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Introduction

ER a long time I have hesitated to write a book on woman. The
subject is irritating, especially to women; and it is not new. Enough
ink has been spilled in the quarreling over feminism, now practically
over, and perhaps we should say no more about it. It is still talked
about, however, for the voluminous nonsense uttered during the last
century seems to have done little to illuminate the problem. After all,
is there a problem? And if so, what is it? Are there women, really?
Most assuredly the theory of the eternal feminine still has its adherents
who will whisper in your ear: “Even in Russia women still are
women'’; and other erudite persons—sometimes the very same—say
with a sigh: “Woman is losing her way, woman is lost.” One wonders
if women still exist, if they will always exist, whether or not it is de-
sirable that they should, what place they occupy in this world, what
their place should be. “What has become of women?” was asked re-
cently in an ephemeral magazine!

But first we must ask: what is a woman? “Tota mulier in utero,”
says one, “woman is a womb.” But in speaking of certain women, con-
noisseurs declare that they are not women, although they are equipped
with a uterus like the rest. All agree in recognizing the fact that fe-
males exist in the human species; today as always they make up about
one half of humanity. And yet we are told that femininity is in dan-
ger; we are exhorted to be women, remain women, become women. It
would appear, then, that every female human being is not necessarily
a woman; to be so considered she must share in that mysterious and
threatened reality known as femininity. Is this attribute something
secreted by the ovaries? Or is it a Platonic essence, a product of the

~ philosophic imagination? Is a rustling petticoat enough to bring it

down to earth? Although some women try zealously to incarnate this
essence, it is hardly patentable. It is frequently described in vague
and dazzling terms that seem to have been borrowed from the vo-
cabulary of the seers, and indeed in the times of St. Thomas it was
considered an essence as certainly defined as the somniferous virtue
of the poppy.

V Franchise, dead loday,
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with the world, which he believes he apprehends objectively, whereas
he regards the body of woman as a hindrance, a prison, weighed down
by cverything peculiar to it. “The female is a female by virtue of a
certain lack of qualities,” said Aristotle; “we should regard the female
nature as afflicted with a natural defectiveness.” And St. Thomas for
his part pronounced woman to be an “imperfect man,” an “inci-
dental” being. This is symbolized in Genesis where Eve is depicted as
made from what Bossuet called “a supernumerary bone” of Adam.

Thus humanity is male and man defines woman not in herself but
a8 relative to him; she is not regarded as an autonomous being. Miche-
let writes: “Woman, the relative being. . . .” And Benda is most
positive in his Rapport d’'Uriel: “The body of man makes sense in it-
self quite apart from that of woman, whereas the latter seems want-
g in significance by itself. . . . Man can think of himself without
woman. She cannot think of herself without man.” And she is simply
what man decrees; thus she is called “the sex,” by which is meant
that she appears essentially to the male as a sexual being. For him she
is sex—absolute sex, no less. She is defined and differentiated with
reference to man and not he with reference to her; she is the inci-
dental, the incssential as opposed to the essential. He is the Subject,
he is the Absolute—she is the Other.?

‘T'he category of the Other is as primordial as consciousness itself.
In the most primitive societies, in the most ancient mythologics, one
finels the expression of a duality—that of the Self and the Other. This
cluality was not originally attached to the division of the sexes; it was

nol dependent upon any empirical facts. It is revealed in such works

1. Lévinas expresses this idea most explicitly in his essay Temps et I'Autre.
“Ix these not a case in which otherness, alterity [altérité], unquestionably marks the
ialuie of a being, as its cssence, an instance of otherness not consisting purely and
simply i the opposition of two species of the same genus? I think that the fem-
thine wpresents the contrary in its absolute sense, this contrariness being in no
wise allected by any relation between it and its corrclative and thus remaining
nhaolintely other, Sex is not a certain specific diffcrence . . . no more is the sexual
ditlerence 4 mere contradiction. . . . Nor does this difference lie in the duality
ol fwi nnnplt;mvm:ny terms, for two ('nmplcnu-nl.'|ry terms imply a pre-existing
whele, o Otherness reaches its full flowering in the feminine, a tenn of the
anne rnk as conselousuess but of opposite meaning,”

Iunppose that Lévinas does nol forget that woman, too, is awire of her own
comcionaness, or ego, Bul it is shiking thid he delibeately takes noman's point of
view, disteparding the weciprocity of subject and object, When he wiites that
wonin iy myatery, he fmplion that she somystery for man, Tlins hiy leseription,
which iy mtended 1o be objective, i in fact an assention of masenline pvilepe,
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as that of Granet on Chinese thought and those of Dumézil on the
East Indies and Rome. The feminine element was at first no more
involved in such pairs as Varuna-Mitra, Uranus-Zeus, Sun-Moon, and
Day-Night than it was in the contrasts between Good and Evil, lucky
and unlucky auspices, right and left, God and Lucifer. Otherness is a
fundamental category of human thought.

Thus it is that no group ever sets itself up as the One without at
once setting up the Other over against itself. If three travelers chance
to occupy the same compartment, that is enough to make vaguely
hostile “others” out of all the rest of the passengers on the train. In
small-town eyes all persons not belonging to the village are “strangers”
and suspect; to the native of a country all who inhabit other countries
are “foreigners”; Jews are “different” for the anti-Semite, Negroes are
“Inferior” for American racists, aborigines are “natives” for colonists,
proletarians are the “lower class” for the privileged.

Lévi-Strauss, at the end of a profound work on the various forms of
primitive societies, reaches the following conclusion: “Passage from
the state of Nature to the state of Culture is marked by man’s ability
to view biological relations as a series of contrasts; duality, alternation,
opposition, and symmetry, whether under definite or vague forms,
constitute not so much phenomena to be explained as fundamental
and immediately given data of social reality.” *+ These phenomena
would be incomprehcensible if in fact human society were simply a
Mitsein or fellowship based on solidarity and friendliness. Things be-
come clear, on the contrary, if, following Hegel, we find in conscious-
ness itself a fundamental hostility toward every other consciousness;
the subject can be posed only in being opposed—he sets himself up
as the essential, as opposed to the other, the inessential, the object.

But the other consciousness, the other ego, sets up a reciprocal
claim. The native traveling abroad is shocked to find himself in turn
regarded as a “‘stranger” by the natives of neighboring countries. As a
matter of fact, wars, festivals, trading, treaties, and contests among

“tribes, nations, and classes tend to deprive the concept Other of its

absolute sense and to make manifest its relativity; willy-nilly, indi-.
viduals and groups are forced to realize the reciprocity of their rela-
tions. How is it, then, that this reciprocity has not been recognized

¢ See C. Lévi-Strauss: Les Structures élémentaires de la parenté. My thanks are
due to €, Lévi Stianss for his kindness in furnishing me with the proofs of his
work, whicl, among others, T have used liberally in Pat IT,
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between the sexes, that onc of the contrasting terms is set up as the
sole essential, denying any relativity in regard to its correlative and
defining the latter as purc otherness? Why is it that women do not
dispute male sovercignty? No subject will readily volunteer to become
the object, the incssential; it is not the Other who, in defining himself
a3 the Other, cstablishes the One. The Other is posed as such by the
One in defining himself as the One. But if the Other is not to regain
the status of heing the One, he must be submissive enough to accept
this alien poiut of view. Whence comes this submission in the case
ol woman?

