had obliterated differences between white women and black; that had failed to notice, to take an example from the British context, that the much-discussed problems of part-time employment were primarily problems for white women, and that Afro-Caribbean women were more typically working full-time; or that had failed to register that the problems of the nuclear family were being read off one of a variety of family forms. Serious as they were, these 'oversights' could always be corrected, leading to a more nuanced picture of women's experiences and a less parochial understanding of women's interests and concerns. But the accusations of racism were not only about the failure to notice; they were about a reluctance on the part of white women to concede their racially achieved power. In this context, 'women' looks as dangerous an abstraction as the gender-neutral categories of orthodox political thought.



I noted earlier that there is a significant 'calling back to politics' in contemporary feminist writing; this is particularly marked in the current theorization of difference. As feminists feel their way towards a more satisfactory understanding of racial or class differences, they have turned to notions of coalition-building—the construction of explicitly political alliances—as the best way of approaching the possibilities of women's solidarity. Discussions of women's experience or women's interests sometimes give the impression of a unity founded on the shared experience of oppression; once we acknowledge that the experience of oppression varies according to one's location in class and racial hierarchies, this reveals itself as rather a fantastic dream. One—rather despairing—response continues to treat identities as given by experience, but sees 'women' as fragmenting into the multiple identities associated with gender, class, race, sexuality, nationality, and their almost infinite combinations. (This is not just a theoretical response, but a reasonably accurate description of what happened in the
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contemporary women's movement in the later 1970s.) The alternative developed by Bernice Reagon in Chapter 11 and Chandra Talpade Mohanty in Chapter 12 stresses politics as action and engagement: a complex, dangerous, but always necessary process of building coalitions.



In the presentation she made to a Women's Music Festival in 1981, Bernice Reagon talked of the 'barred rooms' that constitute our homes: the spaces we retreat to—maybe women-only spaces, maybe for lesbians only, maybe for black women only—where we mix with those most like us, those we want to have in our homes. We need these spaces, she suggests, but we cannot survive in these safe enclaves alone: they become less safe and homelike when people we never thought of including turn up thinking they fall into our category (the black women, for example, who thought they belonged in the women-only home); and even if they could sustain their pristine purity, they are far too vulnerable against the onslaughts of the outside world. Getting beyond what Reagon calls the 'womb' stage means going into coalition, venturing out into connections with people who are not only different but dangerous, and always disturbing to one's sense of oneself. As picked up by Chandra Talpade Mohanty in Chapter 12, this imagery of home and coalition splinters the presumed unities of experience and pushes feminism towards 'a politics of engagement rather than a politics of transcendence'. We have to engage with others, but this should be construed as a political process rather than a reflection of deep similarity.



Like all political processes, it may well fail. In her own highly critical analysis of what is meant by identity in Chapter 13, Judith Butler warns that we should not presume that people entering coalitions will be guaranteed some ultimate unity. We cannot, she argues, figure the forms of coalition in advance, and if we must (as it seems) abandon the notion of 'women' as some slumbering entity waiting to be raised for battle, we should be equally sceptical of 'women' achieving existence at the end of the coalitional process. The point is not that there are no women, but that as a subject of politics, or a subject of feminist politics, 'women' does not—and may never—exist. 'It would be wrong to assume in advance that there is a category of ''women" that simply needs to be filled in with various components of race, class, age, ethnicity, and sexuality in order to become complete.' The very notion of identity has become deeply problematic for feminism, and we should no longer expect to fix it in some final, unambiguous way.
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Difference figures in these discussions, not as a descriptive category (women are more different from one another than they may have wanted to believe), but as a new way of thinking about political processes and political tasks. It might be said, I suppose, that this just brings feminism back to a more standard way of thinking, for the idea of politics as alliances and compromises and fragile coalitions is hardly foreign to orthodox political analysis. What is striking, however, is the way feminism has moved from an identity politics associated with women to issues raised by identity politics in general, and then almost beyond a politics of identity to what is increasingly termed a politics of difference. The critique of false abstraction focused initially on the abstraction from sexual difference that had presented us with a homogenized world of individuals or citizens: those men in gender-neutral guise. The subsequent focus on differences between women has combined with a poststructuralist deconstruction of fixed, unambiguous identities to generate a more searching emphasis on difference and diversity per se. Contemporary work then becomes less defined by any particular object of study (looking at women, looking at gender, looking at what goes on in the private rather than the public sphere), and more by its scepticism towards universalizing theory, or its perception of difference as positive rather than always and inevitably a problem. Iris Young talks of an 'emancipatory politics that affirms group difference'; 19 Susan Mendus of the search 'for an understanding of democracy as something to be aimed at through difference, not something to be attained via the removal of difference'.20 Much recent writing draws explicit parallels between sexual and other kinds of difference. This moves feminism beyond the question of women's exclusion/inclusion to a less gender-specific set of issues associated with homogeneity/heterogeneity, sameness/diversity, and universality/difference.



The association between feminism and a politics of difference is particularly marked in the last two readings in the collection: Iris Young's discussion of a 'differentiated citizenship' that would explicitly recognize differences of sex, race, class, sexuality, or language in order to guarantee that all groups are fully included; and Nancy Fraser's exploration of tensions between those struggles for recognition that are most closely associated with identity politics and those struggles for redistribution that arise in the context of traditional socialist politics. In both cases, feminism provides the tools with which to deconstruct exclusionary notions of the common good or the class-defined preoccupations of earlier struggles for social
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equality. Feminism also generates the insights that clarify the importance of particular identities (female, black, lesbian, gay) while questioning the solidity of these identities. But the issues addressed hardly fit within a notion of 'women's politics' or 'women's issues'. They confirm, rather, the promise of feminism in transforming how we think about any kind of politics at all.



Despite the wealth of this literature, Virginia Sapiro in Chapter 3 suggests that feminism and politics still faces a double marginality: marginality in relation to political studies, where research labelled 'feminist' is still widely ignored or rejected 'because the label taints it with political values'; but also marginality in relation to women's studies, where there is a widespread view 'that feminist theory and research in the social sciences is much less developed and sophisticated and even less "feminist" than work in the humanities.' The political studies community continues to define politics in ways that make feminist concerns seem either inappropriate or irrelevant. It over-emphasizes the importance of elections and electoral behaviour; is far more interested in party politics than the politics of social movements or non-governmental organizations; and is inclined to distrust research that is overtly influenced by a prior commitment to sexual equality. But the womens' studies community sometimes seems to have travelled to the opposite extreme, preferring the study of cultural representation to the drearier realms of political representation, or writing off things governmental as irrelevant to any feminist project.



I think Sapiro is right about this: there is a marginality about feminist work on politics, a continuing failure to incorporate feminist insights into the standard analyses of politics, juxtaposed with a lack of enthusiasm among feminists that may reflect deeper disillusionments with the political world. But marginality has its own strengths, and a number of readings in this collection turn marginality on its head to make a virtue out of failing to fit. Christine Sylvester in Chapter 2 indicates a variety of positions now being staked out in the feminist literature in international relations; of these, she identifies most closely with a postmodern turn that does not 'insert women into international relations or international relations into some notion of real women', but focuses on 'the homeless places' or 'no-man's borderlands' that unsettle territorial assumptions. Women are (what so many misogynists have claimed them to be) a disruptive force. They do not fit the neat patterns that supposedly bind individuals to a state, and then set states in conflict with one another. Building on arguments represented elsewhere in this
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volume, Sylvester notes that women's citizenship is always more ambiguous than men's, and that while their place in the nation is in one sense particularly homebound, they are in another sense homeless in the world of what she calls 'citizensandstates'. This opens up, however, new possibilities for thinking about the norms of international justice and new ways of imagining the communities to which we belong. Though often experienced as a weakness, not fitting can be a great source of strength.



Kimberle Crenshaw also makes an explicit case for the margins in her analysis of anti-discrimination law. Black women frequently fall out of existing categories of analysis: they do not fit the categories of sex discrimination because they cannot establish that they were discriminated against solely by sex; they do not fit the categories of race discrimination because they cannot establish that they were discriminated against solely by race. In a move that is controversial but not untypical of feminist approaches to politics, Crenshaw argues in Chapter 15 for a shift of perspective that places those most marginalized at the centre of analysis. Instead of a top-down compartmentalization that requires people to choose one issue over another, what about beginning from the needs and problems of those who experience compound disadvantage? 'When they enter, we all enter' (p. 167). When analyses address the most marginal, they can more reliably hope to address us all.



All the essays in this collection raise critical questions about the way politics has been conceived, but those in Parts I and II are most explicit in challenging the mainstream politics literature. Part I includes essays that take issue with what its practitioners like to consider the more 'scientific' side of political analysis; Part II addresses canonical work in both classical and contemporary political theory. The essays in Part III move on to a discourse about interests and representation that has always played a major part in orthodox political analysis, and looks at what happens when we put sexual difference more firmly into the picture. Part IV explores further the resulting ambiguities around 'women': who or what do we mean by this? and what are the limits to identity politics? Essays in Part V take up the tensions between equality and difference in formulating policies for equality and against discrimination, while those in Part VI explore new ways of thinking about citizenship when we problematize the relationship between public and private or give greater weight to sexual—and other—differences.



Running through all sections are those questions that recurrently
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arise in thinking about feminism and politics. Does a feminist approach to politics lead to the conclusion that there has been too much gender in previous analyses, too much stereotyping of male and female? Does it lead, on the contrary, to the conclusion that there has not been enough gender, not enough attention to differences between women and men? Is the implication that public notions of equality and justice should be applied equally to relations in the private sphere? Or that private notions of care and intimacy should be applied more imaginatively in the public? Should feminists see themselves as challenging male dominance by opening up politics more fully to women? Or should they consider 'women' a fictitious entity that pretends to a spurious coherence but fails to address differences by class or race? Does feminism see politics as the expression of diverse and heterogeneous identities, identities previously swept under the carpet by grand notions about the citizen or the common good? Or does it see identity as too inherently ambiguous to form the basis for any politics at all? Do we think, in the now-classic terms of the 'equality versus difference' debate, that equality is best served by denying differences between the sexes? Or do we believe that equality can only be promoted by stressing the special needs of women?



The readings reflect diverse responses, but even where there is clear disagreement, the arguments are more nuanced than these formulations might suggest. The articles that address the political representation of women, for example, conjure up a notion of 'women' or 'women's interests' that would seem indefensible from Judith Butler's critique of the category of women or Rosemary Pringle and Sophie Watson's analysis of interests as discursively constructed through past and present interactions. But the difficulties in defining a set of women's interests form a central plank in all the arguments about women's political representation; and Butler herself notes that 'the political task is not to refuse representational politics—as if we could' (p. 5). None of the essays grouped together in the discussion of equality and anti-discrimination can be placed on one side or other of an equality/difference dichotomy. Catharine MacKinnon employs the notion of domination to cut through what she sees as the utterly ineffective alternation between sameness or difference; Deborah Rhode draws on the notion of disadvantage to similar effect; while Kimberle Crenshaw exposes the single-axis framework that forces Black women to represent themselves as facing either sex or race discrimination, and makes it impossible to address the intersection between these two. The readings on citizen-
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ship do indeed represent contrasting perspectives—particularly in the very different conceptions of citizenship developed by Mary Dietz and Jean Bethke Elshtain—but here, too, it would be misleading to locate these on one side or other of a public/private divide. It would also be misleading to try to locate the readings on one side or other of a 'politics of difference' or a 'politics of common concerns'. Iris Young makes a trenchant attack on the false impartiality that appeals to us to disregard our differences, but she sees specifically group representation as something that will promote better public discussion on matters of social justice: this is no narrow assertion of each group's specific and competing concerns. In related vein, Nancy Fraser in Chapter 20 stresses the importance of struggles for recognition by groups defined by their gender or race, but argues for a 'deconstructive cultural politics' (rather close to some of the arguments developed by Judith Butler) as the best way to finesse the redistribution–recognition dilemma. In all these arguments, there is an element of both critique and recuperation: politics matters, but what we understand by politics must first be transformed.



Journalistic accounts of contemporary politics often suggest that political disillusionment has reached an all-time high. This is not, I think, because political institutions are more corrupt or less inspiring than usual, but because the apparent inclusiveness of contemporary politics deprives us of the usual scapegoats and makes it harder to envisage the forces for change. There are more democracies in the world than ever before: more countries where the rights to citizenship have been detached from either sexual or racial qualifications; more countries where citizens ostensibly control their governments. In this context, we can no longer pin our hopes on widening the franchise, returning the army to its barracks, or overthrowing one-party rule—and if the politics continues to disappoint us, we are inclined to think that it is politics that carries the blame. Feminism provides a much needed counterweight to the resulting cynicism or apathy. It enables us to think more critically about the exclusions still practised under apparent inclusiveness. It also enables us to think more imaginatively about the many ways in which politics can still be transformed.
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FEMINISM AND POLITICAL STUDIES

Page 67


3

Feminist Studies and Political Science—and Vice Versa



Virginia Sapiro



Women's studies in political science is now more than a generation old. When the Women's Caucus in Political Science was founded in 1969, women who openly considered focusing any of their research or teaching on women were discouraged and dissuaded by teachers and colleagues convinced that such work had to be 'political' rather than 'scholarly'; in any case, it was deemed of little interest to the wider concerns of political science. In the early 1990s the Women's Caucus remained large and active. At the same time, and following the institution of 'Organized Sections' within the American Political Science Association, membership in the Organized Section on Women and Politics Research grew to 450 out of the nearly 12,000 political scientists. A special journal devoted to this area, Women and Politics, has been in publication since 1980, and its contents represent only a fraction of the periodical literature published by political scientists each year.



But how much has really changed for political scientists pursuing women's or feminist studies? The discipline is slightly less gender segregated than it was. In 1972–311 per cent of faculty were women. In 1990 19 per cent of faculty were women, including 16 per cent of full-time faculty and 10 per cent of those with tenured positions. Clearly, the amount of research and teaching has grown substantially. Feminist work has matured considerably in many areas of the discipline. In the early days most work was of the 'add women and stir' or compensatory variety, taking conventional questions in different fields, but especially political behaviour and political theory, and asking, 'What about the women?' 1 In political behaviour this meant trying to find out whether women and men differed in political action or public opinion, and searching for the mechanisms of the exclusion of women from political leadership. In political theory



From Domna Stanton and Abigail Stewart (eds.) Feminisms in the Academy (University of Michigan Press, 1995), 291–310. Copyright © The University of Michigan (1995). Reprinted by permission of the University of Michigan Press.
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this meant asking what the canonical political philosophers such as Aristotle and Plato, Hobbes, Locke, and Rousseau, or Mill and Marx said—or didn't say—about women. This work was and is important, but it was not sufficient.



In the early days defining this field as women and politics seemed unproblematic because we were primarily interested in how women fitted into politics and what their impact was. 2 Some of us now prefer gender politics, explicitly reconceptualizing the field as exploring the relationships between gender and politics more broadly defined. Adequate feminist analysis of government and politics cannot conceivably be limited to focusing on women and politics.



Now there is feminist scholarship in almost every branch of political science, and in many areas scholars are formulating their own questions and concepts, often in conjunction with feminist studies colleagues in other disciplines.3 But, for those of us who define ourselves simultaneously in political science and women's studies, two problems remain troubling. First, despite the size of the gender-politics community, and despite the fact that most political science departments now offer at least one course in the area, gender politics has not been fully integrated into political science; its theories, questions, and conclusions have not been 'mainstreamed' to any significant degree. Both graduate and undergraduate students still often find that, when they try to pursue gender questions in their courses, they meet with resistance or a considerable amount of simple ignorance. After a twenty-year history of gender-politics research in political science, students must often take the lead in introducing this area into their studies, as though it were a new field. Of course, many professors have integrated some of this work into their courses. But some resent even the suggestion to do so, as if it were an affront to their expertise or professional judgment.4 In general, although there has been improvement over the years, political scientists in most fields show little interest in or even awareness of feminist work, even in their own general areas of teaching and research.



