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1. Introduction

£

The present European-American feminist dialogue is often limited, partly
because QF language, partly because of a kind of native American chauvinism,
and partly because the :thufal trgditiaﬁs and background essential to a good
understandings and very subtle and hard to traﬁsléﬁe. At the same time Ameri—v

cans are all too prone to assume that there are no ESSEﬁtlEl leFeance (BF

that the Femln;st debate in Europe will be "Just like" what goes an in the u S )
As Renate Duelli-Klein ﬁgtéd-iﬁ a recent review, "We need translators: femi-

nists who because of lived experiences in.different contexts and di ff ‘ent femi-

nisms are able to make accessible our ‘thinking and feeling and the context in
Hbich_we act, -live, and theorize to each éﬁhé:e“*’”2

‘In working through European feminist theory I sought for a way of ‘ordering

the disparate variety &6F material that is there. Inevitably in order to come
—

to terms with Eurcpean feminism I brought American feminist thought into pldy
&Y .
as a basis of comparison and was then drawn to the strategy of typological

analysis. A scheme began to suggest itself from looking at both European and

.Ameficaﬁ thought. _I began to be totally dissatisfied with any schema which

- a5, . . : )
made artificial national distinctions, coming to believe that all the positions -

are represented in all the Gulthrés that I looked at. Each has differing em-

phéses,'ta be sure, but the tendencies are there, in Wegt Germany, France,
Britain, the Netherlands, and in the U.5. as Hell N ' ’ .

My original ;ﬂtEﬁtlon was to discuss ﬁ%fends and tendencies in Eurapean

-

feminist theory"; I will be offering instggd a nev typalﬂgy of feminist theory

] - *Renate Duelll—Kle;n, "Report on Feminism in France PréSEﬂtEtlEﬁ," Women's
Research and Resources Centre Newsletter (London}, No. 2 (1983), p. 2..
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dealihg'ﬁﬁly with-the Federal Republiec of Germany, France, Britain, the’ Nether-

‘lands, and the U.S. in this study. I did not visit feminists in southerp Eufdpe

nor in Scanéiﬁavia, and-althgugh 1 nge some materials Fraﬁ thqseﬁéultures, I
have not incorporated them speéiFically into my élaséificaﬁi;ﬁff I wauld.beg
grateful if.others could point mé £Q‘felé§gnt materiale . .1 SHDQ wheré Qa?iﬂqé
theorists wguid fit (or would not fit) into my. scheme. .;naily,ﬂl want to
gmphasi%e that Fhis is g work in p;@gress;= a typoloyy, covers a great!ggal of

material, and.each positien--embracing variations we ‘should be aware nf--runs

the risk of oversimplifying a complexity. Critical dialagpéiis essential and

o

b F
I welcome it. .
&

Y



II. Classifying Feﬁjnisi The S S?w'Eﬁ/CFitique of the

=

Literatur -

¥

Ever since the beginn. 'ry of * .~ second wave of feminism in

the mid-sikties, womep .-+ been tE!m1ned ot only to. ?ﬁsurrect

our hi¥story, but also wm ' -aue. ju &ad save our Contemporary exper-

iEﬂCE,ESQ that . "néver ag.’~ "1 we be faiod with the numbing é%fécts
of a silent and mcna11 ic past. Thus, the New York Redstackiﬁés -
Ca1lect1ve began the "Notes from the 3 Year" éeries in 1969, a prac-

tice takenvup by the British movement w1th its Féminist Eractice Notes

fram the 10th Year (1979). ‘A1l along there ‘have bEEﬁ attempts to  name

and sort out the different the@ret1ca1 perspectives emerging, from the

wide spectrum of feminist gruup1ng5.~ In her What Women Want: The Idgés

of the Muvement (1975), Gayle Graham Yates pravided an early SEhema of

: %,
th1s kind, She divided“women's mavement ideu1agies into three graups,
on fhe basi% of their attitude toward men: 1)The feminists regard women'

- as. equa1 tc men; 2) thE wameu ] 1iberat1anists separate from men or at~"