There are, to be sure, other cases in which a certain category has
heen able to dominate another completely for a time. Very often this
privilege depends upon inequality of numbers—the majority imposcs
its 1ule upon the minority or persecutes it. But women are not a mi-
notily, like the American Negroes or the Jews; there are as many
womnen as men on earth. Again, the two groups concerned have often
been originally independent; they may have been formerly unaware
al wich other's existence, or perhaps they recognized each other’s au-
lononiy, But a historical event has resulted in the subjugation of the
waaker by the stronger. The scattering of the Jews, the introduction
of slwvery inlo America, the conquests of imperialism are examples in
point, In these cases the oppressed retained at least the memory of
lormer days; they possessed in common a past, a tradition, sometimes
a tehigion or a culture.

The parllel drawn by Bebel between women and the proletariat is
valid in that ncither ever formed a minority or a separate collective
unil of mankind. And instead of a single historical event it is in both
vitses i historical development that explains their status as a class and
accounts for the membership of particular individuals in that class.
But pioletarians have not always existed, whereas there have always
heen women, They are women in virtue of their anatomy and physi-
ology, Thronghont history they have always been subordinated to
men,” and hence their dependency is not the result of a historical
evenl or a social change—it was not something that occurred. The
ieason why otherness in this case seems to be an absolute is in part
thal it lacks the contingent or incidental nature of historical facts. A
condition brought about at a certain time can be abolished at some

Wl e exceptions, pethaps, like cettain matriarehal mlers, queens, and
the bike - 'I'n,
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other time, as the Negroes of Haiti and others have proved; but it
might seem that a natural condition is beyond the possibility of
change. In truth, however, the nature of things is no more immutably
given, once for all, than is historical reality. If woman seems to be the
inessential which never becomes the essential, it is because she her-
self fails to bring about this change. Proletarians say “We”; Negroes
also. Regarding themselves as subjects, they transform the bourgeois,
the whites, into “others.” But women do not say “We,” except at
some congress of feminists or similar formal demonstration; men say
“women,” and women use the same word in referring to themselves.
They do not authentically assume a subjective attitude. The prole-
tarians have accomplished the revolution in Russia, the Negroes in
Haiti, the Indo-Chinese are battling for it in Indo-China; but the
women’s effort has never been anything more than a symbolic agita-
tion. They have gained only what men have been willing to grant;
they have taken nothing, they have only received.®

The reason for this is that women lack concrete means for organiz-
ing themselves into a unit which can stand face to face with the cor-
relative unit. They have no past, no history, no religion of their own;
and they have no such solidarity of work and interest as that of
the proletariat. They are not even promiscuously herded together in the
way that creates community fecling among the American Negroes, the
ghetto Jews, the workers of Saint-Denis, or the factory hands of Re-
nault. They live dispersed among the males, attached through resi-
dence, housework, economic condition, and social standing to certain
men—fathers or husbands—more firmly than they are to other women.
If they belong to the bourgeoisie, they feel solidarity with men of that
class, not with proletarian women; if they are white, their allegiance
is to white men, not to Negro women. The proletariat can propose to
massacre the ruling class, and a sufficiently fanatical Jew or Negro
might dream of getting sole possession of the atomic bomb and mak-

. ing humanity wholly Jewish or black; but woman cannot even dream

of exterminating the males. The bond that unites her to her oppres-
sors is not comparable to any other. The division of the sexes is a
biological fact, not an event in human history. Male and female stand
opposed within a primordial Mitsein, and woman has not broken it.
The couple is a fundamental unity with its two halves riveted to-
gether, and the cleavage of socicty along the line of sex is impossible.

A See Pait 11, ch. viid,
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Here is to be found the basic trait of woman: she is the Other in a
totality of which the two components are necessary to one another.

One could suppose that this reciprocity might have facilitated the
liberation of woman. When Hercules sat at the feet of Omphale and
helped with her spinning, his desire for her held him captive; but why
did she fail to gain a lasting power? To revenge herself on Jason,
Medea killed their children; and this grim legend would seem to sug-
pest that she might have obtained a formidable influence over him
through his love for his offspring. In Lysistrata Aristophanes gaily de-
picts a band of women who joined forces to gain social ends through
the sexunal needs of their men; but this is only a play. In the legend of
the Sabine women, the latter soon abandoned their plan of remaining
sterile to punish their ravishers. In truth woman has not been socially
emiancipated through man’s need—sexual desire and the desire for
offspring—which makes the male dependent for satisfaction upon the
female.

Master and slave, also, are united by a reciprocal need, in this case
cconomic, which does not liberate the slave. In the rclation of master
to slave the master does not make a point of the nced that he has for
thie otlier; be has in his grasp the power of satisfying this need through
his own action; whereas the slave, in his dependent condition, his
hope and fear, is quite conscious of the need he has for his master.
Faven if the necd is at bottom equally urgent for both, it always works
in favor of the oppressor and against the oppressed. That is why the
liberation of the working class, for example, has been slow.

Now, woman has always been man’s dependent, if not his slave; the
Iwo sexes have never shared the world in equality. And even today
wonuin is heavily handicapped, though her situation is beginning to
chanpe. Almost nowhere is her legal status the same as man’s,” and
frequently it is much to her disadvantage. Even when her rights are
lepally 1ecognized in the abstract, long-standing custom prevents their
full expression in the morcs. In the cconomic sphere men and women
ean ahnost be said to make up two castes; other things being cqual,
thie former hold the better jobs, get higher wages, and have more op-
pottunity for suceess than their new competitors, In industry and poli-
Hes mien have a great many more positions and they monepolize the
mos! important posts. Tn addition to all this, they enjoy a teaditional

© A the moment an Megqual aighty™ amendinent 1o the Constidntion of the
Unmited States bs Ietore Comgrons ',
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prestige that the education of children tends in every way to support,
for the present enshrines the past—and in the past all history has been
made by men. At the present time, when women are beginning to
take part in the affairs of the world, it is still a world that belongs to
men—they have no doubt of it at all and women have scarcely any.
To decline to be the Other, to refuse to be a party to the deal—this
would be for women to renounce all the advantages conferred upon
them by their alliance with the superior caste. Man-the-sovereign will
provide woman-the-liege with material protection and will undertake
the moral justification of her existence; thus she can evade at once
both economic risk and the metaphysical risk of a liberty in which
ends and aims must be contrived without assistance. Indecd, along
with the ethical urge of each individual to affirm his subjective ex-
istence, there is also the temptation to forgo liberty and become a
thing. This is an inauspicious road, for he who takes it—passive, lost,
ruined—becomes henceforth the creature of another’s will, frustrated
in his transcendence and deprived of every value. But it is an easy
road; on it one avoids the strain involved in undertaking an authentic
existence. When man makes of woman the Other, he may, then, ex-
pect her to manifest deep-seated tendencies toward complicity. Thus,
woman may fail to lay claim to the status of subjcct because slic lacks
definite resources, because she fcels the necessary bond that ties her
to man regardless of reciprocity, and because she is often very well
pleased with her role as the Other.