The other problem facing the same feminist scholars in political science is that our work has not been fully integrated into women's studies. The representation of political scientists' work in interdisciplinary women's studies journals is low, although for a variety of reasons political scientists may be less likely than scholars in some other fields to submit their work on these journals. But an interdisciplinary field is not interdisciplinary just because publishing outlets are shared by people in different disciplines; it is also inter-
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disciplinary because participants seek out relevant work where it can be found, and borrow and reintegrate concepts, theories, and conclusions for their own purposes. With the exception of a very few areas in the social sciences and history, women's studies shows little interest in or awareness of the work of feminist political scientists.



The remainder of this essay will revolve around these two problems, briefly seeking to explain them and suggest remedies. I will begin with the relation of gender politics to political science, focusing especially on the special issues arising from the nature of the subfield in professional political science. I will then turn to the relation of feminist studies in political science to women's studies, focusing especially on the relative standing of the humanities and social sciences, especially with regard to the 'science question', but also consider the politics of politics in women's studies and the implications for political science. Since the birth of women's studies, feminist scholars have repeatedly turned a critical eye toward their disciplines in search of the reasons for their marginality. The same must be done within women's studies.



Gender Politics in Political Science



The past two decades of gender politics work in political science has witnessed the production of many—perhaps too many—critical reviews of the inattention of professional political science to women and gender issues. 5 As elsewhere, the underlying problem can be defined in two different ways. The first is primarily sociological or sociopolitical, emphasizing the low number of women and their subordination within the profession. Women's structural position can be understood as causing both suppression of attention to women as subjects and a relatively unchallenged androcentric scholarly conception of women, gender, and sexuality.



The other type of critique focuses primarily on epistemological and conceptual questions, including professional constructions of the nature of knowing and analysis and the impact of these constructions on understanding gender and sexuality in both feminist and non-feminist theory and research.6 As in other disciplines, epistemological and logic of inquiry debate in political science surrounding the 'feminism question' is informed by many different approaches, including 'standpoint' and materialist theories,
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postmodern and poststructuralist theories, and different varieties of empiricism. 7



Although the small number of women in political science surely has an impact on the reception of feminist research and teaching, problems having to do with the theoretical and methodological underpinnings of political science are important to understand. I will outline some of these, emphasizing their impact on the integration of gender politics into political science. Specifically, I will focus on definitions of public, private, and politics; the legacy of positivism in empirical methodology; the legacy of the canon in defining theoretical importance; and the political and gender-based construction of professional norms. These constructions are not 'caused' by gender, but they do have a bearing on how the gender basis of political science is changed or maintained.



The Public, Private, and Politics



Ever since the early feminist anthropological work of the 1970s, especially essays appearing in Rosaldo and Lamphere's collection, Women, Culture, and Society (1974), feminist scholars across the humanities and social scientists have taken the 'public/private split', especially the common if not ubiquitous relegation of women and low status to the 'private' sphere and men and high status to the 'public' sphere, as a central problem of inquiry. Certainly, the public/private split has played a key role in theory and research in anthropology and history as well as philosophy. But it takes on special importance in political science, the one field whose disciplinary boundaries are conventionally defined by the public/private split.



Political science is 'about' politics and government; it is 'about' public life. A standard opening in introduction to politics courses is to reach back to classical notions of the polis, or community, for a means to define the turf of politics. Certainly, even the most mainstream political scientists know that one might talk about the politics of personal life and that personal life may 'have an impact on' politics, but the divide for purposes of defining academic boundaries is not widely questioned, and students are often counselled to leave analysis of the politics of private life to the sociologists and psychologists.



Not surprisingly, among the earliest important works of feminist scholarship in political science are those examining the meaning of the public/private divide within historical political thinking (e.g. Elshtain 1974, 1981).8 Soon feminist scholars began not just to
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engage in critical discussion of the political significance of the public/private split, but also to criticize conventional definitions of politics or political activity, and to incorporate into their research human activities and problems usually left to the side by their colleagues. By its subject matter alone, then, feminist research in political science can appear to the mainstream to be outside the boundaries of the discipline or, at least, at its margins.



The Legacy of Positivism



Political science is one of the social sciences in which the bulk of research is empirical in character; indeed, 'scientific method' is widely viewed as the ideal approach to research, and quantitative research is accorded high status in at least some of the major subfields of political science. In the large and dominant area of behavioural political science (i.e. research focusing primarily on human behaviour and thinking rather than e.g. institutional structures or law themselves), some of the original practitioners were also advocates of behaviourism, a theoretical stance derived from a branch of psychology that allows investigation only of phenomena widely believed to be directly visible. This position has largely been abandoned, although it may be reviving to some degree among those working with the increasingly popular rational choice models. 9



As feminist theorists of inquiry have often noted, many aspects of positivist stances toward research have been employed to suppress feminist research, but chief among these is the dominant construction of objectivity and the value placed on it within the positivist tradition.10 Briefly stated, 'good' social science is supposed to be 'value free'. Objectivity and freedom from values is accomplished by following agreed-upon procedures that can be replicated by any other scientist. Any scientist following the procedures properly will discover the same accurate or true picture of what is 'out there'. Without repeating the criticisms and issues raised so often and comprehensively by other feminist theorists, even feminist scholars who follow most of the practices of conventional social science methods tend to accept the central point of the diverse criticisms: no research and no set of research procedures can be value-free.11 Indeed, regardless of feminism, a large proportion of empirical political scientists generally hold considerably altered conceptions of the relationship between values and research.



Research labelled 'feminist' is widely ignored or rejected within the discipline because the label taints it with political values, because
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to do research on women appears especially motivated by political or social values, and because the results often do not fit with the personal and professional experience of more conventional researchers, and therefore seem tainted with 'perspective'. For all the professional arguments about objectivity and logic, it sometimes seems that it is only the feeling of familiarity and comfort that proves objectivity.



It is crucial to recognize that the conventions of science have had a double-edged effect on feminist research in political science. Whatever may be said about the antagonism between positivist norms and feminism, the sub-field of the discipline in which science is most valued as a model of research is also the sub-field in which there has been the greatest amount of feminist research and one that has probably received the most widespread reading by scholars who do not themselves do research on women or gender. A very large proportion of feminist research in political science focuses on mass and élite political behaviour and orientations, exploring such problems as gender differences in public opinion, perception, and political participation and action; gender-based political socialization; and the gender basis of recruitment to political office and the behaviour of women and men once they hold leadership positions.



Arguing that the legacy of positivism both inhibits and promotes the study of women, including feminist research, is not as self-contradictory as it might at first seem. Women could 'break into' the field by applying many of its own conventions. If an important test of research is whether it follows conventional procedures, the new research on women could often pass the test. 12 Many of us in that field in its early days made what was in context a powerful claim: the statements usually made by political scientists about women's political behaviour and orientations were generally based on stereotypes, and had not been subjected to empirical tests. At the most basic level statements about dramatic differences in women's and men's attitudes toward politics and political issues—some of which persist in the public mind and, indeed, in feminist theory—were, for the most part, unfounded or starkly non-dramatic (Shapiro and Mahajan 1986). The relationships between gender-based familial roles and political attitudes and behaviour are both more complicated and less clear than conventional wisdom indicates (Darcy, Welch, and Clark 1987; Sapiro 1983). In the legacy of positivism, no empirical statement may rest immune to testing. 'Everyone knows that' is no defence; neither is 'self-evidence'.13
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The Legacy of the Canon



The dominance of the legacy of positivism offers a part of the explanation for the difficulty of integrating feminist research into political science, but it cannot be anything like the whole explanation. Indeed, although many of the critiques of the dominance of positivism and behaviouralism are penned by political theorists, the sub-field of theory has been as bad or worse in integrating feminist work. In the non-'science' sub-fields and communities of the discipline there are values beside 'scientific objectivity' that render feminist research suspect. In theory (as in other fields), for example, the measure of scholarly worth is the probing of 'universal' or 'perennial' problems. Here women lose not on the measure of objectivity versus subjectivity and 'bias' but, rather, on the measure of universalism versus parochialism, or centrality versus marginality.



This problem will be especially familiar to those in the humanities who have been party to the debate over the canon. Political theory and philosophy, like the literary disciplines, is commonly a text- and/or author-based field of inquiry; it is largely structured around a historical parade, or canon, of great authors, great works ranging from Plato and Aristotle through Machiavelli to the central figures of modern political thought such as Hobbes, Locke, and Rousseau and Mill and Marx, with many others in between. The contemporary works are probably more variable, but include debates over democratic theory and justice, or liberalism, republicanism, and communitarianism, and revolve around such theorists as John Rawls, J. G. A. Pocock, Michael Walzer, and Michael Sandel. 14



In political theory, as in other fields, canonical works are said to be self-evidently ('objectively'?) laden with the universal and important human political problems. Although, ironically, a large proportion of the pre-twentieth-century canonical works and authors dwelt very explicitly on questions about women and gender, in this century the explicit attention to women and gender was likely to be ignored as unimportant or inessential to the work.15 Issues about women have been relegated to the parochial (rather than universal) except, perhaps, as objects of 'our' desire (as texts say, not incidentally, in a male voice). For women to write about women and gender, especially in a manner critical of canon and canonical interpretation, is to degrade political theory by making it parochial and particularistic rather than perennial and universal.
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First Conclusion



There has been considerable research on women and gender in political science over the last two decades, but, judging by the syllabi and footnotes of non-specialists, it has been integrated into the discipline in only minor ways and sporadically. There are some obvious reasons why this has been the case. Politics remains a distinctly 'male' cultural domain, and political science remains a male-dominated field. Just as race is not 'a problem' for members of a dominant race in a racially structured society, so gender is not a problem for men in a male-dominated arena. As in many other areas, feminists and others differ over where we see gender in the first place; traditional political scientists can see a legislative body overwhelmingly dominated by people of one sex and not see gender as relevant to the picture. Clearly, feminist scholars cannot.



It is not enough to attribute the difficulty merely to the proportion of women in the discipline or even, in any simple way, to the fact that the subject of this discipline—politics—remains culturally identified as masculine. Rather, as I have tried to indicate, there are also professional norms, values, and practices that become part of the process of obstruction. Further, in order to understand a discipline as intellectually diverse as political science, it is necessary to recognize that it consists of overlapping scholarly communities with different values and practices. Somewhat different problems face feminist scholars in different subfields, an issue rarely noted in critical reviews of the discipline.



Science and Politics in Women's Studies



Critiques of intellectual inclusion and exclusion of women's studies typically focus on its marginalization within the traditional disciplines. But many within the community of those who live our scholarly lives in both political science and women's studies also sense a lack of integration of our (collective) work into women's studies. Indeed, feminist social scientists in different disciplines often discuss among themselves a shared perception that the social sciences generally are marginalized within women's studies. This is especially strongly felt where empirical research is concerned, but also with regard to feminist theory in the social sciences. As in the case of the
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exclusion of gender issues from political science, this state of affairs must be regarded as a historical phenomenon shaped by continuing shifts in social relations and larger sets of intellectual issues involved in scholarly work. But, as in the case of understanding the integration—or lack of it—of feminism within the disciplines, it is important to analyse the structure lent to inclusion and exclusion by the currently dominant theories, methods, and assumptions.



The forms, objects, and practices of theory and theorizing are somewhat different in the social sciences and humanities, largely because of the different treatment of empirical statements within theory and the different relationship between theory and empirical research. In some areas of social science the term theory implies a hypothetical statement that must be examined against evidence, and in which the theorist must make clear the ways the theory could be shown to be wrong. Clearly, such a definition would be foreign to most scholars in the humanities, especially in the more antiempirical areas. Indeed, what social scientists and humanities scholars 16 identify as theory is probably an overlapping but not identical set; standards of what constitutes good theory certainly differ in some respects. Given that the majority of scholars are probably not aware of the differences in the very definition of theory between the humanities and social sciences, it is no wonder that some conflicts and misunderstanding have emerged.17 In any case, in recent years humanities-based theorizing has held a privileged position in the eyes of both humanities and social-science scholars within the community of feminist scholars.



A widespread view held among feminists in the humanities states that feminist theory and research in the social sciences is much less developed and sophisticated, and even less 'feminist', than work in the humanities. Just as we see few references to our work among non-feminists in our own discipline, we note relatively sparse treatment of social-science theory and research in interdisciplinary feminist studies; certainly, the attention of humanities feminists to social-science feminists is not equivalent to the attention social-science feminists pay to the humanities.18



There is a difference between claiming women's studies is a 'multidisciplinary' or an 'interdisciplinary' effort. It is certainly the former; there are parallel research communities and bodies of literature across all of the humanities and social sciences and some of the natural sciences as well. But many of us also claim it is interdisciplinary, meaning that the community of scholars that thinks, theorizes, and seeks answers together crosses disciplinary boundaries.19
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Thus, just as it is possible and important to explore the barriers between feminist research and the larger disciplinary communities, so it is possible and important to explore the barriers between discipline-based feminist research and the larger women's studies community. Here I will suggest four aspects of the logic and practice of inquiry that inhibit more reciprocal interdisciplinarity especially with regard to political science, both as a social science and as a distinct discipline. These are: (1) the 'science' question in feminist studies; (2) the discovery of politics; (3) the political climate and relation to the concerns of political science; and (4) the contrast between text- and non-text-centred disciplines in the light of poststructuralism. As before, I will outline each briefly and not attempt complete elaboration.



The 'Science Question'



Feminist studies has played a leading role in contemporary criticism of the dominant theoretical underpinnings and practices of science. This attention to theory, method, and philosophies of knowing has helped to maintain a vitality and critical edge in feminist studies that is remarkable. But there is an unfortunate side to such widespread raising of epistemological banners. This literature in its (academically) popularized version tends to caricature and homogenize the sciences and social sciences, rendering research that displays signs of accepting any set of scientific norms in making empirical claims suspicious and possibly non-feminist. 20 These views gain added resonance from both popular stereotype and the 'different voices' literature supporting the notion that women are more intuitive, holistic, and connected, in contrast to scientific and mathematical thinking, which is also defined as 'masculine' in character.



Logics and practices of inquiry are undeniably related to gender culture and the gender basis of the social structure of related professions. But there is not 'science', there are 'sciences' (in the same sense as 'feminisms'); there is not computer usage, there are different means and styles of using computers (Perry and Greber 1990; Turkle and Papert 1990). Feminist scholars should not buttress traditional dichotomies by making assumptions about what can and cannot be said or accomplished using scientific and empirical modes of analysis. Feminist social scientists who use quantitative analytical methods are not just 'squashing people into little numbers'. To suggest they do because of an assumed logic of inquiry without considering their work more carefully is simply to fall prey
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to a revised but nevertheless dangerous form of math anxiety. Feminist scholars in the social sciences are, in fact, exploring the implications of feminist theory for the practices of empirical social science. This requires studying and understanding research practices as well as probing the theory-based logic of inquiry.



The Discovery of Politics



In the era in which women's studies was founded, politics was 'everywhere'. Whereas explicit attention to politics and government had earlier been relatively restricted in the liberal arts outside a few fields—for example, political science, history, sociology, and philosophy—scholars influenced by the cultural politics of the student and counterculture movement, feminists influenced by the declaration that 'the personal is political', as well as others similarly grounded in the politics of the 1960s, increasingly pressed their examination of politics in their substantive studies and in the practices of academia.



