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TRANSLATOR'S PREFACE

A serious, all-inclusive, and uninhibited work on woman by a
woman of wit and learning! What, I had often thought, could be
more desirable and yet less to be expected? When 1 was asked, some
three years ago, to read Mlle Simone de Beauvoir's Le Deuxiéme Seae,
then appearing in two successive volumes in France, and to offer my
opinion on the advisability of its publication in English, I was not long
in realizing that the unexpected had happened. My opinion, I need hardly
say, was favourable, for the work displayed unique qualities of style and
content which, I thought, would make it a classic in its often worked but
far from exhausted field. And when, a litzle later, I ventured to underrake
the arducus task of translation — not from any pretension to linguistic
scholarship but because I had long been concerned with certain scientific
and humanistic aspects of the subject (not to mention the subsidiary in-
ducements of wealth and fame) — the ensuing more intimate acquainfance
served to confirm and, indeed, to heighten my first impression of the
work.

Much, in truth, has been written on woman from more or less restricted
points of view, such as the physiological, the cynical, the religious, the
psychoanalytical, and the feministic — some of it written even by women;
but it has remained for Mlle de Beauvoir to produce a book on woman
and her historical and contemporary situation in Western culture, which
is at once scientifically accurate in matters of biology, comprehensive and
frank in its treatment of woman’s individual development and social rela-
tions, illuminated throughout by a wealth of literary and scientific citation,
and founded upon a broadly generous and consistent philosophy.
‘Feminine literature,” the author remarks, ‘is in our day animated less by
a wish to demand our rights than by an effort towards clarity and under-
standing.” Her work is certainly a good example of this tendency, and if,
in addition, it sometimes may provoke dissent and give rise to contro-
versy, so much the better. Mlle de Beauvoir is in general more concerned
to explain than to reform, but she does look forward to better things and,
portraying with approval the independent woman of today, in the end
gives persuasive expression to her vision of the future.

The author’s philosophy is, as I say, a broad one, drawn from the many
sources familiar to a former teacher of the subject; but, as she is at pains
to point out in her Introduction, her ‘perspective is that of existentialist
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TRANSLATOR'S PREFACE

ethics’: her philosophy is focused in the existentialism of Sartre.! In the
same passage, to which the reader is referred, she states in general how
certain existentialist concepts — which, it may be remarked, in themselves
command intellectual and ethical respect — apply to woman's situation,
and throughout the book she shows in multifarious detail that these basic
concepts serve to define problems and to suggest solutions. This is no
place to go more deeply into existentialism, and Mile de Beauvoir’s book
is, after all, on woman, not on philosophy; the reader who is indifferent
to existentialism or even in opposition to it will nevertheless gain pleasure
and profit in plenty. In any case the serious reader will find that the occa-
sionally recurring passages of existentialist thought and terminology will
tend to lose their strangeness, and their meaning will take shape in his
mind as his reading progresses. Whatever the fate of existentialism as a
philosophical and literary movement may be, the chief concepts used by
Mlle de Beauvoir in the present work and referred to above have general
validity, and therefore they could be — and doubtless most of them have
been — expressed more or less adequately in quite other terms.

Mile de Beauvoir is a Frenchwoman, and though by no means lacking
in first-hand acquaintance with the United States and other foreign coun-
tries, she naturally draws heavily upon French life and customs in her
detailed account of woman's past and contemporary situation. Her
account of female upbringing and education may strike English and
American readers as in some ways peculiar; but we do not have to look
very far into the past, or, indeed, very widely arcund us, to perceive
parallels in plenty for almost or quite all the conditions Mlle de Beauvoir
describes und deplores. Here as in France and elsewhere, despite changes
in educational technique and with comparatively few exceptions, the vast
majority of girls are still more or less explicitly directed towards predatory
coquetry and consequent masculine support in marriage or otherwise as
a prime aim in life, in contrast to boys, who are commonly schooled in
violence and initiative and urged towards a life of productive activity.
Thus the perceptive reader will constantly recognize the familiar in more
or less foreign guise, and this is because the author’s picture is funda-
mentally valid for our Atlantic civilization as a whole.