But it will be asked at once: how did all this begin? It is easy to
sce that the duality of the sexes, like any duality, gives rise to conflict.
And doubtless the winner will assume the status of absolute. But why
should man have won from the start? It seems possible that women
could have won the victory; or that the outcome of the conflict might
never have been decided. How is it that this world has always be-
longed to the men and that things have begun to change only re-
cently? Is this change a good thing? Will it bring about an equal

‘sharing of the world between men and women?

These questions are not new, and they have often been answered.
But the very fact that woman is the Other tends to cast suspicion
upon all the justifications that men have ever been able to provide for
it. 'These ave all too evidently been dictated by men’s interest. A little-
known feminist of the seventeenth century, Poulain de la Barre, put
il thiis way: “All that has been written aboul women by men should
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be suspect, for the men are at once judge and party to the lawsuit.”
liverywhere, at all times, the males have displayed their satisfaction in
feeling that they are the lords of creation. “Blessed be God . . . that
He did not make me a woman,” say the Jews in their morning prayers,
while their wives pray on a note of resignation: “Blessed be the Lord,
who created me according to His will.” The first among the blessings
for which Plato thanked the gods was that he had been created free,
not enslaved; the second, a man, not a woman. But the males could
not enjoy this privilege fully unless they believed it to be founded on
the absolute and the eternal; they sought to make the fact of their
suprcmacy into a right. “Being men, those who have made and com-
piled the laws have favored their own sex, and jurists have ecle-
vated these laws into principles,” to quote Poulain de la Barre once
morc.

Legislators, priests, philosophers, writers, and scientists have striven
to show that the subordinate position of woman is willed in heaven
and advantageous on earth. The religions invented by men reflect this
wish for domination. In the legends of Eve and Pandora men have
taken up arms against women. They have made use of philosophy and
theology, as the quotations from Aristotle and St. Thomas have
shown. Since ancient times satirists and moralists have delighted in
showing up the weaknesses of women. We are familiar with the savage
mdictments hurled against women throughout French literature.
Montherlant, for example, follows the tradition of Jean de Meung,
though with less gusto. This hostility may at times be well founded,
aften it is gratuitous; but in truth it more or less successfully conceals
n desire for sclf-justification. As Montaigne says, “It is easier to accuse
one sex than to excuse the other.” Sometimes what is going on is clear
enough. For instance, the Roman law limiting the rights of woman
cited “the imbecility, the instability of the sex” just when the weaken-
ingg of family tics seemed to threaten the interests of male heirs. And
it the effort to keep the married woman under guardianship, appeal
wis made in the sixteenth century to the authority of St. Augustine,
who declared that “woman is a creature neither decisive nor con-
stant,” at a time when the single woman was thought capable of
mamiaging her property. Montaigne understood clearly how arbitrary
and nnjust was woman’s appointed lot: “Women are not in the wrong
when they decline 1o aceept the rules laid down for them, since the
men mike these miles without consulling them, No wonder intrigue
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and strife abound.” But he did not go so far as to champion their
cause.

It was only later, in the cighteenth century, that genuinely demo-
cratic men began to view the matter objectively. Diderot, among
others, strove to show that woman is, like man, a human being. Later
John Stuart Mill came fervently to her defense. But these philoso-
phers displayed unusual impartiality. In the nineteenth century the
feminist quarrel became again a quarrel of partisans. One of the con-
sequences of the industrial revolution was the entrance of women into
productive labor, and it was just here that the claims of the feminists
emerged from the realm of theory and acquired an economic basis,
while their opponents became the more aggressive. Although landed
property lost power to some extent, the bourgeoisie clung to the old
morality that found the guarantee of private property in the solidity
of the family. Woman was ordered back into the home the more
harshly as her emancipation became a real menace. Even within the
working class the men endeavored to restrain woman's liberation, be-
cause they began to see the women as dangerous competitors—the
more so because they were accustomed to work for lower wages.®?

In proving woman’s inferiority, the antifeminists then began to
draw not only upon religion, philosophy, and theology, as before, but
also upon science—biology, experimental psychology, etc. At most
they were willing to grant “equality in difference” to the other sex.
That profitable formula is most significant; it is precisely like the
“equal but separate” formula of the Jim Crow laws aimed at the
North American Negroes. As is well known, this so-called equalitarian
segregation has resulted only in the most extreme discrimination. The
similarity just noted is in no way due to chance, for whether it is a
race, a caste, a class, or a sex that is reduced to a position of inferiority,
the methods of justification are the same. “The eternal feminine”
corresponds to “the black soul” and to “the Jewish character.” True,
the Jewish problem is on the whole very different from the other two
—to the anti-Semite the Jew is not so much an inferior as he is an
enemy for whom there is to be granted no place on earth, for whom
annihilation is the fate desired. But there are deep similarities between
the situation of woman and that of the Negro. Both are being eman-
cipated today from a like paternalism, and the former master class
wishes to "“keep them in their place”—that is, the place chosen for

0 Sge Purt 11, Pp. 115-17.
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them. In both cases the former masters lavish more or less sincere
culogies, either on the virtues of “the good Negro” with his dormant,
childish, merry soul—the submissive Negro—or on the merits of the
woman who is “truly feminine”—that is, frivolous, infantile, irrespon-
siblc—the submissive woman. In both cases the dominant class bases
its argument on a state of affairs that it has itself created. As George
Bernard Shaw puts it, in substance, “I'he American white relegates
the black to the rank of shoeshine boy; and he concludes from this
that the black is good for nothing but shining shoes.” This vicious
circle is met with in all analogous circumstances; when an individual
(or a group of individuals) is kept in a situation of inferiority, the
fact is that he is inferior. But the significance of the verb to be must
be rightly understood here; it is in bad faith to give it a static value
when it rcally has the dynamic Hegelian sense of “to have become.”
Yes, women on the whole are today inferior to men; that is, their situa-
fion affords them fewer possibilities. The question is: should that
state of affairs continue?

Many men hope that it will continue; not all have given up the
battle. The conservative bourgeoisie still see in the emancipation of
women a menace to their morality and their interests. Some men
dread feminine competition. Recently a male student wrote in the
Iehdo-Latin: “Every woman student who goes into medicine or law
ihs us of a job.” He never questioned his rights in this world. And
veonomic intercsts are not the only ones concerned. One of the bene-
fits that oppression confers upon the oppressors is that the most hum-
ble among them is made to feel superior; thus, a “poor white” in the
South can console himself with the thought that he is not a “dirty
nipper”—and the more prosperous whites cleverly exploit this pride.