=

—

least arrive at their pr1nc1p1es "aver-aga1nst“ Jmen; 3) the andragyﬁishs 

would say that women and men should be equal ‘to each other. ‘In each
casa. Yates carefully delineates the source Dg the standardi.thé iﬁéﬁtﬂ;
fiﬁat un.ef the enemy, techniques for éhangerxﬁﬁrategy, and goals. On
joals, Tor iq;tance, feminﬁst ideology opts for “integration (ca11apse

af diversity into unity)"* women's 11beratianist position demands

"segregation (divers1ty at expense of unity)"; and égdrg,'” " {deology

advaﬁates “p1ura]1sm (j1VEFSity within unity). "% Yates' expTanatian éqd
classification is c1ear and he1pfu1 for American fem1n1=ts, but 1t5

E‘use of the term "feminist" Far only the refgrm or equal r1ghts g?oups is

=

e
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m1s]eading She does ngt, of -course, attempt to exp]i:até European

. N
femwn15ﬁ, ahd the ca*egar1es she uses are not tnta115 transpgrtab]e,

In the same year (19?5) Barbara Deckard pub11shed her The Hﬁmen s i‘
5 ; :
+ Movement which 1ne1udés a-, chapter on "Thear1es of Women's LTHerat1un

‘Deckard 1dent1f1§§ thrée major thrusts:af’ th new .women,'s ‘movement, and J
1, T . o : -

Ag atthe differences

"these. have by’ﬁnw become-the standard way of 100k
’ within the %Ovemént‘T—,sacia1ist'Femiﬁi5ﬁ; %adicéi Feminism, and wamen‘s

right§ ¥emini5m In her* descripticn she explains sens1t1ve1y the d1s—

t1nzt1ans. and she tékes pa1ns not 'to make*art1f1c1§}1y prec1se a split .

between the socialist feminists and the radical feminists.  She.quite

ciearTy understands that even for radical feministsg snci'iist revolu~

~
tion is neeessary, yet besause of the terminangy that sh a@d others

adopt, many are led to beT1éve that raﬂi;a] feminists- are nét é@ciaT%sts.‘_i
Both graupéa“agree that to free women a revolution, that 15 both sa;1a11stl
and feminist js,nezessary; but,’djffer1ﬁg in their prior analysis, they
. " place gifféring‘emghases gﬁfthe tvio e1ements.{5; The, ideal sggieﬁylfcr
_tﬁe two groups, she says, ié’very_éi@iiar; a society in.whichrseéeéeiés
Qéu?d be destroyed, and in which "creativity, ihdependéﬂcgg hﬁ%%urance
hﬂﬁd seﬁgﬁtf%y“ would gémé to beidcminant traits for all human beiﬁ§3_4
“The greaggst dif?%chFy'with;D%FEaﬁd's analysis is her slighting of thét
strand of Femiﬂism_ﬁhiéh rejects anﬂrﬂgy%y and looks tﬂ’%£a1tf%he femqie_
,,and,“Fem%ninéW characteristics; Deckard passes.off this part éf feminism
by saying "a few women"’ have these beT1ef5 By naw of :nurse we witﬁegs
call sgrts of groups which sgek tD "make ruch of" sex/gender d ferences --
. matmaﬁ:hy gr@ups,' se.f“ help grqups, wemen s communes, women’ Jhea}itg care

= and mﬂtherhgad groups, women artigts, 1ésb1an separatists, witch cavens,

ett. HNeither in this Fouﬁtryengr in Eurape are these only "a few wamen,"s

! .
. - "
= . 3
. . .
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«Deckard‘s exp1anatidns are, ﬁéwevér, helpful, and her chF;:g1aay and g
!.%; dccumentat1an of the second wave of Amer1can Femiﬁism (chapter 12)
- 1s 1nvaTuab1e. .
Gerda Lérﬁer has recentiy divided the new American Fem1rzsm into -

five groups: meen s R1ghts Feminism, Sncia11st Fem1n15m, Rad1cai

- Feminism, Lesb1an Fem1f15m (to inc]ude separatist and non- -separtist), and -
Th1rd HWorid and dIack Feminism. The classification is based on the 5}—!

* varying beTier about the cause of women's oppression, the pra§t1ce

i

of fem1n1fm, th goal a. Faﬂ1ni5ﬂ, and the nature of wgman.€' Her
scheme 15 n@t meant to be 11m1t1ﬁg, and she notes that thpre are ﬁany ‘
cvériaps and Ehangeggover t?nei By its 1§nguager however,, it st111

suggests a 1arger d1v151§n between saﬁ1a11st ?em1n1st5 and radical ..