For those of us in political science, similarly influenced, but also having chosen a field of study explicitly and consciously about politics, the overwhelming academic attention to politics was exciting and encouraging, but in the long run it has also contributed to a certain degree of isolation of political scientists. The excitement of the discovery of politics led to a proliferation of political theorizing often based loosely on current trends and fashions but ungrounded in the long tradition of political debate, discussion, and research; naïve with regard to the complexities of politics and political discourse; and resistant to the idea that empirical research about politics has told us much worth knowing. Political-science-based feminist theorists often voice frustration with feminist theory that ignores the knowledge gained from the long-standing debates in political theory, even within the 'male-stream'. 21



Even recognizing the fact that political science has been undeniably androcentric, and despite the fact that politically involved people who pay close attention to the news know a lot about politics, systematic and scholarly study adds considerably to political understanding, political deliberation, and political action. Of course, any simple statement of what has been achieved and what could be offered by one of the liberal arts disciplines is bound to sound silly. But one of the central missions of political science, for example, is engaging in critical reading of major theoretical debates in politics over the last two thousand years. One could not begin in
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such a short space to outline the knotty problems that are standard fare for consideration by historical political theorists—the questions about the relationships between human character and political organization, the nature and dynamics of power and authority, the problems of human political action and inaction, resistance, and acquiescence, and considerations of democracy, authoritarianism, justice, community, and how these and the range of other political norms relate to political process and structure. In the more empirical vein, the mission of political science includes understanding the dynamics of politics at all levels of analysis, from the individual to the international, including political thinking and activity, organization, and processes, and all of these both in their abstract and generalizable aspects and in their particular, national, cultural, or locally bound contexts. Certainly, the recent emphasis on 'globalism' is nothing new to a discipline in which two of the major divisions of the discipline are comparative politics (including area studies) and international politics.



Political Climate



In theory (as it were) one might expect a field as devoted to politics as women's studies to seek scholarly counsel from the discipline most self-consciously devoted to the study of politics, much as scholars might turn to historians to help them learn history, to psychologists to learn psychology, or to literary critics to learn how to read. But feminist studies has not tended to look to political science for political theory or analysis very often, partly because of the political climate in which feminist studies developed and the political ideology dominant within feminist studies.



Most feminist political scientists have criticized their own discipline for focusing too much on conventional and formal definitions of politics and political action (e.g. concentrating so heavily on elections and electoral behaviour as compared with other forms) and certainly for ignoring the politics of non-governmental organizations. But the dominant political ideologies of feminist studies have tended to rest at the other extreme of the political continuum, regarding things governmental and electoral as male-dominated, irrelevant, and, almost worst of all, 'liberal' and 'reformist'. 22



Here there are two related problems. First, while the demand to expand the definition of the political is absolutely correct, the tendency in the process to downplay the theoretical importance of the state and government to the point at which they appear only where
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unavoidable (as in analysis of reproductive 'rights') is a mistake. Government and politics play a crucial role in structuring sex/gender systems; it simply will not do to ignore scholarly study of how this works. The current worldwide changes in governance and politics should make it overwhelmingly clear this is the case. The fears on the part of Russian feminists, for example, that even if a new democracy is constructed it will be 'minus women', and therefore no democracy at all, bears witness to the primary importance of politics and government (Ashwin 1991). In the short history of contemporary feminist studies the crucial influence of two theoretical traditions has contributed to this problem. In the founding days of women's studies one of the most fruitful sources of theory was theoretical Marxism, which defined government as epiphenomenal with respect to economic organization. From a very different direction cultural theories tend to downplay the importance of the institutional and material arrangements such as government. This is not to say that either theoretical Marxism or cultural theory necessitates stripping the governmental out of feminist political analysis, as the work of Petchesky (1984) and Eisenstein (1988), among others shows. But these two theoretical forces together combined, in their actual usage as opposed to theoretical possibilities, to leave government to the side.



A second issue is of concern as well. For a scholarly field that devotes so much energy to theory, including theories of politics, feminist studies tends to be remarkably inattentive to taking care with political theory. Often, to the eye of theorists trained in political theory, terms such as liberalism and reform seem to serve as much as symbolic flags as they do analytic concepts. Certainly, it is wrong to say that 'a concern' with particular problems, such as representation or specific policy changes, is in itself 'merely' reformist or even indicative of liberalism. Likewise, merely incorporating class into theoretical analysis does not make it Marxist. A topic is not liberal—or Marxist, or sufficient to identify any given theory or ideology—an argument is.



My point is not, as it will be taken by some, to argue that liberalism or reformism are adequate bases for feminist theory or politics. Rather, it is that a substantial portion of feminist discussion of what constitutes liberalism, reformism, democratic theory, and their relation to feminism has been distinctly inadequate, at least until the recent analyses by scholars such as Carole Pateman (1988, 1989) and Anne Phillips (1991). More often comparisons of liberalism in feminist theory with other forms such as socialist or radical feminism
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are vague, underspecified, and make less clear and useful distinctions among these different types of theory than is often thought. As many political theorists have pointed out, even if the dominant traditions of political theory and political theory debate are affected with profound androcentrism and patriarchalism, intensive study of these traditions nevertheless has a considerable amount to offer feminist theory that is, in any case, affected by these traditions. The same is true of the body of work devoted to empirical study of power, governance, collective decision-making, and conflict and conflict resolution on the local, national, and global scale. These, after all, are the central subjects of political science.



In fact, attention in women's studies to these problems is already changing as, perhaps, world events make it impossible to be casual about government. There has been a tremendous growth in feminist political history in the last decade, accompanied by a burgeoning of the feminist law literature and some key contributions by political philosophers such as Nancy Fraser (1989). Interdisciplinary efforts to understand gender and the welfare state (e.g. Gordon 1990) bear impressive witness to the change. My argument is not simply that feminist political scientists have been undervalued in the feminist studies community but, rather, that feminist scholars, who, like political scientists, have been developing theoretical, methodological, and substantive expertise with respect to political institutions and processes, have more to contribute to feminist studies than has been recognized in recent years.



The Impact of Poststructuralism and Postmodernism



Poststructuralism and its relatives have had profound effects on scholarship in the last decade, not just within the humanities but also in the social sciences. 23 Certainly, it is possible to see its effects even beyond the community of scholars who accept the name. But, even so, important differences among disciplines mean the influence, reaction, and use, for the most part, will be different. Here I will briefly suggest two differences. First is the distinction between text- and non-text-centred disciplines, together with the standing of empirical statements, and second is the question of intentionality.



Important disciplinary differences must affect the reception of poststructuralist and postmodernist messages. (Such a modern construction!) The disciplines of literature are text-centred; the social sciences (and some humanities disciplines, such as history) are not. The point holds even granting that each of these disciplines
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relies heavily on written texts and even accepting the view that language is not a medium to separate and distinct 'reality'. To be pedestrian about it, even among those of us especially interested in gender politics, some of us went into our particular disciplines because we wanted to study written texts and some because we wanted to study those things the texts are talking about. Regardless of theoretical background, literature specialists want to produce or read literature as their main task. For others of us the written text is only a medium for holding a conversation about how to solve problems that must be understood in their material dimensions: war, poverty, apartheid, education, natural resources, violence, and so forth. Despite the problem of values and objectivity within social science discussed earlier, for social scientists, including political scientists, that conversation is supposed to include the public as citizens and policymakers.



Part of the goal of a considerable portion of political science is at least the development of citizenship, if not the shaping of policy and government. Certainly, US social science from the beginning has pressed towards acting in the world (Ross 1991). If one's scholarly passion is devoted especially to the literary texts themselves, the products of the creative imaginations of authors—even without Author(ity)—the idea that there is nothing but language (at least for scholarly purposes) does not pose as fundamental a problem as it must to the others of us whose primary scholarly passion is devoted to trying to understand and perhaps affect social conditions and problems. Even in the more theoretical and philosophical communities of this social science, and among those whose method is primarily interpretive rather than empirical, scholars are likely to be more sensitive to the empirical and hypothetical aspects and implications of theory and theorizing than may be true in literary fields.



Even in the most text-centred of the fields of political science, historical political philosophy, the conception of the task nevertheless makes the project more one of holding a conversation about things outside the written text. Although historical political philosophers study written texts of political philosophy, training in political philosophy often emphasizes that these texts are media through which political philosophers hold conversations about politics across time and space.



The problem of communication among writers and readers raises a second fundamental difficulty posed by important premises of poststructuralism: the deconstruction of the authorial voice. Certainly, one of the common foci of dispute with regard to
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poststructuralism and postmodernism is the 'empowering of the reader', as it is sometimes put, or the denial of the author and of intention. The importance of this debate for understanding the position of social science is not as simple as whether there is simple meaning or whether meaning can be transferred from person to person or anything of the sort. It should not be forgotten that some of these points, which form empirical assumptions on the part of some poststructuralists, have long been subjects of empirical questions and investigation on the part of many social scientists, especially in social psychology and the fields influenced by social psychology. 24



The power issue raised by poststructuralists is an important one. Even were it possible to recover pristine authorial meaning or intention, to require that the only way readers may approach a text is to search for and lock themselves into that pristine text is to require a form of slavery on the part of readers. That slavery is even more dehumanizing when placed in the context of the sociopolitical relations within which texts are produced and read. This is, in part, what arguments about 'the canon' are about.25 Feminist scholars and other marginalized groups have fought to release themselves from that slavery.



But for political scientists the political questions, not just of power but also of responsibility, are likely to be even more compelling. In political science the study of the day-to-day life of politics and government reminds us that denial of voice or intention, and certainly the denial of responsibility to seek to understand others' voices and intentions is a fundamental part of some of the most dangerous and terrifying politics the world has seen. Among the common objects of our study are Berlin, Chernobyl, Soweto, Tiananmen Square, and the Plaza de Mayo. The political theorist who has spent a career focusing on the nature of the political, the governmental, in all its tangible aspects must have trouble forgetting how the denial of voice and intention can become part of the 'banality of evil', as Arendt (1964) described the character of the Holocaust.26 Thus, if the empirical urges of political and other social scientists appear banal to those more enveloped in poststructuralism, it is preferable to the more deadly and profoundly painful banalities of life.
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Second Conclusion



These arguments will no doubt seem cranky to some. But the relations within the community of scholars known as women's studies can be subjected to the same kind of analysis feminists have for so long aimed at the communities of scholars within disciplines. Once upon a time (as they say in fairy tales) women's studies scholars tended to claim to be developing a field, a scholarly community. The intellectual differences between feminist scholars and their home fields seemed more pressing than the intellectual differences among feminist scholars across fields.



This is no longer the case. The bodies of literature and theory among feminist scholars within many fields have grown immensely. Those of us who are old enough can remember when it seemed possible to keep up with scholarly activity in the far corners of the academic world. Many of us are now overwhelmed by our own academic neighbourhoods.



What is the nature of the relationship among different feminist communities of scholars? What is their future? The answer cannot be found in the sociological aspects of the problem alone—that is, where feminists are housed and whether they talk to one another. Rather, intellectual and methodological questions are crucial as well.



If, as many of us are inclined to believe, feminist studies is more than the sum of its parts, but not a completely separate discipline undefined by the existent disciplinary boundaries and differences, the interdisciplinary feminist community has considerable work left to do drawing connections and developing methods for this joint project.



Notes



1. It is not entirely correct to call the early 1970s the 'early days' of research on women and politics among political scientists; there was sporadic work reaching back to the first decades of the existence of professional political science, founded in 1909 by discontented members of the American Economics Association. Most notably, excellent research was carried out by women such as Sophinisba Breckinridge, the first woman to earn a Ph.D. degree in political science. She, like most other women in the field, was unable to find an academic job within political science and carried her work out within an applied research setting and, ultimately, an academic social welfare programme.



2. Throughout this essay we refers to the community of scholars doing women-and-politics or gender-politics research within political science.
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3. I discuss the current state of the field in Sapiro (1991).



4. The reaction is most evident in the organization of the National Association of Scholars, which sees changes such as the growing influence of women's studies as an assault on the integrity of scholarship and higher education.



5. See Bourque and Grossholtz (1974); Elshtain (1979); Flax (1983); Goot and Reid (1975); Kelley, Ronan, and Cawley (1987); Keohane (1981); Lovenduski (1981); Morgan (1974); Nelson (1989); and Sapiro (1979, 1987a, 1987b, 1991).



6. These different constructions are, of course, related to one another, and a substantial body of work ties them together, largely now through the train of work spun from Carol Gilligan's very influential thesis In a Different Voice (1982), as well as Belenky et al., Women's Ways of Knowing (1986); and in the sciences, such as Evelyn Fox Keller's writing (e.g. 1985). My point here, however, is to distinguish an argument that focuses primarily on who does the thinking (which itself can be explained) to what is thought. For some lively and contentious treatments of the place of the 'different voices' discussion in political science, see Tronto (1987); Steuernagel (1987); and Sapiro (1987).



7. These different viewpoints are well summarized and discussed (outside of political science) in Harding (1991). For one of the few theorists of feminist empiricism, see Nelson (1990).



8. For one of the more recent and best essays on the public and private in political theory, see Okin (1990).



9. Many of these terms–empirical, quantitative, scientific, behavioural, behaviourist–are widely confused and are often caricatured by critics of the related practices who are not themselves involved in the relevant types of research. For present purposes, at least, let it be noted that these are not synonymous terms. Rational-choice theories are derived from economic models, in which people are posited as individuals with consistent, stable, and conscious goals based in their self-interest and whose choices are based in rational goal-seeking behaviour. Research employing rational-actor models is a matter of defining optimal solutions for self-interested goal-seekers and determining the situations under which optimality is not reached. Many (if not most) rational-choice theorists see no reason to study preferences themselves, or the sources of preferences, and argue that one can only study manifest behaviour in any case and infer preferences from that. For a brief and relatively jargon-free introduction, see Monroe (1991).



10. I use the term legacy of positivism rather than positivism itself to recognize that critics of social science, especially those based outside social science, often overestimate the degree to which those who practise empirical social science actually adhere to positivism in any classic sense.



11. For more complete discussion of these issues, see Harding (1987, 1991) and Nielson (1989). Sandra Harding's work is probably the most well-known among feminist scholars.



12. On the other hand, when, as a very young scholar, I had presented in a convention paper a cross-national comparison of public opinion on the status of women, a very senior and eminent political scientist serving as discussant dismissed my paper on the grounds that one cannot look at public opinion on the status of women the way one could examine other public issues because, after all, 'our views of women have to do with emotions, and libidos, and that part of life. It's just not rational in the way other issues are.'



13. Having been one of the people who made this claim in print (Sapiro 1979), I
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am also painfully aware that these claims in turn became subject to intense criticism by other feminist writers, who interpreted the argument to say that androcentric research was a simple matter of 'bad science'. I suspect that most people who argue that androcentric and misogynist research is bad science would not also argue that it is only that.



14. There are women among the list of contemporary political theorists who must be read by any serious student of political theory according to almost anyone's criteria; among these are Hanna Arendt, Hanna Pitkin, and Judith Shklar.



15. For more discussion, see Sapiro (1992: ch. 9).



16. Although it is common for humanities scholars to be referred to as 'humanists', nothing essential about the nature of humanities disciplines makes their practitioners any more humanist than are practitioners of social science, especially given the variety within both.