Similarly, the most mediocre of males feels himself a demigod as
compared with women. It was much easier for M. de Montherlant
I think himself a hero when he faced women (and women chosen
fur his purpose) than when he was obliged to act the man among men

something many women have done better than he, for that matter.
Al in September 1948, in one of his articles in the Figaro littéraire,
Clinde Mauriac—whose great originality is admired by all—could ®
write reparding woman: “We listen on a tone [sicl] of polite indiffer-
vnee ., . lo the most brilliant among them, well knowing that her
wil reflects mare o less iminously ideas Hit come from us,” i

WOt leas) he thought he vonhl
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dently the speaker referred to is not reflecting the ideas of Mauriac
himself, for no one knows of his having any. It may be that she re-
flects ideas originating with men, but then, even among men there are
those who have been known to appropriate ideas not their own; and
one can well ask whether Claude Mauriac might not find more inter-
esting a conversation reflecting Descartes, Marx, or Gide rather than
himself. What is really remarkable is that by using the questionable
we he identifics himself with St. Paul, Hegel, Lenin, and Nietzsche,
and from the lofty eminence of their grandeur looks down disdain-
fully upon the bevy of women who make bold to converse with him on
a footing of equality. In truth, I know of more than one woman who
would refuse to suffer with patience Mauriac’s “tone of polite indif-
ference.”

I have lingered on this example because the masculine attitude is
here displayed with disarming ingenuousness. But men profit in many
more subtle ways from the otherness, the alterity of woman. Here is
miraculous balm for those afflicted with an inferiority complex, and
indeed no one is more arrogant toward women, more aggressive or
scornful, than the man who is anxious about his virility. Those who
are not fearridden in the presence of their fellow men are much
more disposed to recognize a fellow creature in woman; but even to
these the myth of Woman, the Other, is precious for many reasons.*
They cannot be blamed for not cheerfully relinquishing all the bene-
fits they derive from the myth, for they realize what they would lose
in relinquishing woman as they fancy her to be, while they fail to
realize what they have to gain from the woman of tomorrow. Refusal
to pose oneself as the Subject, unique and absolute, requires great
self-denial. Furthermore, the vast majority of men make no such claim
explicitly. They do not postulate woman as inferior, for today they are
too thoroughly imbued with the ideal of democracy not to recognize
all human beings as equals,

In the bosom of the family, woman seems in the eyes of childhood

1 A significant article on this theme by Michel Carrouges appeared in No. 292
of the Cahiers du Sud. He writes indignantly: “Would that there were no woman-
myth at all but only a cohort of cooks, matrons, prostitutes, and bluestockings
serving functions of pleasure or usefulness!” That is to say, in his view woman has
no existence in and for herself; he thinks only of her function in the male world.
Her reason for existence lies in man. But then, in fact, her poetic “function” as a
niytl might be more valued than any other. The real problem is precisely to find
onl why woman shoald be defined with relation to man,
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and youth to be clothed in the same social dignity as the adult malcs.
Later on, the young man, desiring and loving, experiences the rcsist-
ance, the independence of the woman desired and loved; in marriage,
he respects woman as wife and mother, and in the concrete events of
conjugal life she stands there before him as a free being. He can there-
fore feel that social subordination as between the sexes no longer
exists and that on the whole, in spite of differences, woman is an
equal. As, however, he observes some points of inferiority—the most
important being unfitness for the professions—he attributes these to
natural causes. When he is in a co-operative and benevolent relation
with woman, his theme is the principle of abstract equality, and he
does not base his attitude upon such inequality as may exist. But when
he is in conflict with her, the situation is reversed: his theme will be
the existing inequality, and he will even take it as justification for
denying abstract equality.?

So it is that many men will affirm as if in good faith that women are
the equals of man and that they have nothing to clamor for, while
at the same time they will say that women can never be the equéls of
man and that their demands are in vain. It is, in point of fact, a diffi-
cult matter for man to realize the extreme importance of social dis-
criminations which seem outwardly insignificant but which produce
in woman moral and intellectual effects so profound that they appear
to spring from her original nature.®* The most sympathetic of men
never fully comprehend woman’s concrete situation. And there is no
1eason o put much trust in the men when they rush to the defense
of privileges whose full extent they can hardly measure. We shall not,
then, permit ourselves to be intimidated by the number and violence
of the attacks launched against women, nor to be entrapped by the
self seeking eulogies bestowed on the “true woman,” nor to profit by
the enthusiasm for woman’s destiny manifested by men who would
not for the world have any part of it.

We should consider the arguments of the feminists with no less sus-
picion, however, for very often their controversial aim deprives them
of all real value. If the “woman question” seems trivial, it is because

4 For example, a man will say that he considers his wife in no wise degraded
hecause she has no gainful occupation, The profession of housewife is just as lofty,
wind 50 on, Bot when the first uuanrel comes, he will exelain: “Why, you coukln’t
ke your living without met™” '

U 'The specific parpose of Book [T of this study in to describe this pocess,
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masculine arrogance has made of it a “quarrel”; and when quarreling
one no longer reasons well. People have tirelessly sought to prove that
woman is superior, inferior, or equal to man. Some say that, having
been created after Adam, she is evidently a secondary being; others say
on the contrary that Adam was only a rough draft and that God suc-
ceeded in producing the human being in perfection when He created
Eve. Woman’s brain is smaller; yes, but it is relatively larger. Christ
was made a man; yes, but perhaps for his greater humility. Each argu-
ment at once suggests its opposite, and both are often fallacious. If
we are to gain understanding, we must get out of these ruts; we must
discard the vague notions of superiority, inferiority, equality which
have hitherto corrupted every discussion of the subject and start afresh.

Very well, but just how shall we pose the question? And, to begin
with, who are we to propound it at all>? Man is at once judge and
party to the case; but so is woman. What we need is an angel—neither
man nor woman—but where shall we find one? Still, the angel would
be poorly qualified to speak, for an angel is ignorant of all the basic
facts involved in the problem. With a hermaphrodite we should be
no better off, for here the situation is most peculiar; the hermaphrodite
is not really the combination of a whole man and a whole woman, but
consists of parts of cach and thus is neither. It looks to me as if there
are, after all, certain women who are best qualified to elucidate the
situation of woman. Let us not be misled by the sophism that because
Epimenides was a Cretan he was necessarily a liar; it is not a mys-
terious essence that compels men and women to act in good or in bad
faith, it is their situation that inclines them more or less toward the
search for truth. Many of today’s women, fortunate in the restoration
of all the privileges pertaining to the estate of the human being, can
afford the luxury of impartiality—we even recognize its necessity. We
are no longer like our partisan elders; by and large we have won the
game. In recent debates on the status of women the United Nations
has persistently maintained that the equality of the sexes is now be-
coming a reality, and already some of us have never had to sense in
our femininity an inconvenience or an obstacle. Many problems ap-
pear to us to be more pressing than those which concern us in par-
ticnlar, and this detachment even allows us to hope that our attitude
will be objective. Still, we know the feminine world more intimately
than do the men beecause we have our roots in it, we grasp more im-
mediately than do men what it means to a human being to be fem-
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inine; and we are more concerned with such knowledge. I have said
that there are more pressing problems, but this does not prevent us
from sceing some importance in asking how the fact of being women
will affect our lives. What opportunities precisely have been given us
and what withheld? What fate awaits our younger sisters, and what
directions should they take? It is significant that books by womcen on
womnen are in general animated in our day less by a wish to demand
our rights than by an effort toward clarity and understanding. As we
emerge from an era of excessive controversy, this book is offered as
one attempt among others to confirm that statement.