Fiﬁin1sts than I balteve is there. Furthér the system has nnt been -

* +

ref1ﬁed by an ‘encounter w1th the rich var1ety af nen- American examp1es.
o

(Lerner has said at other t1mes that perhaps the attitude taward

" equality is the most important factor for getting at d1ffEVEHEES ameng .
* feministst ) v . T - - o : A

N The m@st prec1se-and 1ntr1qu1ng Categar1zatian that 1 have found is _

Amanda SébestyEn s 1arge gr1d-chart accﬂmpany1ng her art1c1e, "Tendenc1es = . -

in the Hﬂvement Then and Now" *which appeared in Eng]and 1n 1979,? The

- article a;pl%%ates the chart and 1ﬁpart§mhersana1 history DF radical . _ ,A
zébestyen s awarenésg that such-

analytic devices w111 nét a?ways viork, that~ peop1e change éné}ar assume - -

feminism in EngTand it aTsa d1sp1ays

. hyphenate positions’ that part1311y )nva11date her cateéﬁr1ai system ;Ei’
| ; Ho nattér, she ObEEPVES, "wh11& one group might d1jfer v1clentiy from .
éanDFher over a que;tion like, 'Are mén thé*enemy?! they mighE}be in
‘total agrééﬁenféoh 'Da.we néed_aidé1ega;e structure?' This ought to ' Y

. make for very éreative.ways of approaching probleqs."g - .
. A. e , s | _ . - ,&
. o o . PPN, .

1y
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‘Sebestyen‘s_chart lists 13 (tﬁirtééﬂ) separatg tendencies or

positions. LSeven.grﬁﬁps (fangfng from Equal Rights and traditional HEEXﬁ
is;'thr@ugh Humanist and Hageséfqranusewark) are Tisted under "Politicos--
'The Systeﬁ’s the Problem’ (Socialist ?ém{nizts)"i Under "Feminists--

'‘flen aPe the Problem' (Radical Feminists)" she distributes 6 positions
% i ! i

~ (Feminjstes Revolutionnaries, Redstc:kinés,\fjrestone,'Culturaf Feriinist,

_Matriarchist, and Female Supremacist). Each téiggﬁcy is then charaétars
, 'y o ‘ .
ized by answering seven questions: What's wrong? VWho beneFits?gfwho's
. the enemy? "How do we fight? Who wi11 fight with us? How did our op-

pressién}@riginaté? What is jpur poiiticél';EIEticn to men? Where is -
one to find us? [show transparency of chart] =~ . -
Clearly éhe chart is very useful fo;aaﬂé1yzing feminisms éf@ss—
.culturally;. as well as for Britain, it nicely applieé to- Germany and
. _France. The problems Qith it are evident éven to Sébesiyeﬁ; The

chart shouid be made to rea§s%¥ghtatoefeft so” that the position closest
: . - 4 . . .
to theistatUquua_is on thé right while the one which.claims most power

for women is on the left. The schema also used the dichotomy socialist-
Femiﬂistfradi;aia%eminist; even thhugh such a dichotomy assumes that

i 7 . N .i 4
radical ‘feminists are not socialist. And these labels-are themselves

=

breaking down, as:Sebestyen herself shows in an analysis of the position

of théewpmen who write for Scarlet Woman,a socialist femihist‘phbiiﬁatianzé

. '; “They think sexual struggle is the b%é%sjé% all struggle, and women's
oppgessign.;s based in male fear of EQF‘FEpdeuctive powers, whereas .l
think there are a lot of different sﬁfugg}és, and that women's oppression .
is based on thé wgrk!%eg fnrceﬂuéxto do f@r‘fhe@, But I call myself éi -
Fadi§a1;%em1nist and they eail themselves spcia]ist“Fem%nistsi So what

. igm§gingA0ﬂ?&ﬁ Therefore, sucp apcharf, while ve;& suggestiye, allows

N #

i

-
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1mpgrtant prﬂbTems to res1de in .its very structure, further, it refuges
to surrender those very catégor1es that Sebestyen says are no 1onger )

; ‘useful. . Indeed— it cont1nues to empTBy them.