17. The definition and evaluation of feminist theory would be a good topic for a feminist studies conference or other serious interdisciplinary efforts. Indeed, at this point it is difficult to define precisely what the differences are. I have experienced a number of situations in which feminist social-science scholars could not see what was 'theoretical' about a theoretical discussion offered by a humanities scholar. I would not be surprised if the reverse were also true.



18. The primary exception is the widespread attention in the humanities to Carol Gilligan's book In a Different Voice, although its findings and theories are often misinterpreted and certainly exaggerated, and the bulk of the empirical research responding to that work (other than Belenky, Clinchy, Goldberger, and Tarule, 1986) has been ignored.



One of my favourite examples of the contrast concerns an interdisciplinary graduate research seminar in women's studies at my university, in which professors based in social science and in humanities alternate teaching. The seminar is intended and advertised as broadly interdisciplinary, attempting to foster the development of skills to work in an interdisciplinary field. One year, when it was taught by a social scientist, students in a literature department reported that students there discussed the course and argued with one another that they should wait until a humanities professor taught the course; only one humanities-based student took the course with the social scientist. The following year I witnessed many social-science students discussing how valuable it would be to take the course that year because it would be taught by a humanities professor and therefore would give them important exposure to a different and highly valuable area.



19. I am impressed with Lynn Hankinson Nelson's argument (1990: 314) that 'individuals are knowers only in a derivative sense', meaning that 'epistemological communities' and not just individuals need to be self-reflective in their science, which I would extend to scholarly inquiry more generally. I further accept the view that much of the vitality of women's studies comes from grounding in traditional disciplines and its continual traffic with the questions, issues, and methods of those disciplines.



20. Many of us have been charged with not being able to do truly feminist work because of using empirical tools of social science such as statistics or surveys, even by members of our own disciplines. See, in my case, Steuernagel (1987). It is interesting to note that in their discussion of a conference on women and computers many women–many feminists–felt similarly excluded by virtue of their participating in this 'masculine' field. See Perry and Greber (1990: 90). Page 86


21. For a few recent examples admittedly chosen haphazardly, see Elshtain (1987); Tronto (1987); di Stefano (1988); Phelan (1990); and Sapiro (1992). This list should also bear witness to the fact that political-science-based feminist theorists have considerable disagreements among themselves as well.



22. I remember all too clearly the number of feminist-studies activists who declared before the 1980 US presidential election that politics, and especially elections, make no difference, or at least none that goes beyond minor reformist changes. I later saw some of them at demonstrations protesting the effects of the Supreme Court appointments made in the following decade.



23. Although some use the terms identically, when I use poststructuralist I am referring to one distinct characteristic that distinguishes it from the broader movement of postmodernism, as suggested in Pauline Marie Rosenau's (1992) work on postmodernism and the social sciences: the former is more 'uncompromisingly' anti-empirical, which is one of the important tendencies at issue here.



24. It is important to be mindful that this anti-empirical approach to knowledge is based in part on empirical statements about the state of the world and mind, just as the arguments against theory within postmodernism themselves constitute a theory, as Rosenau (1992) has pointed out. Of course, that doesn't make these arguments wrong, simply more complicated and interesting.



25. I suspect that, in any case, students of political theory have not been asked to lock themselves into specific texts as much as may be true in some areas of literature. While there are certainly many political theorists whose work is devoted to understanding what Rousseau or Plato or especially Marx 'really meant', probably more political theorists are devoted, for example, to trying to figure out the potential for political community by reading smart and thoughtful writers like Rousseau, Plato, or Marx. One would read the same texts, but the task is quite different. If my point is correct, this difference in task would also constitute one of the points of misunderstanding between scholars in different fields.



26. Lest anyone believe I am claiming a superiority of social science as compared with literature–which I am not–I also recommend David Hughes's 1984 novel, The Pork Butcher, for its comprehension of the banality of the evil of the Holocaust.
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PART II.

FEMINISM AND POLITICAL THEORY
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5

Gender, the Public, and the Private



Susan Moller Okin



The concepts of public and private spheres of life have been central to Western political thought at least since the seventeenth century. In some respects, they have origins in classical Greek thought. 1 In much of mainstream (as contrasted with feminist) political theory today, these concepts continue to be used as if relatively unproblematical. Important arguments in contemporary debates depend upon the assumption that public concerns can with relative ease be distinguished from private ones, that we have a solid basis for separating out the personal from the political. Sometimes explicitly, but more often implicitly, the idea is perpetuated that these spheres are sufficiently separate, and sufficiently different, that the public or political can be discussed in isolation from the private or personal. As I shall argue in this chapter, such assumptions can be sustained only if very persuasive arguments of feminist scholars are ignored.



Feminist scholarship in various disciplines has placed on the agenda a new category of analysis, gender, which raises many new questions about previous distinctions between public and private spheres. 'Gender' refers to the social institutionalization of sexual difference; it is a concept used by those who understand not only sexual inequality but also much of sexual differentiation to be socially constructed. So far, feminist scholarship in political theory tends to be marginalized, as it still is to some extent in history, but in contrast with its now central place in literary theory. As I shall attempt to explain here, however, such marginalization will continue only at the expense of the continued coherence, comprehensiveness, and persuasiveness of political theory.



There is a certain irony to be noted here. The 'rebirth' of normative political theory has occurred contemporaneously with the rebirth of feminism and, not coincidentally, at a time of major changes in the family and its relations to the rest of society. But the new political theory has paid almost no attention to the family, and



Chapter 3 in David Held (ed.), Political Theory Today (Polity Press, 1991), 67–90. Reprinted by permission of Blackwell Publishers Ltd. and Stanford University Press. Copyright © Susan Moller Okin (1991).
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continues its central debates with little regard for the challenges of recent feminism.



Definitions and Ambiguities



Distinctions between public and private have played a crucial role, especially in liberal theory, 'the private' being used to refer to a sphere or spheres of social life in which intrusion or interference with freedom requires special justification, and 'the public' to refer to a sphere or spheres regarded as more generally or more justifiably accessible. Sometimes it is the control of information about what goes on in the private sphere that is stressed, sometimes freedom from being observed, sometimes freedom from actual interference with or intrusion upon one's activities, solitude, or decisions. 2 All too frequently in political theory, the terms 'public' and 'private' are used with little regard for clarity and without precise definition, as if we all knew what they meant in whatever context the theorist uses them. There are, however, as feminist scholarship has made increasingly clear, two major ambiguities involved in most discussions of the public and the private.



The first ambiguity results from the use of the terminology to indicate at least two major conceptual distinctions, with variations within each. 'Public/private' is used to refer both to the distinction between state and society (as in public and private ownership), and to the distinction between non-domestic and domestic life. In both dichotomies, the state is (paradigmatically) public, and the family, domestic, and intimate life are (again paradigmatically) private. The crucial difference between the two is that the intermediate socioeconomic realm (what Hegel called 'civil society') is in the first dichotomy included in the category of 'private', but is in the second dichotomy 'public'. There has been little discussion of this major ambiguity by mainstream political theorists. Even anthologies devoted to the subject of public and private pay little attention to analysing it, in spite of the fact that they may include some articles about one distinction and some about the other. In Benn and Gaus's recent anthology,3 for example, the only paper in the volume that pays serious and sustained attention to the ambiguity is Pateman's highly lucid feminist critique.4 In other anthologies one or other definition seems simply to be assumed, and only that version of the dichotomy is addressed. In the collection edited by Hampshire, for
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example, there is virtually no mention in any of the essays of the domestic sphere or the dichotomy that specifies it as distinct from the rest of social life. 5



A rare exception to the general glossing over of the fact that 'public/private' has more than one meaning is to be found in a discussion by Weinstein.6 He draws a useful analogy between publicness and privateness and the layers of an onion; just as a layer that is outside one layer will be inside another, so something that is public with regard to one sphere of life may be private in relation to another. While Weinstein is correct in pointing out that the distinction therefore has a multiplicity of meanings, rather than simply a dual meaning, the state/society and the non-domestic/domestic meanings are those most frequently used in political theory, where both play major roles. I shall focus on the second in this chapter, because it is the continuation of this dichotomy that enables theorists to ignore the political nature of the family, the relevance of justice in personal life, and, as a consequence, a major part of the inequalities of gender. I shall refer to the dichotomy as 'public/domestic'.



Second, even within the public/domestic dichotomy, there remains an ambiguity, resulting directly from the patriarchal practices and theories of our past, that has serious practical consequences—especially for women. Fundamental to this dichotomy from its theoretical beginnings has been the division of labour between the sexes. Men are assumed to be chiefly preoccupied with and responsible for the occupations of the sphere of economic and political life, and women with those of the private sphere of domesticity and reproduction. Women have been regarded as 'by nature' both unsuited to the public realm and rightly dependent on men and subordinated within the family. These assumptions, not surprisingly, have pervasive effects on the structuring of the dichotomy and of both its component spheres. As feminist scholarship has revealed, from the seventeenth-century beginnings of liberalism both political rights and the rights pertaining to the modern liberal conception of privacy and the private have been claimed as rights of individuals; but these individuals were assumed, and often explicitly stated, to be adult, male heads of households.7 Thus, the rights of these individuals to be free from intrusion by the state, or by the church, or from the prying of neighbours, were also these individuals' rights not to be interfered with as they controlled the other members of their private sphere—those who, whether by reason of age, or sex, or condition of servitude, were regarded as rightfully
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controlled by them and existing within their sphere of privacy. There is no notion that these subordinate members of households might have privacy rights of their own. Some of the contemporary consequences of this theoretical and legal legacy will be discussed below.



The Neglect of Gender and the Perpetuation of an Unreflective Public/Domestic Dichotomy



Many political theorists in the past used to discuss both public and domestic spheres, and to be explicit in their claims that they were separate and operated in accordance with different principles. Locke, for example, defines political power by distinguishing it from the power relations operating within the household. 8 Rousseau and Hegel clearly contrast the particularistic altruism of the family with the need for impartial reason in the state, and cite this contrast in legitimating male rule in the domestic sphere.9 These theorists make explicit arguments about the family, and closely related ones about the nature of women. By contrast, most contemporary political theorists continue the same 'separate spheres' tradition by ignoring the family, and in particular its division of labour, related economic dependencies, and power structure. The judgment that the family is 'non-political' is implicit in the very fact that it is not discussed in most works of political theory today.10 The family is clearly assumed, for example in that political theorists take as the subjects of their theories mature, independent human beings, without explaining how they came to be that way; but it is not much talked about. Rawls, in constructing his theory of justice, does not discuss the internal justice of the family, although he both includes the family in his initial components of the basic structure (to which the principles of justice are to apply) and requires a just family for his conception of moral development.11 Even in a recent book entitled Justice, Equal Opportunity and the Family we find no discussion of the division of labour between the sexes or the internal justice of families.12



Among the few exceptions to this rule are theoretical discussions explicitly focused on the public/private distinction, which occasionally point to the sphere of family life as the paradigm case of 'the private'. Apart from these, the widely disparate arguments about the family of Walzer and Green, who are concerned with its internal
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justice, Bloom, who claims (following Rousseau) that it is naturally and inevitably unjust, and Sandel, whose argument against the primacy of justice depends upon an idealized vision of families operating in accordance with virtues nobler than justice, are rare exceptions in recent works of political theory. 13



Along with the typical assumptions about and neglect of family life goes a phenomenon that I shall call 'false gender neutrality'. In the past, political theorists used explicitly male terms of reference, such as 'he' and 'man'. Usually it was clear that their major arguments were, indeed, about male heads of families. These arguments have often been read as if they pertain to all of us, but feminist interpretations of the last fifteen years or so have revealed the falsity of this 'add women and stir' assumption.14 Since about the mid-1970s most theorists have tried to avoid, in one way or another, the allegedly generic use of male terms of reference. Instead, they tend to use terms such as 'one', 'he or she', 'men and women', 'persons', or 'selves', or to use masculine and feminine terms of reference alternately in a random manner. The problem with these merely terminological responses to feminist challenges is that they often strain credulity and sometimes result in nonsense. Gender-neutral terms, if used without real awareness of gender, frequently obscure the fact that so much of the real experience of 'persons', so long as they live in gender-structured societies, does in fact depend on what sex they are. Two particularly striking examples should elucidate this point.



First, in Social Justice in the Liberal State, Bruce Ackerman in general employs scrupulously gender-neutral language.15 He breaks with this neutrality only, it seems, to defy existing sex roles; he refers to 'the Commander', who plays the lead role in his theory, as 'she'. However, the argument of the book does not address the existing inequality or role differentiation between the sexes. The full impact of the use of neutral language without gender awareness is revealed in Ackerman's discussion of abortion. A two-page discussion of the topic, with the exception of a single 'she', is written in completely gender-neutral language, in terms of 'parents' and foetuses.16 The impression given is that there is no relevant respect in which the relationship of a mother to a foetus is different from that of a father. Now it is of course possible to imagine (and in the view of many feminists, it would be desirable to achieve) a society in which differences in the respective relationships of women and men to foetuses would be so slight as reasonably to play only a minor role in a discussion of abortion. Such would be the case in a society without gender—where sex difference carried no social significance, the
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sexes were equal in power and interdependence, and parenting and earning responsibilities were completely shared. But this is certainly not now the case. Moreover, there is no discussion of this possibility in Ackerman's book. Family life, as so often, seems to be assumed rather than discussed, and the division of labour between the sexes is not considered to be a matter of social justice. In this context, especially on a topic such as abortion, gender-neutral language is very misleading. 17



Striking examples of false gender neutrality also occur in the works of Alasdair MacIntyre. He is careful in recent works to avoid the old 'generic' male terms of reference, yet his rejection of both liberalism and Marxism has led him into a return to 'our traditions', especially the Aristotelian–Christian tradition, that is fraught with problems from a feminist perspective. When he gives examples of the characters in the stories 'we' need to imbibe, in order for 'our' lives to have coherence as narratives, we find them filled with both assumptions about gender and explicitly negative images of women.18 Moreover, when MacIntyre confronts feminist criticism of Aristotle as a theorist whose social vision depends centrally on the subordination of women, his response is briefly to refer us to the solution envisaged by Plato.19 But he makes no mention of the fact that Plato's integration of the guardian women into society rests on his abolition of the family, which seems hardly to be a tenable solution for an Augustinian Christian, as MacIntyre now defines himself. Thus his gender-neutral language remains false, since he has offered no evidence that the traditions he draws on to provide us with moral and political guidance can be adapted so as fully to include women.