But it is doubtless impossible to approach any human problem with
amind free from bias. The way in which questions are put, the points
of view assumed, presuppose a relativity of interest; all characteristics
imply valucs, and every objective description, so called, implies an
cthical Dackground. Rather than attempt to conceal principles more
or less definitely implied, it is better to state them openly at the
beginning. This will make it unnecessary to specify on every page in
just what sense one uses such words as superior, inferior, better, worse,
progress, reaction, and the like. If we survey some of the works on
womau, we note that one of the points of view most frequently
adopted is that of the public good, the general interest; and one al-
wilys means by this the benefit of society as one wishes it to be main-
fuined or established. For our part, we hold that the only public good
it that whicl assures the private good of the citizens; we shall pass
judgment on institutions according to their effectiveness in giving
comierele opportunities to individuals. But we do not confuse the idea
ol private intercst with that of happiness, although that is another
common point of view. Are not women of the harem more happy than
women voters? Is not the housekeeper happier than the working-
wonn? It is not too clear just what the word happy really means and
still less what trie values it may mask. There is no possibility of meas-
uring the happiness of others, and it is always casy to describe as
happy the situation in which one wishes to place them.

In particular those who are condemned to stagnation are often
pranonnced happy on the prefext thal happiness consists in being at
1est, ‘This nolion we 1eject, for our perspective is that of existentialist
ethies. Bvery subject plays his part as such specifieally throngh ex-
ploits or projects that serve as o mode of transcendence; he achieves
hiberty only through a continual reaching oul loward other liberties,

T

=

T ————

INTRODUCTION Xxix

There is no justification for present existence other than its expansion
nto an indefinitely open future. Every time transcendence falls back
into immanence, stagnation, there is a degradation of existence into
the “en-soi”—the brutish life of subjection to given conditions—and
of liberty into constraint and contingence. This downfall represents a
moral fault if the subject consents to it; if it is inflicted upon him, it
spells frustration and oppression. In both cases it is an absolute evil.
Every individual concerned to justify his existence feels that his ex-
istence involves an undefined need to transcend himself, to engage
n freely chosen projects.

Now, what peculiarly signalizes the situation of woman is that she
—a free and autonomous being like all human creatures—nevertheless
finds herself living in a world where men compel her to assume the
status of the Other. They propose to stabilize her as object and to
doom her to immanence since her transcendence is to be overshad-
owed and forever transcended by another ego (conscience) which s
essential and sovereign. The drama of woman lies in this conflict be-
tween the fundamental aspirations of every subject (ego)—ivho al-
ways regards the self as the essential—and the compulsions of a situa-
tion in which she is the inessential. How can a human being in
woman’s situation attain fulfillment? What roads are open to her?
Which are blocked? How can independence be recovered in a state
of dependency? What circumstances limit woman’s liberty and how
can they be overcome? These arc the fundamental questions on which
I would fain throw some light. This mcans that I am interested in the
fortuncs of the individual as defined not in terms of happiness but in
terms of liberty.

Quite evidently this problem would be without significance if we
were to believe that woman’s destiny is inevitably determined by
physiological, psychological, or economic forces. Hence I shall discuss
first of all the light in which woman is vicwed by biology, psycho-
analysis, and historical materialism. Next I shall try to show cxactly
how the concept of the “truly feminine” has been fashioned—why
woman has been defined as the Other—and what have been the con-
sequences from mau’s point of view. Then from woman’s point of
view 1 shall describe the world in which women must live; and thus
we shall be able to envisage the diffienltics in their way as, endeavor-
ing to make their escape from the sphere hitherto assigned them, they
aspite {o el membership in the human race,
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PART I

DESTINY

CHAPTER 1

The Data of Biology

“ oman? Very simple, say the fanciers of simple formulas: she is
a womb, an ovary; she is a female—this word is sufficient to define her.
In the mouth of a man the epithet female has the sound of an insult,
yet he is not ashamed of his animal nature; on the contrary, he is
proud if someone says of him: “He is a male!” The term “female” is
derogatory not because it emphasizes woman'’s animality, but because
it imprisons her in her sex; and if this sex seems to man to be con-
temptible and inimical even in harmless dumb animals, it 1s evidently
because of the uneasy hostility stirred up in him by woman. Never-
theless he wishes to find in biology a justification for this sentiment.
'I'he word female brings up in his mind a saraband of imagery—a
vast, round ovum engulfs and castrates the agile spermatozoon; the
monstrous and swollen termite queen rules over the enslaved males;
the female praying mantis and the spider, satiated with love, crush and
devour their pariners; the bitch in heat runs through the alleys, trail-
ing behind her a wake of depraved odors; the she-monkey presents
her postetior immodestly and then steals away with hypocritical co-
gquetry; aud the most superh wild beasts—the tigress, the lioness, the
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panther—bed down slavishly under the imperial embrace of the male.
I'emales sluggish, eager, artful, stupid, callous, lustful, ferocious,
abascd—man projects them all at once upon womau. And the fact is
lhat she is a female. But if we are willing to stop thinking in plati-
ludes, two questions are immediately posed: what does the female
denote in the animal kingdom? And what particular kind of female
is manifest in woman?

Males and females are two types of individuals which are differ-
entiated within a species for the function of reproduction; they can
he defined only correlatively. But first it must be noted that even the
division of a species into two sexes is not always clear-cut.

In naturc it is not universally manifested. To speak only of animals,
il is well known that among the microscopic one-celled forms—in-
[usoria, amnccbz, sporozoans, and the like—multiplication is funda-
mentally distinct from sexuality. Each cell divides and subdivides by
itself. T many-celled animals or metazoans reproduction may take
place ascxually, either by schizogenesis—that is, by fission or cutting
into two or more parts which become new individuals—or by blasto-
penesis—that is, by buds that separate and form new individuals. The
phenomena of budding observed in the fresh-water hydra and other
eielenterates, in sponges, worms, and tunicates, are well-known ex-
amiples. In cascs of parthenogenesis the egg of the virgin female de-
velops into an cmbryo without fertilization by the male, which thus
iy play no role at all. In the honeybee copulation takes place, but
the eggs may or may not be fertilized at the time of laying. The un-
lertilized eggs undergo development and produce the drones (males);
in Ihe aphids males are absent during a series of generations in which
Ihe epgs are unfertilized and produce females. Parthenogenesis has
been induced artificially in the sea urchin, the starfish, the frog, and
other specics. Among the one-celled animals (Protozoa), however,
two cells may fusc, forming what is called a zygotc; and in the honey-
bee fertilization is neeessary if the eggs are to produce females. In the
aphids both males and females appear in the autumn, and the ferti-
lized eggs then produced are adapted for overwintering.