Hence we .nead a new concegtua1iziﬁg “toel, one whichayi11 aT1gw -

*

for a more opensendedness, for Ehange and fluidity over time, one that
’suggéstg averﬂaps and cnnnecticns between the grnups, and that a11aws :
us to see the whc1e range of possibi]1t1es more clearly. Sebestyen s

¥
sgheme is excessively mechanical, causing taa much jumping around from

box ta bc;f» (I must admit, though, that I am very drawn to such a
categorization as Sebestyen has done here, and I think this piece of
work deserves a wider audience and discussion tha it-ﬁas gotten iﬁ

th1s out-of- pr1nt pamphlet which enjoyed only Timited circu?ation in Br1-

ta1n. As Se estyen 50 r1ght1y says, "1F we understood the ...labels

better ... debate could become less sectar1an but still reach to the

. heart of the matter.’ ’?j N .
=
~
;
3 . )
= -r
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I11. Difference
I have come to believe that the best way of sorting out the
varieties of feminist theory (both European and American) is

through the concept of difference, i.e., what one finally makes

of the sex/gender difference. Everyone acknowledges some manner .

.of difference, but the important thing is how one chooses to

i )
- Sy imalen
answer the complex of question that are entitled: Yhat i% the
nature of difference, whete does it come from, can it be changed,
i

should it be changed? Is difference '"merely" biological, with

various social overlays that are the thing needing changing? Or
is difference both biological and Social? ‘What part can be
L 7 B . :

- ey T .
changed? - Should any part be changed?

¥ - : . )
~ The subject of difference has of course been a crucial one

i *

oo

historically in feminism, and most nineteenth and early

twentieth~century feminists dould be.appraiséd on the basis of b,

uhathef'they thought *  women should make much or little of ’ .

A

¥

' their sex.+Many thinkers seem to -vacillate on the question, so

v

‘that it is hard to discern the position (and the partiecilar writer

may not have coms to a conclusion'herself). 1In Virginia Woolf's

A Room of One's Own, for example, she speaks of women's writing,

W

b i L] =

female forms, female sentence structure, etc. ("It would be a

thousand pities if women wrote like men, or lived like men, or

looked like men, for if two sexes are quite inadequate, consider=
. ) , e
ing the vastness andf{variety of the world, howshould we manage

: _ L= . i—“. : = N
with one only? Ought not education to bring out and, fortify the ° ’

&F 5

e
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- differences rather than the similarities? (p. 91, A Room)." On

=

the other hand, Woolf seems to suggest that the ideal_is the andre-

P N
s . "o

gynous creative mind--''man-womanly," or '"woman-manly."

The nine-

teenth~century separates spheres advocates (like Catherine
O - 2 . N '
Beecher and Frances'Willard) could be called "maximizers." With

their stfcng views on whgt is right and prdpér for each sex, with
their iﬁsi%taﬁze that Ehé'femalaJspﬁere 'é honored and glorified-
they tend to maximizé the differences éepératingzmgn.aﬁd women. E?y
EDEEEESE, egalitatiéﬁs like John Sfuaré.ﬁill would minimize isexual
\ X
7 difference and opt fa; striking down barriers that keaﬁ half the
. : : .

L

/  human race from cdntributing to the public; sphere--for. the whele of

humanity is then deprived of the good that half could do (not, how-

ever, that

i ']?"

his "good" would be in any way different from the "good"

*

that the male half 6f humanity could do -

! A‘régéﬁ; issue of Ms. (December 1982) has two thearetizaL'

E}

articles, -and they show thésa!ﬁ5éf£uﬁdaméﬂtal positions quite clearly.

i,;Iﬁ her article "The Power to Name," Elizabeth Janeway asserts that

“our rights'" are "of grave significance to the rest of the human

=t " race,! and disagrees with those who would pglarizegaﬁd separate the

. . oy L Y 1 . :
identity of all into two distinct Sexes. Sherlsgzhus, a pure cdse

of the minimizer. These arguments come directly from the 19th-’ ‘

century egalitarian tradition—-from Wollstonecraft through the Seneca

- Falls Declaration, John Stuart Mill, and SusanvEééAn§hény‘5A ;la

Constitutional argument based on justice. The other article, " A Quantum

Leap in Feminist Theory" by Robin Morgan; falls into the other camp, that

ERIC
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. ' of ‘the maximizers--those who believe that the differénces batween

men and women are radical (i.e., at

suggesting to me the idea for the two groups I am using here, .the ‘

maximizers and the minimizers. .