Failure on the part of recent political thought to consider the family, and the use of falsely gender-neutral language, have together resulted in the continuing neglect by mainstream theorists of the highly political issue of gender. The language they employ makes little difference to what they actually do, which is to write about men, and about only those women who manage, in spite of the gendered structure of the society in which they live, to adopt patterns of life that have developed to suit men. The fact that human beings are born helpless infants, not the supposedly autonomous actors who populate political theories, is obscured by the implicit assumption of gendered families, operating outside the scope of political theories. To a very large extent, contemporary theory, like that of the past (though less obviously), is about men with wives at home.
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Feminism and the Politicization of the Personal



The neglect of gender in mainstream political theory has persisted despite the persuasive arguments of a generation of feminist scholars, many of whom emerged (whether as radicals, liberals or socialists) from the New Left of the 1960s. 20 As Joan Scott has explained in an influential recent article, 'gender' is a term used by those who claimed that women's scholarship would 'fundamentally transform disciplinary paradigms', that the study of women would 'not only add new subject matter but would also force a critical reexamination of the premises and standards of existing scholarly work'.21 As I shall explain here, feminist analyses of and discoveries about gender are of crucial significance for political theory, and affect in particular its continuing reliance on the public/domestic dichotomy. I shall show how, by demonstrating the legitimacy of gender as an important category of political and social analysis, and particularly by focusing on gender as itself a social construction needing to be explained, feminist scholars have pointed out numerous flaws in the dichotomy and the ways it continues to be used in mainstream political theory. As Pateman has said, 'the separation and opposition between the public and private spheres in liberal theory and practice . . . is, ultimately, what the feminist movement is about'.22



A parallel can be drawn here between the critiques of liberalism offered by Marxists and some other socialists, and those offered by feminists. Since Marx wrote On the Jewish Question and the Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of Right, those on the left, by focusing on class and arguing the close interrelation of political and economic power and practices, have exposed the extent to which the dichotomy between state and society, reified and exaggerated by liberal theory, serves ideological functions. 'The economic is political' is a claim central to the left's challenge to liberalism.23 In a parallel way, feminist theorists, focusing on gender and arguing that both political and economic power and practices are closely interrelated with the structure and practices of the domestic sphere, have exposed the extent to which the dichotomy between public and domestic, also reified and exaggerated by liberal theory, serves equally ideological functions.24 The corresponding feminist slogan, of course, is 'the personal is political.'



'The personal is political' is at the root of feminist critiques of the conventional liberal public/domestic dichotomy. This being the
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case, it is important to start by explaining its origins and its meaning. Most nineteenth- and early twentieth-century feminists did not question or challenge women's special role within the family. Indeed, they often argued for women's rights and opportunities, such as education or the suffrage, on the grounds that these would either make them better wives and mothers or enable them to bring their special moral sensibilities, developed in the domestic sphere, to bear on the world of politics. 25 Thus, though they struggled to overturn the legal subordination of wives and claimed equal rights for women in the public sphere, they accepted the prevailing assumption that women's close association with and responsibility for the domestic sphere were natural and inevitable. Even at the beginning of the 'second wave' of feminism in the 1960s, some tried to argue for dismantling all barriers against women in the world of work and politics while at the same time endorsing women's special responsibilities in the family. The contradictions in this acceptance of the 'dual role' of women are clearly evident, for example, in the 1963 report of the Kennedy Commission on the Status of Women.26 At the opposite end of the spectrum of feminist views, early radical feminists argued that since the family was at the root of women's oppression it must be 'smashed'.27 It was not long, however, before most feminists developed positions between these two extremes, refusing to accept the division of labour between the sexes as natural and unchangeable, but refusing also to give up on the family. We recognized that the family was not inevitably tied to its gender structure, but that until that structure was successfully challenged there could be no hope of equality for women in either the domestic or the public sphere.



In time, then, it was not only radical feminists who turned their attention to the politics of what had previously been regarded as paradigmatically non-political—the personal sphere of sexuality, of housework, of the family. Though not always explicitly stated, 'the personal is political' in fact became the claim that underlay what most feminist thinkers were saying. Feminists of different political leanings and in a variety of disciplines have revealed and analysed the multiple interconnections between women's domestic roles and their inequality and segregation in the workplace, and between their socialization in gendered families and the psychological aspects of their subordination. Thus the family became, and has since remained, central to the politics of feminism and a major focus of feminist theory. Contemporary feminism thus poses a significant challenge to the long-standing underlying assumption of political
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theories that the sphere of family and personal life is so separate and distinct from the rest of social life that such theories can legitimately ignore it.



By way of a proviso, I must point out what many feminists who critique the traditional dichotomy of public and domestic do not claim, especially because it is a claim rightly associated with some. Jaggar says that both radical and socialist feminists argue for total abolition of the distinction between public and private, 28 while liberal feminists argue for a narrower definition of the private sphere. I do not think this correlation can be drawn so clearly. Many feminists of various political persuasions deny neither the usefulness of a concept of privacy nor the value of privacy in human life. Nor do we deny that there are some reasonable distinctions to be made between the public and domestic spheres. Both Pateman and Nicholson, for example, distance themselves from the literal interpretation of 'the personal is political' made by some radical feminists,29 and I agree with them in not interpreting it as a statement of simple and total identification of the two. Allen argues that many claims important to feminists—from reproductive rights to protection against sexual harassment—are most effectively grounded on women's rights to various types of privacy.30 And I have argued elsewhere that only in so far as a high degree of equality is maintained within the domestic sphere of family life is its being regarded as a private sphere consistent with the privacy and the physical and socio-economic security of women and children.31 As Nicholson points out, the question 'How political is the personal?' is an important source of tension within both liberal and socialist feminism.32



What, then, do other feminists, as well as the most radical, mean by 'the personal is political'? We mean, for one thing, that what happens in personal life, particularly in relations between the sexes, is not immune from the dynamic of power, which has typically been seen as a distinguishing feature of the political. And we also mean that neither the realm of domestic, personal life, nor that of non-domestic, economic, and political life, can be understood or interpreted in isolation from the other. Olsen has argued lucidly and most persuasively that the whole notion that the state can choose whether or not to intervene in family life makes no sense at all; the only intelligible question is how the state both defines and influences family life.33 Others have shown that, once the significance of gender is understood, neither the public nor the domestic realm, in terms of its structures and practices, assumptions and expectations, division of labour and distribution of power, can intelligibly be
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discussed without constant reference to the other. We have demonstrated how the inequalities of men and women in the worlds of work and politics are inextricably related, in a two-way causal cycle, with their inequalities within the family. 34 While very much aware that the actual organization of contemporary society is deeply affected by the prevailing perception of social life as divided into separate and distinct spheres, feminists have argued persuasively that much of this thinking is misleading—and that it operates so as to reify and thus legitimize the gendered structure of society, and to immunize a significant sphere of human life (and especially of women's lives) from the scrutiny to which the political is subjected.



Thus feminists claim that the existing liberal distinction between public and domestic is ideological in the sense that it presents society from a traditional male perspective, that it is based on assumptions about the different natures and natural roles of men and women and that, as presently conceived, it cannot serve as a central concept in a political theory that will, for the first time, include all of us. Challenging the approach of those theorists who still seem silently to assume that female child-rearing and domesticity are 'natural' and therefore fall outside the scope of political inquiry, feminist scholars have argued that the domestic division of labour, and especially the prevalence of female child-rearing, are socially constructed, and therefore matters of political concern. Not only are these major causal factors in the gender structure of society at large, but their continuance cannot itself be explained without reference to elements of the non-domestic sphere, such as the current sex segregation and sex discrimination in the labour force, the scarcity of women in high-level politics, and the structural assumption that workers and holders of political office are not responsible for the care of small children.



Feminist Scholarship on Gender: From Explanation to Deconstruction



Current theories about gender have resulted from two decades of intensive thought, research, analysis, criticism and argument, rethinking, more research, and reanalysis. Feminist scholars in many disciplines and with some radically different points of view have contributed to the enterprise. Most radical feminist explanations
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of sexual asymmetry have focused primarily on bodily sexual and reproductive differences. 35 Emphasizing the biological basis of both the social differentiation of the sexes and the domination of women by men, their solutions range from the technological to the separatist. Marxists have tended to see the roots of sex inequality in the realm of production, stressing the connections between patriarchy and capitalism.36 Socialist feminists have built on the insights of both radical feminism and Marxism, while criticizing the former for ahistoricism and biological determinism, and the latter for insufficient attention to the reproductive dimension of human life.37 The critical combination of various feminist emphases has led to attempts to understand gender as a social and political construct, related to but not determined by biological sex difference. As Scott points out: 'In its most recent usage, ''gender" seems to have first appeared among American feminists who wanted to insist upon the fundamentally social quality of distinctions based on sex. The word denoted a rejection of the biological determinism implicit in the use of such terms as "sex" or "sexual difference".'38 Two major foci of the theories of gender developed by feminists are psychology and history. I shall explain each briefly, for I consider them to be potentially the most significant elements of the new feminist scholarship for political theory.



Psychologically Focused Complex Theories of Gender



Psychoanalytic and other psychologically based theories of gender have filled out Simone de Beauvoir's insight, fundamental to the feminist concept of gender, that 'one is not born, but rather becomes, a woman'.39 They have provided perceptive and complex theories in answer to a crucial question that had not previously been asked, since the answer was assumed self-evident: 'Why do women mother?' One of the earliest, but still most influential, of such explanations is to be found in the psychoanalytically based work of Nancy Chodorow.40 Chodorow has paid special attention to the effects on the psychological development of both sexes of the fact that, in a gender-structured society such as ours, children of both sexes are raised primarily by women. She has argued, on the basis of object-relations theory, that the experience of individuation—of separating oneself from the caregiver with whom one is at first psychologically fused—is a very different experience for those of the same sex as the nurturer than for those of the opposite sex. In addition, the developmental task of identification with the same-sex
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parent is very different for girls, for whom this parent is usually present, and for boys, for whom the parent to identify with is often absent for long periods in the day. Thus, she argues, the personality characteristics in women that lead them to be more psychologically connected with others, to be more likely to choose nurturing and to be regarded as especially suited for it, and those in men that lead them to a greater need and capacity for individuation and orientation towards achieving 'public' status, can be explained as originating in the assignation of primary parenting within the existing gender structure itself.



Moreover, as Chodorow makes clear, the complete answer to the question of why women are primary parents cannot be arrived at by looking only at the domestic sphere or at the psychology of the sexes. 41 Part of the answer is to be found in the sex segregation of the workplace, where women, despite some recent and much publicized changes among élites, are still concentrated in the lower-paid and more dead-ended occupations. This fact makes it economically 'rational' in most families for women to be the primary childrearers, which keeps the whole cycle of gender going.



It has also been argued that the experiences of being a primary nurturer and of growing up with the anticipation of this role are likely to affect women's psychology.42 In addition, feminist psychologists have indicated the significance for women of the overall experience of growing up in a society in which members of one's sex are in many ways less valued than and subordinated to the other.43 Once we admit the idea that significant differences between women and men are created by the existing division of labour within the family, we begin to see the depth and the extent of the social construction of gender. Such explanations of differences between the sexes in terms of central aspects of the social structure itself reveal the impossibility of developing a humman, as opposed to a patriarchal or masculinist, political theory without including discussion of gender, and its linchpin, the family.



Historically and Anthropologically Focused Explanations of Gender



Recently, a number of feminist theorists, while acknowledging that gender seems to have been a feature of all known cultures and historical periods, have stressed the need for resisting unicausal, universalist, and ahistorical explanations of it.44 These theorists analyse gender as a social construction that has been universally
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present in human societies but subject to change over time, because it results from a number of complex factors.



Some of the earlier attempts to explain differences between the sexes in terms of social practices placed particular emphasis on the public/domestic dichotomy itself. Anthropologist Rosaldo, for example, argued on the basis of cross-cultural research that the degree to which women are subjected to the authority (culturally legitimized power) of men in a given society is correlated with the degree to which the public/domestic dichotomy is stressed. 45 And Ortner argued that there was a more or less universal association in human societies among the dichotomies male/female, culture/nature, and public/private.46



As Rosaldo pointed out a few years later, however, these explanations themselves tend towards universalistic and ahistorical accounts of gender. They also tend to reify the public/domestic dichotomy, instead of understanding that it, as well as gender, has differed from one time and place to another. She wrote: 'a model based upon the opposition of two spheres assumes—where it should rather help illuminate and explain—too much about how gender really works,' and saw gender as instead 'the complex product of a variety of social forces'.47 Rosaldo and, more recently, historian of ideas Linda Nicholson and historian Joan Scott have been major influences in the historicization of the public/domestic opposition and in providing complex, multifaceted accounts of gender. As Nicholson has said, in considering categories of analysis such as public, domestic, and the family, 'we need to ferret out that which is specific to our culture from that which might be truly cross-cultural.'48



Such feminists reject the search for origins or unicausal explanations of the inequality of the sexes. They see it as a universal phenomenon in one sense, in that it appears to have been present in all known societies and historical periods, but they emphasize that it has taken diverse forms and been affected by various causal factors at different times and in different social contexts. Nicholson stresses the importance of history in comprehending both the public/domestic distinction and gender. She argues against the powerful tendency, particularly present in political theory, to reify the distinction, to perceive it as rigid and timeless.49 We must recognize, instead, that concepts of public and domestic have not only been used to divide up social life very differently in different periods (for example, production has moved almost entirely from the domestic to the public sphere in the past 300 years), but have also had very
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different connotations (intimacy, for example, not being seen as characteristically domestic before the late seventeenth century). Nicholson argues persuasively that the gender structure of a particular time and place is causally affected not only by other contemporary structures (economic, political, and so on) but also by the previous history of gender, and consequently, that without a historical approach to gender, we can never hope fully to comprehend it.



Scott elaborates a position that similarly stresses the centrality of history. She analyses historical, political, socio-economic, and psychological aspects of the perpetuation of gender, which she too sees as a universal phenomenon taking diverse forms. She looks at, first, cultural myths and symbols (often contradictory) of woman, such as Eve and Mary in the Western Christian tradition; second, normative interpretations of these symbols, expressed in religious, educational, scientific, legal, and political doctrines that categorically fix the 'binary opposition' of male and female, masculine and feminine; third, social institutions—not only family and household, but also sex-segregated labour markets, various educational institutions, and a male-dominated polity—which are all parts of the construction of gender; and fourth, the psychological reproduction of gender in the subjective identity formation of individuals. 50 All of these aspects, Scott emphasizes, must be understood as interrelated and, of course, subject to change over time. The task at hand is to expose the social construction of gender by deconstructing it. This involves 'a refusal of the fixed and permanent quality of the binary opposition, a genuine historicization and deconstruction of the terms of sexual difference . . . [We must] revers[e] and displac[e] its hierarchical construction, rather than accepting it as real or self-evident or in the nature of things.' She adds: 'In a sense, of course, feminists have been doing this for years.'51



To the extent to which all this is persuasive—and I think that a great deal of feminist scholarship bears out what Chorodow, Rosaldo, Nicholson, and Scott argue—its impact on political theory could be profound. For in the feminist attempt to comprehend gender we find the personal and the political mixed in a way that confounds the separate categories of public and domestic, and points out the necessary incompleteness of theories of politics that persist in confining themselves to the study of what has been defined in a pre-feminist era as legitimately political. We cannot hope to understand the 'public' spheres—the state of the world of work or the market—without taking account of their genderedness, of the fact that they have been constructed under the assumption of male
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superiority and dominance, and that they presuppose female responsibility for the domestic sphere. We must ask: would the structure or practices of the workplace, the market, or the legislature be the same if they had developed with the assumption that their participants had to accommodate to the needs of child-bearing, child-rearing, and the responsibilities of domestic life? Would policy-making or its outcomes be the same if those who engaged in them were persons who also had significant day-to-day responsibilities for caring for others, rather than being some of those least likely in the entire society to have such experience? Despite the compelling nature of such questions, and many others like them, most political theory today, remaining unreflective about the old public/domestic dichotomy, fails to consider them.



Privacy—For Whom? From Whom?



One reason why the exclusion of women from the scope of ostensibly universal arguments goes unnoticed is that 'the separation of the private and public is presented in liberal theory as if it applied to all individuals in the same way'. 52 Clearly, this is still to a very large extent true of contemporary theory. The liberal idea of the nonintervention of the state into the domestic realm, rather than maintaining neutrality, in fact reinforces existing inequalities within that realm. It is an insight not unique to feminism that the privacy of groups and the privacy of their individual members can conflict, that 'where the privacy of the individual may mean the maximum of freedom for him, the privacy of the group may imply precisely the opposite for the individual'.53 But it has been primarily feminists and advocates of children's rights who have pointed out in recent years the extent to which the nature of the right to privacy in the domestic sphere has been heavily influenced by the patriarchal nature of liberalism. I shall explore this question here by first looking at some classic liberal defences of domestic privacy, and then pointing out some new problems that have been posed for this conception by recent developments towards the legal equality of women and the advocacy of rights for children.