Ceertain hiolopists in the past concluded from these facts thal even
in species capable of asexual propagation pecasiotal lerlilizalion is
necessary o tenew the vigor of the rce1o accomplish “rejuvena
tion™ - throngh the mixing of heseditary material from lwo individ
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uals. On this hypothesis scxuality might well appear to be an indis-
pensable function in the most complex forms of life; only the lower
organisms could multiply without sexuality, and even here vitality
would after a time become exhausted. But today this hypothesis is
largely abandoned; research has proved that under suitable conditions
asexual multiplication can go on indefinitely without noticeable de-
generation, a fact that is especially striking in the bacteria and Proto-
zoa. More and more numerous and daring experiments in partheno-
genesis are being performed, and in many species the male appears to
be fundamentally unnecessary. Besides, if the value of intercellular
exchange were demonstrated, that value would seem to stand as a
sheer, unexplained fact. Biology certainly demonstrates the existence
of sexual differentiation, but from the point of view of any end to be
attained the science could not infer such differentiation from the
structure of the cell, nor from the laws of cellular multiplication, nor
from any basic phenomenon.

The production of two types of gametes, the sperm and the egg,
does not necessarily imply the existence of two distinct sexes; as a mat-
ter of fact, egg and sperm—two highly differentiated types of repro-
ductive cells—may both be produced by the same individual. This
occurs in normally hermaphroditic species, which are common among
plants and are also to be found among the lower animals, such as
annelid worms and mollusks. In them reproduction may be accom-
plished through self-fertilization or, more commonly, cross-fertiliza-
tion. Here again certain biologists have attempted to account for the
cxisting state of affairs. Some hold that the separation of the gonads
(ovaries and testes) in two distinct individuals represents an evolu-
tionary advance over hermaphroditism; others on the contrary regard
the separate condition as primitive, and believe that hermaphroditism
represents a degenerate state. These notions regarding the superiority
of onc system or the other imply the most debatable evolutionary
theorizing. All that we can say for sure is that these two modes of re-
production coexist in nature, that they both succeed in accomplishing
the survival of the species concerned, and that the differentiation of
the gametes, like that of the organisms producing them, appears to

! In modern evolutionary theory, however, the mixing of hereditary factors
(enes) brought abont by sexual reproduction is considered highly important since
it affords a constant supply of new combinations for natural selection to act upon.
And sexual differentialion oflen plays an jmportant part in sexual reproduc-
ey, I'n,
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be accidental. It would seem, then, that the division of a species into
uile and female individuals is simply an irreducible fact of observa-
tion.

In most philosophies this fact has been taken for granted without
pretense of explanation. According to the Platonic myth, there were
at the beginning men, women, and hermaphrodites. Each individual
had two faces, four arms, four legs, and two conjoined bodies. At a
certain time they were split in two, and ever since each half secks to
1ejoin its corresponding half. Later the gods decreed that new human
beings should be created through the coupling of dissimilar halves.
Bul it is only love that this story is intended to explain; division into
sexes is given at the outset. Nor does Aristotle explain this division, for
il matter and form must co-operate in all action, there is no necessity
for the nctive and passive principles to be separated in two different
citegorics of individuals. Thus St. Thomas proclaims woman an “in-
cidental” being, which is a way of suggesting—from the male point of
view—1he accidental or contingent nature of sexuality. Hegel, how-
ever, would have been untrue to his passion for rationalism had he
failed 1o attcmpt a logical explanation. Sexuality in his view repre-
seals the medium through which the subject attains a concrete sense
ol belonging to a particular kind (genre). “The sense of kind is pro-
thieed in the subject as an effect which offsets this disproportionate
sense af his individual reality, as a desire to find the sense of himself
in another individual of his species through union with this other, to
eomplele himsclf and thus to incorporate the kind (genre) within
his own nature and bring it into existence. This is copulation”
(Philosophy of Nature, Part 3, Section 369). And a little farther on:
“I'he process consists in this, namely: that which they are in them-
selves, that is to say a single kind, one and the same subjective life,
hey also establish it as such.” And Hegel states later that for the
uniting process to be accomplished, there must first be sexual differ-
enfiation, But his exposition is not convincing: one feels in it all too
distinetly the predetermination to find in every operation the thice
terms of the syllogism,

The projection or transcendence of the individual toward the spe-
cics, in which both individual and speecies are fulfilled, could be ac-
complished without the intervention of a third clement in the simple
telation of progenitor to oflspring: That is to say, reproduction conld
be usexunl, O, if thiere were to he two progenitors, they condd he sim

s H____n-;___
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llar (as happens in hermaphroditic species) and differentiated only
as particular individuals of a single type. Hegel’s discussion reveals a
most important significance of sexuality, but his mistake is always to
argue from significance to necessity, to equate significance with neces-
sity. Man gives significance to the sexes and their relations through
sexual activity, just as he gives sense and value to all the functions
that he exercises; but sexual activity is not necessarily implied in the
nature of the human being. Merleau-Ponty notes in the Phénoméno-
logie de la perception that human existence requires us to revise our
ideas of necessity and contingence. “Existence,” he says, “has no
casual, fortuitous qualities, no content that does not contribute to the
formation of its aspect; it does not admit the notion of sheer fact, for
it is only through existence that the facts are manifested.” True
enough. But it is also true that there are conditions without which
the very fact of existence itself would seem to be impossible. To be
present in the world implies strictly that there exists a body which is
at once a material thing in the world and a point of view toward this
world; but nothing requires that this body have this or that particular
structure. Sartre discusses in L'Etre ef le néant Heidegger’s dictum to
the effect that the real nature of man is bound up with death because
of man’s finite state. He shows that an existence which is finite and yet
unlimited in time is conceivable; but none the less if death were not
resident in human life, the relation of man to the world and to him-
self would be profoundly disarranged—so much so that the state-
ment “Man is mortal” would be scen to have significance quite other
than that of a mere fact of observation. Were he immortal, an ex-
istent would no longer be what we call a man. One of the essential
fecatures of his career is that the progress of his life through time
creates behind him and before him the infinite past and future, and
it would seem, then, that the perpetuation of the species is the correl-
ative of his individual limitation. Thus we can regard the phenome-
non of reproduction as founded in the very nature of being. But we
must stop there. The perpetuation of the species does not necessitate
sexual differentiation. True enough, this differentiation is character-
istic of existents to such an extent that it belongs in any realistic defi-
nition of existence. But it nevertheless remains true that both a mind
without a body and an immortal man are strictly inconceivable,
whereis we can imagine a parthenogenetic or hermaphroditic socicty.