If we can now gnvision a spectrum of attitudes foy each group,
_ £ ! B
5 : i . . .. ; ‘L :
on the basis of their position on sé /ggndér difference and the :
ultimate goal each advocates for society, we may be able to counteract

]

the static tendency of a grid system such as Sebestyen uses, be able to
include historical positions as well as contemporary. ones, and get

t

iy
w_

- away from the false dichotomy of sacialist feminist/radical. femini
: ! - R

that I see as no longer useful. Here, then, are the two continua 5&h;rlégde.

%mﬁthé question of wﬁét cajmaké of sex/gehder difference. The . '
minimizét%: those :pncaﬁned_taginfegrate. The maximizers: cthose
Eénéernéd to differentiate. I picture the% both on t%e same sheet as i
a way of getting at their similarifies as well as their obvious .
digféfEﬁéés: Eéhaw second transparercy, this,one with@ut any detaii
but the pél%E: Both continua move from the more conservative Eégthé ..
: more radical position, 1.2., -ffom that pési;ian which makes thééféW§s£ -
changes iﬁpthe status to the one in which the whole ;éziéty is 6
; .~ totally transformed by tﬁe éhgnge in women's status and c;nceégualigasién.
. iz I
P . . ) L.

ERIC
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The most conservative pasitilon here is that view of wo
offers a rationale for the present structure, and thz
a call for a future societry totfally transformed either

of making male and female physiologically no longer di

men wnich

most radical i
by the extrem
ffereﬁt(by the

—
[

the posigfion that
all white privileged males; we all have equal rights,”
amines its assumptions. It is the position of most of

st
the Western "liberal" tradition--Kant and Locke, the w

titution and the French Enlightenment.

w
4

American Con

buf never ex-

the writers of

riters of the

*

)

the granting of equal rights to women in all areas, working within and
= j -

the 19

o
e
a3

system. This

e
L]

found again in the Uni

Organization for Women, G
T i3

jiseéle Halimi and the French group Choisir,

13
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Dutch Man-Vrouw-Maatschappij (Men-Women-Society), and in Germany in

Alice Schwarzer and the magazine Emma.

revolution must come first), those who advocate wages for housework and
other solutions to equate domestic labor with productive labor, and

others who attempt to make new svntheses of feminist questions and

co-existing modes of production--"the industrial mode within which

capital exploits wage. labour and the family mode within which men ex-

. 14 o . . C . .
pleir women" armd Z1llah Eisewnstein with her grid pattern for under-

. - b
concert ° amd German  Wlrike Prokop:

standing sex and class in

of the

w

Many other positions would begin Qith a material analysi

oppression of women, so the socialist feminist pcsiti@ﬁ here should net

Especially in Europe, as I mentioned .

m

be taken as all-inclus

'

! i N . _
éarliEf} almost all feminists beglﬁ with a leftist socialist cla ‘

i

analysis of some sort, and then go on from there to WhaﬁEVEf position=-=

psvchoanalvtie, materialism, biological determinism, maternalist
matriarchist, or whatever. What unites all the Eeminists placed here. is
4
*

i4



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

5

human beings colers the analysis of the Rosalind
Coward, a British theorist, sums up the argument for the various

L

socialist feminist positiocns which tend te nminimize

"T%Dcialigt fzﬁlﬂlséj 15 an argument that insists th

by ide t are 'men' and 'women,' what de their relatienships

wr“‘
\u

Wv
‘ﬁ 3
\[Idw

de to each other, how do those

Wy

sharing of traditional gender characteristics, as way out of the present
situation. At the turn of rhe century, Charlotte Perkins Gilman. in boch
rland and Women and Economics, was: suggesting that the traditiomal
masculine (and valued) characteristics had been mistakenly monopolized by
(in the present dndrocentric phase of history) by both sexes
one SE%& while the*feminine®virtues néeded to be shared A in order

Both Nancy Chodorow's and Dorothy Dinnerstein’'s conclusions :Dﬁstitu:e

characteristics need not be eliminated. Chodorow 1s wvery clear that
zlthough she describes the gender phenomenon is merely a
g g : - : :

"Feminist theories and feminist inquiry

used on demonstrating

-t
ot
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to decipher because she takes so much space delineating the '"Otherness’

that is Woman, thus suggesting' that her positien is one of the

Bezauvoir; "one is not born, one rather becomes

ome the independent

she says in her conclusion, women may or may not have different

ideational worlds"”
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