While Locke's most famous distinctions between political and other forms of power are made in the Second Treatise of Government, his strongest arguments for the protection of a private sphere from governmental intrusion or regulation are found in the Letter on
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Toleration. Here, in this classic argument for laissez-faire liberalism, Locke's defence of religious toleration rests in part on an appeal to what he clearly considers to be an already widely recognized right of privacy. In appealing to a realm of 'private domestic affairs' in which no one would consider interfering, he specifies as one of those obviously private things a man's marrying off his daughter. 54 That the daughter herself might have an interest in the choice, and might therefore have a privacy right to choose her own husband, does not seem to have crossed his mind. Nor does the fact that men had, at the time and long after, the legal right to beat their wives and children, and to force sexual intercourse on their wives, cause him any hesitation in specifying that 'all force . . . belongs only to the magistrate', so that private associations may not use force against their members.55 There is no doubt at all that Locke's privacy rights adhere to male heads of households in their relations with each other, and not to their subordinate members in relation to them. This fact, however, is frequently ignored by contemporary liberals who appeal to these rights.56



The same assumption is immediately apparent in another, more recent, classic argument for the liberal right to privacy, Warren and Brandeis's 'The Right to Privacy'.57 The argument starts with the assertion: 'That the individual shall have full protection in person and in property is a principle as old as the common law.' In the very next paragraph, however, the limited meaning of 'individual' is revealed, as we are told that 'man's family relations became a part of the legal conception of his life, and the alienation of a wife's affections was held to be remediable.' Clearly, underlying the law that allowed husbands but not wives to sue third parties for 'alienation of affections' was the notion that a wife fell within the aegis of a man's privacy, much as his property did.



It is all the more remarkable that contemporary discussions of privacy, in referring to such classic sources, do not mention this aspect of them, once we realize that some of these aspects of patriarchy lasted until very recently, and some of them are still with us. While most aspects of coverture were abolished in the nineteenth century, forced sexual relations within marriage have only been recognized as rape in English law since the 1990s; they have become so recognized in fewer than half of the states of the USA, and there only since the late 1970s. Moreover, recent studies have shown that from 10 to 14 per cent of married women in the USA have suffered sexual assaults by their husbands that would qualify under the legal definitions of rape or attempted rape had they been committed by
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someone else. 58 Wife-beating was clearly illegalized in Britain only in 1962, and though now illegal, the prevalence of the practice, long denied and hidden, was 'rediscovered' both in Britain and in the USA in the 1970s. A recent US government study of marital violence in Kentucky found that 9 per cent of women had been kicked or bitten, struck with a fist or object, beaten up, or either threatened or attacked with a knife or gun by the male partner they lived with, and some estimates of actual incidence are far higher.59 The 'full protection [of the individual] of person and in property' is still not provided by the law for many women, for whom their home, in all its privacy, may be the most dangerous of all places.



The patriarchal nature of liberal notions of domestic privacy is being significantly challenged by the increasing demand from feminists and children's rights advocates that individuals within families have privacy rights that sometimes need protection against the family unit. In a number of important recent decisions about privacy, the US Supreme Court has been grappling with this issue. Until the last two decades, decisions of the Court that rested on a presumed constitutional right of family privacy roughly followed the old model, and some still do; they confirmed the rights of families (in practice, therefore, those of their more powerful members) to make decisions regulating their members.



The attitude of the Court's majority about traditional sex roles changed distinctly during the 1970s. So also, for the most part, did its decisions regarding privacy issues. Most earlier rulings that had upheld the rights of families—for example, to educate their children in the school of their choice, to have their children educated bilingually, or even to be exempted on religious grounds from a state compulsory education statute—had generally followed the notion that domestic privacy entailed the protection of the family's freedom to make decisions regarding its individual members.60 In practice, this notion of the family as a single entity having rights against the state in regulating its members reinforced the authority of husbands over wives and parents over children.61 More recently, in some (though not all) decisions, the Court has moved in the direction of viewing privacy rights as rights of individuals rather than of families. This notion of what might more appropriately be called privacy within the family than family privacy gives constitutional protection to the rights of individual family members even against the preferences of more powerful family members, or the collective decision of the family as a whole. Thus, for example, rights to make decisions about contraception and abortion, while first upheld by
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the Court under the rubric of family or marital privacy, soon evolved into rights of individuals, whether married or not, and sometimes constitute rights against families, viewed as collective entities.



The speed of this development can be seen by comparing a series of cases concerning contraception and abortion. In 1965 the Court held that the right of married couples to use contraceptives was part of 'a right of privacy older than the Bill of Rights' that 'protected the sacred precincts of marital bedrooms'. By 1972, while citing this precedent, the Court declared: 'If the right to privacy means anything, it is the right of the individual, married or single, to be free from unwarranted governmental intrusion into matters so fundamentally affecting a person as the decision whether to bear or beget a child.' The following year, the individual woman's right of privacy was the basis on which state laws prohibiting abortion were declared unconstitutional, and this was confirmed by subsequent decisions that struck down laws requiring spousal or parental consent for abortion. 62 What had quickly developed from a notion of marital privacy consistent with the patriarchal conceptions of Locke or Warren and Brandeis were individual rights of women and minors that these earlier liberals would have found incomprehensible. As Minow concludes: 'Legal protections for families have often reinforced patriarchal family relations, yet the rhetoric of legal rights has also provided a basis for protecting individuals against the patriarchal family.'63 These cases, many of them involving difficult and highly controversial issues, have finally brought into the light of day a fundamental problem long obscured by the public/domestic rhetoric that enabled a highly patriarchal liberalism to appear individualistic from its beginnings.



Conclusions: Gender and the Value of Privacy



While feminists challenge much in political theory that has depended upon the traditional public/domestic dichotomy, few of us would deny the value of personal privacy. When we look at the arguments of mainstream liberal theorists about some of the reasons for and the value of having a private sphere, however, it seems that, unaware of the significance of gender, they unselfconsciously assume the perspective of a person who is not primarily responsible for the work and the organization of domestic life. Since it seems
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likely that women need privacy for much the same reasons as men do, the final question I wish to address here is whether and to what extent they are likely to find it in the domestic sphere, in a gender-structured society. Three reasons that are often given for the value of privacy are that it is necessary for the development of intimate personal relations, that it is an essential sphere in which we can temporarily shed our public 'roles', and that it gives us the freedom to develop our mental and creative capacities. Let us look at each of these in turn, with gender in mind.



A number of theorists argue that private space is needed as a prerequisite for intimacy. 64 The family, with its private domestic household, is often specified as the space in which this personal intimacy is to be found. Clearly there is no reason to doubt that women need privacy for this reason, just as much as men do; the question that is raised by awareness of gender is how likely they are to find it, in the domestic sphere. Some feminists have argued that real intimacy or love between the sexes is incompatible with the condition of sexual inequality.65 Moreover this claim is reinforced by one of the points made by those who argue that privacy is essential for intimacy. Pennock, for example, specifies that the kind of small groups necessary for intimacy must be ones in which 'ultimate reliance upon force (the distinctive element of the political) is entirely absent'.66 But this condition, of course, is not met for all in the domestic sphere, and especially not for the many women and children who live with the daily experience of physical abuse and the many more who live under the constant threat of it. For them, the domestic sphere does not provide the kind of privacy in which intimacy is likely to flourish.



Another recurrent argument for the importance of a private sphere is that it is needed as an escape from the tension of maintaining the various public roles in which most of 'one's' life is presumably occupied. Since, it is claimed, there exists a gap between a natural person and the roles he (sic) bears, only in a private realm in which he can get out of these roles will there be room for the development of personality.67 Privacy is a kind of 'backstage' where the social actor can put on and take off his masks. That this claim involves problems for those who find the domestic sphere paradigmatic of privacy is immediately apparent once gender is considered.68 If there is a need for this kind of privacy, if we need, for the development of personality, a backstage where we can temporarily shed our social roles, then most women are unlikely to find it in the domestic sphere. Whether or not
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far more is generally expected of them in their roles as mothers and family caretakers than is expected of men in their family roles. This is evidenced by the fact that publicly successful men, but not women, are still often excused for neglecting their families. Indeed, a whole different standard of what constitutes 'neglect of one's family' is generally applied to women, just as 'mothering' a child means something entirely different from 'fathering' one.



It is interesting that some of those who have written recently about privacy as a sphere for unmasking have questioned whether it is in fact to be found in the private home, or whether it may be better found somewhere else. 69 Perhaps the raising of this question is due to the fact that, with the entry of more mothers into the workforce, some men are not so well 'buffered' from the needs of their children as they once were. Thus the demands of the role of father are intruding more into their previously private realms at home. Ryan seems to suggest this, when in the course of an argument for private home ownership, he suddenly concedes that a private home is in certain respects not the most private of places. He says, 'Many men at least feel that their privacy is a great deal more secure in an office whose door will not be opened by every Tom, Dick and Harry than it is in their own homes, where young Samantha may come bursting through the bedroom or bathroom door at any moment.'70 It is worth asking why Ryan attributes this feeling that their privacy is more likely to be violated at home than in the office to 'many men at least' when, given the current division of labour in most households, it is much likelier to be her mother's than her father's privacy that young Samantha will invade. Perhaps, realistically, he means to allude to the fact that a man is far more likely than a woman to have an office from which he can shut out Tom, Dick, and Harry (as well as Samantha, of course). All of which goes to show that arguments about privacy frequently do not have the same ring when we think about them with any consciousness of gender. 'Many men' and 'many women' are not likely, in current social conditions, to find the same extent of privacy for unmasking, or to find it in the same places.



Closely related to this argument for privacy as backstage is the argument for privacy as space for mental self-development. Solitude and the opportunity to concentrate are central to this defence of a private sphere. But as feminists have long been aware, this aspect of privacy too is far less available to women than to men so long as the present gender structure lasts.71 Even assuming the presence of domestic servants, J. S. Mill cited women's being 'expected to have
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[their] time and faculties always at the disposal of everybody' as part of the explanation for their lesser achievements in the arts and sciences. 72 Similar reasoning led Virginia Woolf to her conclusion that in order to be a writer a woman must start out with an independent living and 'a room of her own'. It is still very much the case that, for men, having a family is far less in tension with artistic or other creative achievement than it is for women, and many women feel that they must choose between the two. As those who have refused to make this choice testify, it is exceedingly difficult under current conditions for a woman to have her work, her children, and her relationship with a male partner all flourishing at the same time.



The assumption that a clear and simple distinction can be drawn between the political and the personal, the public and the domestic, has been basic to liberal theory at least since Locke, and remains as a foundation of much political theory today. As feminist theorists have demonstrated, this fundamental division was based in the culture and social practices of patriarchy, and it cannot last unchanged if the long era of patriarchy is to end. While some feminists have argued that there is no need to maintain a private sphere, many, including myself, would agree with mainstream liberal theorists about the need for a sphere of privacy and, on the whole, with the reasons for that need.73 I have suggested here that women, just as much as men, need privacy for the development of intimate relations with others, for the space to shed their roles temporarily, and for the time by themselves that contributes to the development of the mind and of creativity. And I conclude that the institutions and practices of gender will have to be greatly altered if women are to have equal opportunities with men either for participating in the non-domestic spheres such as work, the market, and politics, or for benefiting from the advantages that privacy has to offer.74 We must aim at a society in which men and women will share as equals the nurturing and other domestic tasks that mainstream political thought has explicitly assumed, and continues by its silence about gender and the family implicitly to assume, are 'naturally' women's. As has already happened to some extent with food production, child care, and health care, activities that have previously taken place in the domestic sphere will move outside it. The boundary between the two, never as distinct in fact as in theory, will continue to fluctuate. While we need to maintain some protection of personal and private life from intrusion and control, the dichotomy between public and domestic is not likely, in the theory or the practices of a gender-free
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world, to be anything like as distinct as that which has prevailed in mainstream political theory from the seventeenth century to the present.



Notes



1. I shall confine my discussion here to Western theories and the cultures from which they emanate. For an interesting cross-cultural study of privacy and the public/private dichotomy (including discussion of the theories and practices of the classical Greeks, Hebrews, ancient Chinese and contemporary Eskimos), see Barrington Moore, Jr., Privacy: Studies in Social and Cultural History (Armonk, NY: Sharpe, 1984). Moore concludes that although what is private and the extent to which privacy is valued differ considerably from one society to another, 'it seems highly likely that all civilized societies display some awareness of the conflict between public and private interests', and he finds no culture which does not value privacy of some sort.



2. See Hyman Gross, 'Privacy and Autonomy', Ernest van den Haag, 'On Privacy', and W. L. Weinstein, 'The Private and the Free: A Conceptual Inquiry', in J. Roland Pennock and John W. Chapman (eds.), Privacy (Nomos XIII) (New York: Atherton, 1971); Anita L. Allen, Uneasy Access: Privacy for Women in a Free Society (Totowa, NJ: Rowman and Littlefeld, 1988), esp. chs. 1 and 2.



3. S. I. Benn and G. F. Gaus (eds.), Public and Private in Social Life (London: Croom Helm, 1983).



4. Carole Pateman, 'Feminist Critiques of the Public/Private Dichotomy', in Benn and Gaus (eds.), Public and Private in Social Life; see also Frances E. Olsen, 'The Family and the Market: A Study of Ideology and Legal Reform', Harvard Law Review, 96 (1983), 7, 1497-1578.



5. Stuart Hampshire (ed.), Public and Private Morality (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1978).



6. W. L. Weinstein, 'The Private and the Free: A Conceptual Inquiry', in Pennock and Chapman (eds.), Privacy, 32-5.



7. Much of feminist political theory to date has been concerned with formulating critiques of these arguments and analysing the impact of such critiques on the theories. See e.g. Lorenne Clark and Lynda Lange, The Sexism of Social and Political Thought (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1979); Jean Bethke Elshtain, Public Man, Private Woman: Women in Social and Political Thought (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1981); Susan Moller Okin, Women in Western Political Thought (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1979); Carole Pateman and Elizabeth Gross (eds.), Feminist Challenges: Social and Political Theory (Boston: Northeastern University Press, 1987); Carole Pateman and Mary L. Shanley, Feminist Critiques of Political Theory (Cambridge: Policy, 1990).



8. John Locke, Two Treatises of Government, ed. Peter Laslett (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1960), 308.



9. Susan Moller Okin, 'Women and the Making of the Sentimental Family', Philosophy and Public Affairs, 11 (1982), 1, 65-8; Carole Pateman, '''The Disorder of Women": Women, Love, and the Sense of Justice', Ethics, 91 (1980), 1, 20-34.



10. See e.g. Bruce A. Ackerman, Social Justice in the Liberal State (New Haven: Yale


Page 138


University Press, 1980); Ronald Dworkin, Taking Rights Seriously (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1977); William A. Galston, Justice and the Human Good (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1980); Robert Nozick, Anarchy, State and Utopia (New York: Basic Books, 1974).



11. John Rawls, A Theory of Justice (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1971); see Deborah Kearns, 'A Theory of Justice–and Love: Rawls on the Family', Politics (Journal of the Australasian Political Studies Association), 18 (1983), 2, 36-42; Susan Moller Okin, 'Justice and Gender', Philosophy and Public Affairs, 16 (1987), 1, 42-72, and 'Reason and Feeling in Thinking about Justice', Ethics, 99 (1989), 2, 229-49.