! The interested reader will do well 1o ignore the more or less sensational journalistic
accounts of the Parisian café ‘existentialists’ (lately repudiated quite unequivocally by Sartre)
and ¢onsult, say, the cxcellent, brief exposition of existentialism in its various forms available
in Marjorie Grene's Dreadful Freedom: A Critigue of Fxistentialism (University of Chicago
Press, 1940). Reference may alsc be mude to Sartre’s Existentialism (Philosophical Libracy,
1947), in which cerrain aspects of the philosophy are set forth, and, for readers of French, to

R. Campbell’s pamphlet Expliguer-moi I'existentialisme (published by Foucher in Paris), in
which the various schools are described and the existentialist terminology is explained.
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TRANSLATOR’S PREFACE

The central thesis of Mlle de Beauvoir’s bock is that since patriarchal
times women have in general been forced to occupy a secondary place in
the world in relation to men, a position comparable in many respects with
that of racial minorities in spite of the fact that women constitute numeri-
cally at least half of the human race, and further that this secondary stand-
ing is not imposed of necessity by natural ‘feminine’ characteristics but
rather by strong environmental forces of educational and social tradition
under the purposeful control of men. This, the author maintains, has
resulted in the general failure of women to take a place of human dignity
as free and independent existents, associated with men on a plane of intel-
lectral and professional equality, a condition that not only has limited
their achievement in many fields but also has given rise to pervasive social
evils and has had a particularly vitiating effect on the sexual relations be-
tween men and women. Genuine exceptions are doubtless becoming at
present more numerous than formerly, but the commonly cited facts that
many henpecked husbands exist, that many women exert a considerable
influence upon men in positions of authority, and that especially in the
United States a large proportion of wealth and property is held in women’s
names can easily be shown to uphold rather than to disprove the
author’s contentions, however serviceable such facts may be in jocose
and superficial assertions regarding woman’s dominance of American
life.

In the United States, to be sure, perhaps more frequently than in some
other countries, a good many women do succeed in attaining positions of
professional independence, and some of them nevertheless marry sooner
or later — and even have children — without lessening their competence
or disrupting their careers. But their paths are still beset with peculiar
difficulties of one kind or another. 1t is a scarcely noted fact, for example,
that such married women, especially in academic communities, often
become uncomfortably aware of the existence of a more or less subtly
expressed prejudice against them on the part not only of the non-profes-
sional and homebound wives of their male colleagues, but also — for
different though equally understandable reasons — on the part of their un-
married female colleagues. This prejudice is possibly to be attributed in
part to jealousy and more or less conscious resentment — “They are having
their cake and eating it, too!’ — but however that may be, it certainly
testifies to the strength and persistence of the traditional feeling that if a
woman has a home her place isin it. Similarly, successful business-women
are often conscious of the fact, noted by the author, that neither men nor
women commonly enjoy working under feminine direction, which again
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TRANSLATOR'S PREFACE

indicates the weight of tradition — in this case to the effect that the boss
should be a man.

The traditional belief that man should be the provider has remained
strong, especially in middle-class circles,.in spite of the fact that in the
United States, for example, some twenty millions of women — half of
them married and many with children — are gainfully employed outside
the home; and the social and psychological problems involved, many of
which are referred to in Mlle de Beauvoir’s pages, seem to occupy an in-
creasing place in the press, in radio programmes, in discussion groups, and
in other more or less efficient agencies of public enlightenment. The situa-
tion, with its attendant problems, is not new, since it originated in the
industrial revolution, the rise of the factory system, and the entrance of
women into business mostly on lower levels of employment; but it has
gained new interest and importance from, on the one hand, wartime
demands for woman’s participation in ever widening fields of activity,
and, on the other, a growing realization of the bearing of home atmosphere
upon the psychological development of children and their ultimate welfare
as adults. Yet in the still existing traditional situation all this extensive
employment of women has little to do with the author’s ideal of the inde-
pendent woman, for the vast majority of unmarried workers entertain the
hope — often encugh illusive — that marriage will release them from work
in which they have no real interest and which they regard as a temporary
burden, and the married ones gain no real independence through work
done only 1o supplement the perhaps temporarily inadequate earnings of
their ‘providers’.