On the respective funebions of the fwo sexes iman has entertained
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PART 1V

THE FORMATIVE
YEARS

CHAPTER XII

Childhood

ONE is not born, but rather becomes, a woman. No biological,
psychological, or economic fate determincs the figure that the human
female presents in society; it is civilization as a whole that produces
this creature, intermediate between male and eunuch, which is de-
scribed as feminine. Only the intervention of someone else can estab-
lish an individual as an Other. In so far as he exists in and for him-
sclf, the child would hardly be able to think of himself as sexually
differentiated. In girls as in boys the body is first of all the radiation
of a subjectivity, the instrument that makes possible the comprehen-
sion of the world: it is through the eyes, the hands, that children ap-
prehiend the universe, and not through the sexual parts. The dramas
of birth and of weaning unfold after the same fashion for nurslings
of both sexes; these have the same interests and the same pleasures;
sucking is at first the source of their most agreeable sensations; then
thev go throngh an anal phase in which they get their greatest satis-
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factions from the excretory functions, which they have in common.
'I'heir genital development is analogous; they explore their bodies
with the same curiosity and the same indifference; from clitoris and
penis they derive the same vague pleasure. As their sensibility comes
to require an object, it is turned toward the mother: the soft, smooth,
resilient feminine flesh is what arouses sexual desires, and these de-
sircs are prehensile; the girl, like the boy, kisses, handles, and ca-
resses her mother in an aggressive way; they feel the same jealousy
if 1 new child is born, and they show it in similar behavior patterns:
rage, sulkiness, urinary difficulties; and they resort to the same coquet-
tish tricks to gain the love of adults. Up to the age of twelve the little
pirl is as strong as her brothers, and she shows the same mental
powecrs; there is no field where she is debarred from engaging in rivalry
with them. If, well before puberty and sometimes even from early
infancy, she seems to us to be already sexually determined, this is not
because mysterious instincts directly doom her to passivity, coquetry,
matecrnity; it is because the influence of others upon the child is a
[actor almost from the start, and thus she is indoctrinated with her
vocation from her earliest years.

‘I'lic world is at first represented in the newborn infant only by
inmancnt sensations; he is still immersed in the bosom of the Whole
a5 lie was when he lived in a dark womb; when he is put to the breast
or the nursing bottle he is still surrounded by the warmth of maternal
flesh. Little by little he learns to perceive objects as distinct and sep-
arate from himself, and to distinguish himself from them. Mean-
while lie is separated more or less brutally from the nourishing body.
Soinetimes the infant reacts to this separation by a violent crisis; * in
amy case, it is about when the separation is accomplished, toward the
age of six months, perhaps, that the child begins to show the desire
to attract others through acts of mimicry that in time become real
showing off. Certainly this attitude is not cstablished through a con-
sidered choice; but it is not necessary to conceive a situation for it
to exist, The nursling lives directly the basic drama of every existent:
that of his relation to the Other. Man experiences with anguish his
being turned loose, his forlornness. In flight from his freedom, his
subjectivity, he would fain lose himself in the bosom of the Whole.

U Judith Caotler telates in her memoirs that she wepl and pined so pitifully
when tuken from her nuse that they bad to bimg her back, and she was not
wentied until muoch lates,
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Here, indeed, is the origin of his cosmic and pantheistic dreams, of
his longing for oblivion, for sleep, for ecstasy, for death. He never
succeeds in abolishing his separate ego, but at least he wants to at-
tain the solidity of the in-himself, the en-soi, to be petrified into a
thing. It is especially when he is fixed by the gaze of other persons
that he appears to himself as being one.

It is in this perspective that the behavior of the child must be in-
terpreted: in carnal form he discovers finiteness, solitude, forlorn de-
sertion in a strange world. He endeavors to compensate for this catas-
trophe by projecting his existence into an image, the reality and value
of which others will establish. It appears that he may begin to afhirm
his identity at the time when he recognizes his reflection in a mirror—
a time that coincides with that of weaning: 2 his ego becomes so fully
identified with this reflected image that it is formed only in being
projected. Whether or not the mirror actually plays a more or less
considerable part, it is certain that the child commences toward the
age of six months to mimic his parents, and under their gaze to re-
gard himself as an object. He is already an autonomous subject, in
transcendence toward the outer world; but he encounters himself only
in a projected form.

When the child develops further, he fights in two ways against his
original abandonment. He attempts to deny the separation: rushing
into his mother’s arms, he seeks her living warmth and demands her
caresses. And he attempts to find self-justification through the appro-
bation of others. Adults seem to him like gods, for they have the
power to confer existence upon him. He feels the magic of the gaze
that makes of him now a delightful little angel, now a monster. Ilis
two modes of defense are not mutually exclusive: on the contrary,
they complement each other and interpenetrate. When the attempt
at enticement succeeds, the sense of justification finds carnal con-
firmation in the kisses and caresses obtained: it all amounts to a
single state of happy passivity that the child experiences in his
mother’s lap and under her benevolent gaze. There is no difference
in the attitudes of girls and boys during the first three or four years;
both try to perpetuate the happy condition that preceded weaning; in

2 'T'his theory was propased by Dr. Lacan in Les Complexes familiaux dans la
formation de Pindividu, This obscivation, one of primary importance, would ex-
plain ow it is that in the cowse of its development “the ego retaing the am-
bignous aspect of a spectnele,”
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botl sexes enticement and showing-off behavior occur: boys are as
desirous as their sisters of pleasing adults, causing smiles, making
themselves admired.

[t is more satisfying to deny the anguish than to rise above it, more
radical to be lost in the bosom of the Whole than to be petrified
by the conscious egos of others: carnal union creates a deeper aliena-
lion than any resignation under the gaze of others. Enticement and
showing off represent a more complex, a less easy stage than simple
abandon in the maternal arms. The magic of the adult gaze is ca-
pricious. The child pretends to be invisible; his parents enter into the
game, trying blindly to find him and laughing; but all at once they
uty: “You're getting tiresome, you are not invisible at all.” The child
has amuscd them with a bright saying; he repeats it, and this time
they shrug their shoulders. In this world, uncertain and unpredictable
as the universe of Kafka, one stumbles at every step.® That is why
many children are afraid of growing up; they are in despair if their
pareuts ccase taking. them on their knees or letting them get into the
prown-ups’ bed. Through the physical frustration they feel more and
more cruclly the forlornness, the abandonment, which the human
being can ncver be conscious of without anguish.