12. James S. Fishkin, Justice, Equal Opportunity, and the Family (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1983).



13. Michael L. Walzer, Spheres of Justice (New York: Basic Books, 1983); Philip Green, Retrieving Democracy: In Search of Civic Equality (Totowa, NJ: Rowman and Allanheld, 1985); Allan Bloom, The Closing of the American Mind (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1987); Michael J. Sandel, Liberalism and the Limits of Justice (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1982).



14. See n. 7 above.



15. Ackerman, Social Justice in the Liberal State.



16. Ibid. 127-8.



17. Consider, for example, Ackerman's hypothesis: 'Suppose a couple simply enjoy abortions so much that they conceive embryos simply to kill them a few months later?' (ibid. 128).



18. Alasdair MacIntyre, After Virtue (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1st edition, 1981), 201.



19. Alasdair MacIntyre, Whose Justice? Which Rationality? (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1988), 105.



20. The most comprehensive analyses of the variety of theories and practices of recent feminism are Alison M. Jaggar, Feminist Politics and Human Nature (Totowa, NJ: Rowman and Allanheld, 1983), and Rosemarie Tong, Feminist Thought: A Comprehensive Introduction (Boulder, Colo.: Westview, 1989). For a very good, briefer analysis, see Linda J. Nicholson, Gender and History (New York: Columbia University Press, 1986), parts 1 and 2.



21. Joan W. Scott, 'Gender: A Useful Category of Historical Analysis', American Historical Review, 91 (1986), 5, 1054.



22. Carole Pateman, 'Feminist Critiques of the Public/Private Dichotomy', in Benn and Gaus (eds.), Public and Private in Social Life, 281.



23. See G. F. Gaus, 'Public and Private Interests in Liberal Political Economy, Old and New', in Benn and Gaus (eds.), Public and Private in Social Life, citing Galbraith and Lindblom; Pateman, 'Feminist Critiques of the Public/Private Dichotomy', on Wolin and Habermas; and Walzer, Spheres of Justice, esp. ch. 12.



24. Olsen, 'The Family and the Market', 1560-78.



25. Jean Bethke Elshtain, 'Moral Woman/Immoral Man: The Public/Private Distinction and its Political Ramifications', Politics and Society, 4 (1974), 4, 453-73.



26. See Nicholson, Gender and History, 20, 58.



27. Firestone's argument, unique but for a time influential within the movement, went further: locating women's oppression in their reproductive biology, she argued that equality between the sexes could occur only with the attainment

Page 139


and use of techniques of artificial reproduction. Shulamith Firestone, The Dialectic of Sex (New York: William Morrow, 1971).



28. Jaggar, Feminist Politics and Human Nature, 145, 254.



29. Pateman, 'Feminist Critiques of the Public/Private Dichotomy'; Nicholson, Gender and History.



30. Allen, Uneasy Access.



31. Susan Moller Okin, Justice, Gender, and the Family (New York: Basic Books, 1989).



32. Nicholson, Gender and History, 19.



33. Frances E. Olsen, 'The Myth of State Intervention in the Family', University of Michigan Journal of Law Reform, 18 (1985), 1, 835-64.



34. Barbara R. Bergmann, The Economic Emergence of Women (New York: Basic Books, 1986); Kathleen Gerson, Hard Choices: How Women Decide about Work, Career, and Motherhood (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1985); Okin, Justice, Gender, and the Family.



35. Firestone, The Dialectic of Sex; Susan Brownmiller, Against Our Will: Men, Women and Rape (New York: Bantam, 1975); Catharine A. MacKinnon, 'Feminism, Marxism, Method, and the State: An Agenda for Theory', Signs 7 (1982), 3; Mary Daly, Gyn/Ecology: The Metaethics of Radical Feminism (Boston: Beacon Press, 1978), and some French and English Lacanian feminists; however, compare MacKinnon, Feminism Unmodified (Cambridge, Mass.; Harvard University Press, 1987) and Adrienne Rich, 'Compulsory Heterosexuality and Lesbian Existence', Signs, 5 (1980), 4.



36. Frederick Engels, 'The Origin of the Family, Private Property and the State', in Karl Marx and Frederick Engels: Selected Works, ii. (Moscow: Foreign Language Publishing House, 1955); Heidi Hartmann, 'Capitalism, Patriarchy and Job Segregation by Sex', in Z. Eisenstein (ed.), Capitalist Patriarchy and the Case for Socialist Feminism (New York: Monthly Review Press, 1979).



37. Jaggar, Feminist Politics and Human Nature.



38. Scott, 'Gender', 1054.



39. Simone de Beauvoir, The Second Sex, trans. H. M. Parshley (New York: Vintage Books, 1974), 301.



40. Nancy Chodorow, 'Family Structure and Feminine Personality', in M. Z. Rosaldo and L. Lamphere (eds.), Woman, Culture, and Society (Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University Press, 1974), 43-66, and The Reproduction of Mothering (Berkeley, University of California Press, 1978).



41. Here my reading of Chodorow differs from that of Scott, who says that her interpretation 'limits the concept of gender to family and household experience and, for the historian, leaves no way to connect the concept (or the individual) to other social systems of economy, politics or power'. Scott, 'Gender', 1063. Cf. Chodorow, The Reproduction of Mothering, 214-15; also Nicholson, Gender and History, 84-8.



42. Sara Ruddick, 'Maternal Thinking', Feminist Studies, 6 (1980), 2; Jane Flax, 'The Conflict Between Nurturance and Autonomy in Mother-Daughter Relationships and Within Feminism', Feminist Studies, 4 (1978), 2.



43. Jean Baker Miller, Toward a New Psychology of Women (Boston: Beacon Press, 1976); Jaggar, Feminist Politics and Human Nature.



44. See especially Michelle Z. Rosaldo, 'The Use and Abuse of Anthropology', Signs, 5 (1980), 3, 389-417; Nicholson, Gender and History; and Scott, 'Gender'.



45. Rosaldo, "Women, Culture and Society: A Theoretical Overview' in Rosaldo


Page 140


and Lamphere (eds.), Women, Culture and Society (Stanford University Press, 1974).



46. Sherry B. Ortner, 'Is Female to Male as Nature is to Culture?', in Rosaldo and Lamphere (eds.), Woman, Culture, and Society, 67-87.



47. Rosaldo, 'The Use and Abuse of Anthropology', 399, 401.



48. Nicholson, Gender and History, 83.



49. Ibid.; also Olsen, 'The Family and the Market', esp. 1566.



50. Scott, 'Gender', 1067-9.



51. Ibid. 1065-6.



52. Pateman, 'Feminist Critiques of the Public/Private Dichotomy', 283.



53. Arnold Simmel, 'Privacy is Not an Isolated Freedom', in Pennock and Chapman (eds.), Privacy, 86.



54. John Locke, A Letter Concerning Toleration (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1950), 28-9.



55. Ibid. 23-4.



56. Pateman and Nicholson both provide excellent commentaries on this contradiction of liberal individualism, its basis in individual rights and its denial of such rights to women (Pateman, 'Feminist Critiques of the Public/Private Dichotomy'; Nicholson, Gender and History, esp. chs. 5 and 7). Both the fact and the feminist challenge to it are noted briefly by Benn and Gaus (Public and Private in Social Life, 38), but this has little effect on their subsequent discussion, in which they proceed as if liberal rights or privacy adhered to everyone in the same way.



57. Samuel D. Warren and Louis D. Brandeis, 'The Right to Privacy', Harvard Law Review, 4 (1890), 5, 193-220.



58. David Finkelhor and Kersti Yllo, License to Rape: Sexual Abuse of Wives (New York: Free Press, 1985), ch. 1.



59. A Survey of Spousal Violence Against Women in Kentucky (Washington, DC: Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, 1979); see also R. Emerson Dobash and Russell Dobash, Violence against Wives (New York: Free Press, 1979), on marital violence in Scotland.



60. Pierce v. Society of Sisters, 268 US (1925); Meyers v. Nebraska, 262 US (1923); Wisconsin v. Yoder, 406 US (1972). One exception to this was Prince v. Massachusetts, 321 US (1944), in which a Child Labor Law was upheld against the claim of the plaintiff that its prohibition on her allowing her nine-year-old niece to distribute religious literature was in violation of both her niece's freedom of religion and parental rights to control the child's religious upbringing.



61. Olsen, 'The Family and the Market', 1504-13, 1521-2; Nikolas Rose, 'Beyond the Public/Private Division: Law, Power and the Family', Journal of Law and Society, 14 (1987), 1, 61-76.



62. The cases referred to are: Griswold v. Connecticut, 381 US (1965); Eisenstadt v. Baird, 405 US (1972); Roe v. Wade, 410 US (1973); Planned Parenthood v. Danforth, 428 US (1976); Carey v. Population Services International, 431 US (1976); and Bellotti v. Baird, 443 US (1976).



63. Martha Minow, 'We, the Family: Constitutional Right and American Families', The American Journal of History, 74, 3, 978. As Minow notes, Parham v. J.R., 442 US (1979), while recent, is an example of the former; in this case, the Court upheld the right of parents to commit children to mental hospitals without such legal safeguards as apply in the case of adults.



64. Charles Fried, 'Privacy', in Graham Hughes (ed.), Law, Reason, and Justice


Page 140


and Lamphere (eds.), Women, Culture and Society (Stanford University Press, 1974).



46. Sherry B. Ortner, 'Is Female to Male as Nature is to Culture?', in Rosaldo and Lamphere (eds.), Woman, Culture, and Society, 67-87.



47. Rosaldo, 'The Use and Abuse of Anthropology', 399, 401.



48. Nicholson, Gender and History, 83.



49. Ibid.; also Olsen, 'The Family and the Market', esp. 1566.



50. Scott, 'Gender', 1067-9.



51. Ibid. 1065-6.



52. Pateman, 'Feminist Critiques of the Public/Private Dichotomy', 283.



53. Arnold Simmel, 'Privacy is Not an Isolated Freedom', in Pennock and Chapman (eds.), Privacy, 86.



54. John Locke, A Letter Concerning Toleration (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1950), 28-9.



55. Ibid. 23-4.



56. Pateman and Nicholson both provide excellent commentaries on this contradiction of liberal individualism, its basis in individual rights and its denial of such rights to women (Pateman, 'Feminist Critiques of the Public/Private Dichotomy'; Nicholson, Gender and History, esp. chs. 5 and 7). Both the fact and the feminist challenge to it are noted briefly by Benn and Gaus (Public and Private in Social Life, 38), but this has little effect on their subsequent discussion, in which they proceed as if liberal rights or privacy adhered to everyone in the same way.



57. Samuel D. Warren and Louis D. Brandeis, 'The Right to Privacy', Harvard Law Review, 4 (1890), 5, 193-220.



58. David Finkelhor and Kersti Yllo, License to Rape: Sexual Abuse of Wives (New York: Free Press, 1985), ch. 1.



59. A Survey of Spousal Violence Against Women in Kentucky (Washington, DC: Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, 1979); see also R. Emerson Dobash and Russell Dobash, Violence against Wives (New York: Free Press, 1979), on marital violence in Scotland.



60. Pierce v. Society of Sisters, 268 US (1925); Meyers v. Nebraska, 262 US (1923); Wisconsin v. Yoder, 406 US (1972). One exception to this was Prince v. Massachusetts, 321 US (1944), in which a Child Labor Law was upheld against the claim of the plaintiff that its prohibition on her allowing her nine-year-old niece to distribute religious literature was in violation of both her niece's freedom of religion and parental rights to control the child's religious upbringing.



61. Olsen, 'The Family and the Market', 1504-13, 1521-2; Nikolas Rose, 'Beyond the Public/Private Division: Law, Power and the Family', Journal of Law and Society, 14 (1987), 1, 61-76.



62. The cases referred to are: Griswold v. Connecticut, 381 US (1965); Eisenstadt v. Baird, 405 US (1972); Roe v. Wade, 410 US (1973); Planned Parenthood v. Danforth, 428 US (1976); Carey v. Population Services International, 431 US (1976); and Bellotti v. Baird, 443 US (1976).



63. Martha Minow, 'We, the Family: Constitutional Right and American Families', The American Journal of History, 74, 3, 978. As Minow notes, Parham v. J.R., 442 US (1979), while recent, is an example of the former; in this case, the Court upheld the right of parents to commit children to mental hospitals without such legal safeguards as apply in the case of adults.



64. Charles Fried, 'Privacy', in Graham Hughes (ed.), Law, Reason, and Justice


Page 142


6

Feminism and Democracy



Jane Mansbridge



For centuries, while men ran governments and wrote political philosophy, the experience of women had little influence on democratic practice or thought. Recently, however, feminist ideas have been at the centre of an emerging debate about the nature of democratic politics.



The dominant tradition in political science sees democracy primarily as a method of summing up individual desires rooted in self-interest. The tradition's critics emphasize that any workable democracy requires that its citizens and representatives think not only as 'I', but also as 'we'. Democracy involves public discussion of common problems, not just a silent counting of individual hands. And when people talk together, the discussion can sometimes lead the participants to see their own stake in the broader interests of the community. Indeed, at its best, the democratic process resolves conflict not only by majority will, but by discovering answers that integrate the interests of minorities. Thus a 'deliberative democracy' does not simply register preferences that individuals already have; it encourages citizens to think about their interests differently.



Two strands of feminist writing illuminate the debate on deliberative democracy. One strand, which celebrates women's greater nurturance, modifies and enriches the deliberative framework by providing images and models of practice from women's experience. In this view, women's socialization and role in child-rearing, among other causes, makes them especially concerned to transform 'I' into 'we' and to seek solutions to conflict that accommodate diverse and often suppressed desires. In our society women are usually brought up to identify their own good with that of others, especially their children and husbands. More than men, women build their identities through relationships with friends. As Jennifer Nedelsky puts it, the female self has more 'permeable' boundaries. Feminist writers



Reprinted by permission from The American Prospect, 1/1 (Spring 1991), 126-39. Copyright © The American Prospect, P.O. Box 383080, Cambridge, MA 02138 (1991). For an expanded version of this article, see Jane Mansbridge, 'Feminism and Democratic Community', in John W. Chapman and Ian Shapiro (eds.), Democratic Community: NOMOS XXXV (New York University Press, 1993).


Page 143


propose this capacity for broader self-definition as a model for democratic politics.



Yet, as feminists are also well aware, the very capacity to identify with others can easily be manipulated to the disadvantage of women. A second strand of feminist thought, which focuses on male oppression, warns against deliberation serving as a mask for domination. Permeability, Andrea Dworkin demonstrates, is the avenue for invasion as well as intimacy. The transformation of 'I' into 'we' brought about through political deliberation can easily mask subtle forms of control. Even the language people use as they reason together usually favours one way of seeing things and discourages others. Subordinate groups sometimes cannot find the right voice or words to express their thoughts, and when they do, they discover that they are heard. Feminists who focus on the inequality of power between men and women point to the ways women are silenced, encouraged to keep their wants inchoate, and heard to say 'yes' when they mean 'no'. These same insights help us to grasp other forms of domination, such as those based on wealth, that can also infect the deliberative process.



So, as political theorists turn to thinking about democracy as deliberation, feminist thought lends both encouragement and caution. Feminists bring to the new stress on deliberation experiences of a self accustomed to encompassing others' welfare in its own and achieving that common welfare more by persuasion than by power. Yet feminists also bring a vivid recognition of the capacity of a dominant group to silence or ignore voices it does not wish to hear.