‘This is just where the little girls first appear as privileged beings.
A second weaning, less brutal and more gradual than the first, with-
draws the mother’s body from the child’s embraces; but the boys
especially are little by little denied the kisses and caresses they have
been used to. As for the little girl, she continues to be cajoled, she
s illowed Lo cling to her mother’s skirts, her father takes her on his
knee sand strokes her hair. She wears sweet little dresses, her tears
wml enprices arc viewed indulgently, her hair is done up carefully,
older people arc amused at her expressions and coquetries—bodily
contacts and agreeable glances protect her against the anguish of
salitude. The little boy, in contrast, will be denied even coquetry; his
eflorts at enticement, his play-acting, arc irritating. He is told that “a
man doesn’t ask to be kissed. . . . A man doesn’t look at himself in
mimors, . . . A man doesn't ery.” He is urged to be “a little man”;
he will obtain adult approval by becoming independent of adults, e
will please them by not appearing to seck to please them,

W T her Orange bleve, Yassu Gauclére relates ancedotes of childhood illustiating
the iuconsstent behayvior of both her father and her mother; Ler childish con
cluston was Ml “the comhuet of grownonps s dectdedly ineomprehensible,”
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Many boys, frightened by the hard independence they are con-
demned to, wish they were girls; formerly, when boys were dressed
in early years like girls, they often shed tears when they had to change
from dresses to trousers and saw their curls cut. Certain of them held
obstinately to the choice of femininity—one form of orientation
toward homosexuality. Maurice Sachs (in Le Sabbat) says: “I wished
passionately to be a girl and I pushed my unawareness of the gran-
deur of being male to the point of meaning to urinate in a sitting
position.”

But if the boy seems at first to be less favored than his sisters, it is
because great things are in store for him. The demands placed upon
him at once imply a high evaluation. Maurras relates in his memoirs
that he was jealous of a younger brother whom his mother and grand-
mother were cajoling. His father took his hand and drew him from
the room, saying to him: “We are men, let us leave those women.”
The child is persuaded that more is demanded of boys because they
are superior; to give him courage for the difficult path he must follow,
pride in his manhood is instilled into him; this abstract notion takes
on for him a concrete aspect: it is incarnated in his penis. He does
not spontaneously experience a sense of pride in his little lazy sex,
but rather through the attitude of the group around him. Mothers
and nurses keep alive the tradition that identifies the phallus and
the male idea; whether they recognize its prestige in amorous grati-
tude or in submission, or whether they get a sense of revenge in com-
ing upon it in the nursling in a very humble form, they treat the in-
fantile penis with remarkable complacency. Rabelais tells us about
the tricks and comments of Gargantua’s nurses, and history has pre-
served thosc of the nurses of Louis XIII. More modest women still
give a nickname to the little boy’s sex, speaking to him of it as of a
small person who is at once himself and other than himself: they
make of it, according to the expression already cited, an “alter ego usu-
ally more sly, more intelligent, and more clever than the individual.” #

Anatomically the penis is well suited for this role; projecting free
of the body, it seems like a little natural plaything, a kind of puppet.
Ilders will lend value to the child, then, in conferring it upon his
double. A father told me about one of his sons who at the age of
three still sat down fo urinate; surrounded with sisters and girl cous-
ins, he was a Hmid and sad child, One day his father took him to

s A, Balint: La Vie intime de Penfant, CL Book I, pp. 47-8.
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the toilet, saying: “I am going to show you how men do it.” There-
after the child, proud of urinating while standing, scorned girls “who
urinate through a hole”; his disdain originally arose not because they
lacked an organ but because they had not been singled out and initi-
ated by the father, as he had. Thus, far from the penis representing
a direct advantage from which the boy could draw a feeling of supe-
riority, its high valuation appears on the contrary as a compensation—
invented by adults and ardently accepted by the child—for the hard-
ships of the second weaning. Thus he is protected against regret for
his lost status as nursling and for his not being a girl. Later on he
will incarnate his transcendence and his proud sovereignty in his sex.®

The lot of the little girl is very different. Mothers and nurses feel
no reverence or tenderness toward her genitals; they do not direct
her attention toward that secret organ, invisible except for its cover-
ing, and not to be grasped in the hand; in a sense she has no sex
organ. She does not experience this absence as a lack; evidently her
body is, for her, quite complete; but she finds herself situated in the
world differently from the boy; and a constellation of factors can
transform this difference, in her cyes, into an inferiority.

Therc are few questions more extensively discussed by psycho-
analysts than the celebrated feminine “castration complex.” Most
would admit today that penis envy is manifested in very diverse ways
in different cases.® To begin with, there are many little girls who re-
main ignorant of the male anatomy for some years. Such a child
finels it quitc natural that there should be men and women, just as
there is a sun and a moon: she believes in essences contained in words
and her curiosity is not analytic at first. For many others this tiny
bit of flesh hanging between boys’ legs is insignificant or even laugha-
ble; it is a peculiarity that merges with that of clothes or haircut.
(Mien it is first seen on a small newborn brother and, as Helene
Dentsch puts it, “when the little girl is very young she is not im-
pressed by the penis of her little brother.” She cites the case of a

B See Book I, p. 48.

# Inoaddition to the works of Frend and Adler, an abundant literature on the
subject s in existence, Abrahant was first to voice the idea that the little girl might
consitler her sex as a1 wound sesulling from a mulilation, Karen Horoey, Jones,
Jeanne Lampt de Groot, Helene Dentsel, and Ao Badint have studied the ques
tion from the psychoanalytic point ol view, Saussure essays (o reconcile psycho
aalysin with the ideas of Piagel and Luspuet, See also Pollack: Les Tdées des
enfunts sur fa diffdrence dos vexes,
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girl of eighteen months who remained quite indifferent to the dis-
covery of the penis and attached no importance to it until much later,
in accordance with her personal interests. It may even happen that
the penis is considered to be an anomaly: an outgrowth, something
vague that hangs, like wens, breasts, or warts; it can inspire disgust.
Finally, the fact is that there are numerous cases where the little
girl does take an interest in the penis of a brother or playmate; but
that does not mean that she experiences jealousy of it in a really
sexual way, still less that she feels deeply affected by the absence of
that organ; she wants to get it for herself as she wants to get any
and every object, but this desire can remain superficial.

There is no doubt that the excretory functions, and in particular
the urinary functions, are of passionate interest to children; indeed,
to wet the bed is often a form of protest against a marked preference
of the parents for another child. There are countries where the men
urinate while seated, and there are cases of women who urinate
standing, as is customary with many peasants, among others; but
in contemporary Western society, custom generally demands that
women sit or crouch, while the erect position is reserved for males.
This difference constitutes for the little girl the most striking sexual
differentiation. To urinate, she is required to crouch, uncover herself,
and therefore hide: a shameful and inconvenient procedure. The
shame is intensified in the frequent cases in which the girl suffers
from involuntary discharge of urine, as for instance when laughing
immoderately; in general her control is not so good as that of the
boys.

To boys the urinary function seems like a free game, with the
charm of all games that offer liberty of action; the penis can be ma-
nipulated, it gives opportunity for action, which is one of the deep
interests of the child. A little girl on seeing a boy urinating exclaimed
admiringly: “How convenient!” 7 The stream can be directed at will
and to a considerable distance, which gives the boy a feeling of om-
nipotence. Freud spoke of “the burning ambition of early diuretics”;
Stekel has discussed this formula sensibly, but it is true, as Karen
Horney says,® that the “fantasies of omnipotence, especially those of
sadistic character, are frequently associated with the male urinary

T Cited by A. Balinl,
* “I'he Genesis of the Castration Complex in Woman,” Internationdl Journal
of Psychoanalysis, 19234,