Democracy as Deliberation



Democracy originally meant deliberative democracy. Aristotle, while not a democrat, still concluded that the people in their deliberative capacity could come to better decisions on many matters than could an expert—'just as a feast to which many contribute is better than one provided by a single person'. The great writers on democracy in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries saw democracy as primarily a way of reasoning together to promote the common good. James Madison thought that factions pitted against one another could cancel each other out, allowing men of public virtue the space to deliberate and make wise decisions. John Stuart Mill argued that the most important business of a representative
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assembly was 'talk', bringing to bear different perspectives on the public's interests. Before the Second World War, Ernest Barker, the great translator of Aristotle's Politics, defined democracy not, in its essence, as a matter of voting, but rather as 'a method of government by laying heads together, in a common debate in which all share, to attain a result which as many as possible are agreed in accepting'.



The political thought that emerged from World War II reversed this emphasis on deliberation and the common good, demanding the recognition of power and conflict. Schools of thought as disparate and mutually contradictory as those of Marx, Freud, Arthur Bentley (founder of the group conflict view of politics), and neoclassical economics all assumed a political world based on self-interest, power, and competing interests.



In 1942 the economist Joseph Schumpeter formalized a deeply influential theory that recast democracy as a marketplace. In democracy, as Schumpeter understood it, there is no common good or public interest. Voters pursue their individual interests by making demands on the political system in proportion to the intensity of their feelings. Politicians, also pursuing their own interests, adopt policies that buy them votes, thus ensuring accountability. To stay in office, politicians act like entrepreneurs and brokers, looking for formulas that satisfy as many interests as possible. The decisions that emerge from the interchange between self-interested voters and self-interested brokers come as close as possible to a balanced sum of individual interests. In politics as marketplace, candidates are commodities, selling themselves or being sold.



For a generation, in American political science, Schumpeter's formulation underlay the dominant understanding of democratic practice. It also seemed to many to represent a democratic ideal. The study of pluralism, interest groups and who gets what, where, when, and how, typically assumed that citizens (and their representatives) were self-interested and that interests would conflict. Most of those who criticized the American polity, whether from the right, the mainstream, or the left, also agreed with these underlying assumptions about politics as power.



Ten years ago, the tide began to turn again. A few political scientists began to point out that some legislative actions were inexplicable unless representatives cared about good public policy as well as reelection. Legislators in the House and Senate, for example, voted in the late 1970s and early 1980s to deregulate the airline and trucking industries, a move they thought would benefit the public. They did so against strong lobbying by both the unions and the industries, which
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had close relations with the regulatory commissions. Political scientists now also noticed that citizens took stands on issues like Vietnam and bussing less because the policy they favoured would benefit them than because they thought that policy was right.



In small towns the concern of citizens for the common good was, if anything, even stronger. My own study of a small New England town and a collectively run workplace convinced me that the implicit theory of democracy in these small polities differed sharply from Schumpeter's marketplace model. Schumpeter handled conflict, in theory, by counting and weighing preferences. The members of the communities I came to know assumed that on many issues there was a common good and that reasoning together—deliberation—could let them discover or create that good. 1



When recent democratic theorists reject the conception of democracy as only a mechanism for aggregating conflicting and self-interested preferences, they draw on several independent philosophical traditions. J.G.A. Pocock and Garry Wills have demonstrated that the framers of the American Constitution, far from reflecting only Lockean individualism, wanted to promote both public spirit and benevolence. Pocock traces the concern for public spirit to Machiavelli's writing on the corruption of republican virtue in Florence; Wills traces the concern for benevolence to the Scottish Enlightenment. Cass Sunstein argues that the United States Supreme Court has never countenanced a theory of democracy based purely on aggregating preferences. Although the Court will generally not look beneath the rationale that legislators present, it has always insisted in principle that legislation be guided by a public interest. Jürgen Habermas, writing on public spaces and the characteristics of an ideal 'speech situation', has inspired many to ask what institutions and structures of power are most hospitable to public deliberation.



The new deliberative theorists have suggested various institutional changes to renew the democratic process.



·    Infusions of direct democracy.Decentralizing some decisions to neighbourhood assemblies and relying more on city, state, and national referenda might help promote deliberation. Benjamin Barber suggests that the first stage of a referendum be multiple choice, phrased to allow voters to express their intensity of support and to endorse a principle but not the specific proposal. That stage might be tied to attendance at a deliberative neighbourhood assembly. The second stage, after a deliberative period of several months, would be the more traditional yes/no ballot.
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·    Election reforms.The framework of campaign debates is a proper subject for legislation. The League of Women Voters' format for debates should be reinstated and expanded to cover candidates on the state and city levels. Public funds should finance large blocks of television time for discussing the issues. And by closing schools and stores and prohibiting sports events on election day as well as the last day of campaigns, the nation could explicitly set aside time for discussion and voter registration. The purpose would be symbolic as well as practical: to signal the value and importance of public discussion.



·    Policy juries.Governments could empanel a representative sample of an affected population to review evidence, deliberate on specific policy issues, and advise the appropriate legislature. Minnesota's experiments with policy juries give legislators a better grasp of considered public opinion than do surveys; and the juries' deliberations give participants and their friends a chance to exert creative influence over policy.



The quality of deliberation makes or breaks a democracy. Good deliberation produces, along with good solutions, the emotional and intellectual resources to accept hard decisions. Active participation in decisions makes it easier to bear—and understand the reasons for—the losses some decisions entail. The manipulation of participation generates cynicism both in the factory and the polity. Deliberation that accords respect to all participants and rests outcomes on reasons and points of view that stand up under questioning generates outcomes that even opponents can respect.



Theorists who promote deliberation, however, sometimes conflate deliberation and the common good. The language not only of Mill and Barker but also of more recent theorists like Benjamin Barber and Joshua Cohen suggests that deliberation must be deliberation on the common good. Deliberation, in this view, must be framed in terms of 'we'; claims of self-interest are invalid. Yet ruling self-interest out of order makes it harder for any participant to sort out what is going on. In particular, the less powerful may not find ways to discover that the prevailing sense of 'we' does not adequately include them. Deliberation, and the political process more broadly speaking, ought to make participants more aware of their real interests, even when those interests turn out to conflict.



Deliberative theorists also sometimes forget power. When, as often happens, no policy will benefit everyone, democracies require some way of legitimating a process by which one group of people makes another do something that it does not want to do. To avoid

Page 147


giving too much weight to the status quo, democracies must facilitate some exercise of power. They can legitimate the coercion by, in theory, giving each citizen equal power in the process. The system succeeds where each loses on some issues but wins on others. Feminism, in both its nurturant and anti-oppression strands, can correct the vision of both the unrealistically 'hard-nosed' political scientists who insist that politics is nothing but power and the deliberative theorists who either reject power altogether or overlook the ways the powerful often use to their advantage the openness of deliberation, its procedures, and the orientation of many participants toward the common good.



Nurturance: A Politics Without Power?



Politics without domination is an ideal with a long ancestry on both its paternal and maternal sides. Claude Henri de Saint-Simon, an early prophet of socialism, and Edward Bellamy, the nineteenth-century American utopian, both wanted to replace the government of men by the administration of things. Karl Marx envisioned the withering away of 'political power properly so called', that is, class domination. John Stuart Mill and Ernest Barker replaced crude power not with administration but with deliberation. Yet when women arrived at their own understanding of politics without domination, their language often carried overtones of their experiences as mothers. The outcome was not quite the same. Nurturance—a particular form of making the other's good your own—invaded the political sphere.



In 1818, Hannah Mather Crocker, an early feminist, argued in almost the same breath that God had 'endowed the female mind with equal powers and faculties' to those of men and that 'it must be the appropriate duty and privilege of females, to convince by reason and persuasion'. One hundred years later the suffragists used the same formula of equality with difference. Strategically, the suffragists relied on persuasion because they had little political power. Yet many also believed that women would bring virtue into politics by extending the stance of motherhood to the public sphere, substituting persuasion for power, and replacing party politics with Progressive good government.



In Herland, a feminist utopian novel published six years before women won the suffrage, Charlotte Perkins Gilman painted a
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society peopled only by women, where domination had no place. Of the three men who stumble on this utopia, the most aggressive aches to fight, tries to 'master' the women, and glorifies competition. The women return patient understanding, meting out no punishments, and experiencing no competitive feeling stronger than 'a mild triumph as of winning some simple game'.



Without Gilman's explicit concern for nurturance, Mary Parker Follett, an organizational theorist writing a generation later, also argued against 'domination' ('a victory of one side over the other'). She even opposed 'compromise' ('each side gives up a little in order to have peace'), in favour of 'integration', which allows neither side 'to sacrifice anything'. Follett often gave as an example of integration how one day sitting in a library she had wanted a window shut, while another reader had wanted it open. Instead, they opened the window in an unoccupied adjacent room. 'There was no compromise', she wrote, 'because we both got all we really wanted.'



What we would now call 'win/win' solutions, like those Follett proposed, pose a necessary corrective to politics as a battle of wills. Yet it is easy in some feminist visions to mistake the corrective for the whole story, or to mistake the stress on nurturance or empathy for the conclusion that all of human relations can be encompassed in nurturance.



It is also easy to confuse the normative claim that nurturant or attentive approaches to relationships are good in themselves (or promote other values good in themselves) with the empirical claim that women are more likely than men to adopt these approaches. Whether or not women differ from men in nurturance or attentiveness, the moral claims should stand on their own. We should be able to find the language to make a persuasive case for any claim without appeal to gender. Yet because persuasion rests on experience and some experiences are more socially salient to women (whether or not they have actually had the experience of, say, motherhood itself), the persuasive images that come most easily to women will not always strike a responsive chord in men. Some claims will have to take shape within a community that shares the relevant experiences and later be 'translated' for other audiences.



As early as 1968 and 1969, for example, in almost the same moment as discovering themselves as a 'class', with separate and sometimes conflicting interests to those of men, women discovered they had a distinct and in some ways superior 'culture'. For non-separatist strands in feminist thought, the problem became how to integrate the nurturance, listening, and emotional sensitivity of this
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culture into the politics that women had inherited from men. This project now finds allies among political theorists promoting deliberative democracy.



Feminist Theories of Power



Consider the 'femaleness' of nurturance. Some feminists have reacted to the prevailing definition of politics as only power, and power as only domination, by elaborating what Nancy Hartsock calls 'the feminist theory of power'. Adopting Mary Parker Follett's distinction between 'power over' and 'power with', they have portrayed power not only as dominance but also as 'energy, capacity, and effectiveness'. In 1980 Sara Ruddick became the first academic theorist to bring maternal ideals into politics. Arguing against the conjunction of power and powerlessness in the received understanding of motherhood, Ruddick stated as her project 'the construction of an image of maternal power which is benign, accurate, sturdy and sane', suggesting that women bring to the public world a culture and tradition embodied in the ideal of 'maternal thinking', with its characteristics of 'humility', resilient good humour, realism, respect for persons, and responsiveness to growth'. Kathy Ferguson soon urged that in creating new forms of organization, women draw upon values 'structured into women's experience—caretaking, nurturance, empathy, connectedness'. Virginia Held pointed out that the relation between 'mothering parent' and child provides an understanding of power that does not involve bending another to one's will: 'The mothering person seeks to empower the child to act responsibly. She wants neither to wield power nor to defend herself against the power wielded by the child'. When they are physically weakest, as in infancy and illness, children can 'command' the greatest amount of attention and care—because then their needs are so serious.



Neither Ruddick, nor Ferguson, nor Held, nor any of the many theorists now writing in this vein are trying to replace a political vocabulary based on power with one based on care or intimacy. Their aim is to integrate into political thought a right but neglected vocabulary and set of experiences—neglected because usually allocated to the domestic realm and defined as private, non-political, or even anti-political. This project of integration requires some subtlety. It requires maintaining useful distinctions between the
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governmental and non-governmental, and between the particularism of one-to-one empathy and the universalism of solidarity with all humankind. The project does not require merging the public with the private. But it does require seeing relations formed in the private, domestic, and particular realm as reasonable models for, or the first steps toward, some forms of public spirit. The step the ancient Greeks took in using 'philia', or friendship, as 'civic friendship', the basis of the state, does not differ in form from the suffragists' step, in 'social motherhood', of applying the maternal relation to the larger polity.



Taking motherhood seriously, for example, reveals the radical limitations of political theories based on a misplaced analogy to the marketplace. When Robert Nozick suggests that individuals have a primordial right to own and sell what they produce, Susan Okin replies that in that case mothers own and have a right to sell their children. Mothers' relations with their children usefully undermine neo-classical models of independent individuals, rights, contracts, or owning and selling.



Listening and Democratic Deliberation



Attentiveness to relationships is not the same as 'nurturance'. Nancy Chodorow has proposed that boy children may be required, in a society where women give the most care in early childhood, to separate themselves more firmly and oppositionally than girls from their mothers. Thus in later relationships men may feel less intrinsically connected with others. Whether for this reason or for reasons derived from a history of subordination, girls and women in the United States do seem to value relationships more than do boys and men. Girls' games, at least in white middle-class communities, take place in small, relatively homogeneous groups, and de-emphasize the rules and competition that characterize boys' games. Girls and women are better than men at interpreting facial expressions and other interpersonal cues. Women speak less in public than men do, and listen more. As Marlene Dixon put it in 1970, 'Women are trained to nuances, to listening for the subtle cues which carry the message hidden under the words. It is part of that special skill called ''intuition" or "empathy" which all female children must learn if they are to be successful in manipulating others to get what they want and to be successful in providing sympathy and understanding
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to their husbands and lovers.' While the 'all' in her sentence undoubtedly exaggerates, it is true that generations upon generations of women have been taught to be good listeners. As early as the fifth century BC, Sophocles said, 'Silence is a woman's crown.'



The skills of listening—though not of silence—do seem to produce better decisions. The laboratory experiments of social psychologists suggest that the best group decisions (those most likely to produce a 'correct' answer or a creative solution) come when members solicit the opinions of individuals who are initially in a minority. When an experimenter instructs a group to consult every member, the group makes more correct decisions than without these instructions. When leaders facilitate the emergence of minority opinion, their groups perform better than leaderless groups. Organizational consultants have learned from the psychologists the useful though rather jarring phrase, 'I hear you saying . . .' To say those words, you need to have listened, and others have a chance to correct what you think you've heard. Without this jargon, feminists teach the same lesson—listening.



Along with promoting an ethic of care and skill in listening, feminist thinkers have also suggested a critical role for the emotions in deliberation. Emotions help tell us who we want to be. Good deliberation is not fostered by 'keeping emotion out of it'. Rather, 'integrative' or 'win/win' solutions often require the emotional capacity to guess what others want, or at least to ask in a genuinely curious and unthreatening way. It takes emotional ability to elicit from people in conflict the sometimes subconscious sentiments and unobserved facts that can help create an integrative solution.



Union members sometimes strike in support of another union's demands; some childless property-owners vote for higher taxes to improve the schools. Such actions are based not only on a rational commitment to maxims that one would will to be universal or on a belief in achieving the greatest good for the greatest number, but also on a process that has evoked empathy, solidarity, or the commitment of one's identity and actions to a principle. The presence of others with interests different from one's own makes it hard, rightly or wrongly, to insist on claims based on pure self-interest. When people with competing claims come face to face, the conflict not only creates selfish competitiveness; it also often becomes emotionally clearer how self-interested behaviour can harm others. When individuals are capable of principled commitment or solidarity, engaging the emotions helps create the self-transformations necessary to think 'we' instead of 'I'.
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