1t is only the highly trained professional woman and the highly placed
woman in business — both genuine existents with a profound and per-
manent interest in their work and projects — who can artain under present
circumstances the position of independence and equality envisaged by
Mlle de Beauvoir as the one firm basis for ideal human relations between
men and women. To refer here to only one relevant matter of perennial
discussion, the question of whether women’s higher education should be
different from that of men in its greater emphasis on ‘domestic science’,
marriage problems, and the like, with consequent loss of rigour in pro-
fessional training, can have but one answer in the light of the author's
analysis.' She would approve the bold determination of the founders of
a number of American colleges for women 10 provide an education identi-
cal with that of men, and she would deplore any departure from that ideal,
It is just such differences in training, at whatever age level, that in the

1 See especiaily Part VII, chap. L.
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TRANSLATOR'S PREFACE

author’s view are 10 be held largely accountable for the weaknesses of
“femininity’. In any case, whatever study of marriage problems may seem
desirable in higher education is surely needed as much by men as by
women.

In Le Deuxiéme Sexe Mlle de Beauvoir, a practised writer, employs a
style which, while often in a sense informal, is for the most part precise
and sometimes elevated and poetic; and I have conceived it my duty as
translator to adhere faithfully to what she says and to maintain to the best
of my ability the atmosphere she creates. Thus my intention has been in
general to avoid all paraphrasing not required by language differences
and to provide a translation that is at once exact and — with slight excep-
tions — complete. At the publisher’s request I have, as editor, occasionally
added an explanatory word or two (especially in connection with existen-
tialist terminology) and provided a few additional footnotes and biblio-
graphic data which I thought might be to the reader’s interest; and T have
also done some cutting and condensation here and there with a view to
brevity, chiefly in reducing the extent of the author’s illustrative material,
especially in certain of her quotations from other writers. Practically all
such modifications have been made with the author’s express permission,
passage by passage.

H. M. PARSHLEY
Smith College
Northampton, Massachusetts

11






INTRODUCTION

For 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 quarrelling over feminism, and perhaps we
should say no more abourt 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 desirable that they should, what place they occupy in this
world, what their place should be. “What has become of women?' was
asked recently 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, connoisseuts
declare that they are not women, although they are equipped with a urerus
like the rest. All agree in recognizing the fact that females 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 danger; 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 femin-
inity. Is this atribute 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 vocabulary of the seers, and indeed in the times of $t. Thomas
it was considered an essence as certainly defined as the somniferous virtue
of the poppy. .

But conceptualism has lost ground. The biological and social sciences
no longer admit the existence of unchangeably fixed entities that determine
given characteristics, such as those ascribed to woman, the Jew, or the
Negro. Science regards any characteristic as a reaction dependent in part
upon a sétuation. If today femininity no longer exists, then it never existed.
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INTRODUCTION

But does the word woman, then, have no specific content? This is stoutly
affirmed by those who hold to the philosophy of the enlightenment, of
rationalism, of nominalism; women, to them, are merely the human beings
arbitrarily designated by the word woman. Many American women par-

ticularly are prepared to think that there is no longer any place for woman
as such; if a backward individual still takes herself for a woman, her friends
advise her 10 be psychoanalysed and thus get rid of this obsession. In
regard to a work, Modern Woman: The Lost Sex, which in other respects
has its irritating features, Dorothy Parker has written: ‘I cannot be just

to books which treat of woman as woman . . . My idea is that all of us,

men as well as women, should be regarded as human beings.” But nominal-
ism is a rather inadequate doctrine, and the anti-feminisis have had no

trouble in showing that women simply are not men. Surely woman is,

like man, a human being; but such a declaration is abstract. The fact is

that every concrete human being is always a singular, separate individual.

To decline 1o accept such notions as the eternal feminine, the black soul,

the Jewish character, is not to deny that Jews, Neproes, women exist

today — this denial does not represent a liberation for those concerned,

but rather a flight from reality. Some years ago a well-known woman

writer refused to permit her portrait to appear in a series of photographs

especially devoted to women writers; she wished to be counted among; the

men, But in order 10 gain this privilege she made use of her husband’s

influence! Women who assert that they are men lay claim none the less

to masculine consideration and respect. I recall also a young Trotskyite

standing on a platform at a boisterous meeting and getting ready to use

her fists, in spite of her evident fragility. She was denying her feminine

weakness; but it was for love of a militant male whose equal she wished

to be. The attitude of defiance of many American women proves that
they are haunted by a sense of their femininity. In truth, to go for a walk

with one’s eyes open is enough to demonstrate that humanity is divided

into two classes of individuals whose clothes, faces, bodies, smiles, gaits,
interests, and occupations are manifestly different. Perhaps these differ-
ences are superficial, perhaps they are destined to disappear. What is
certain is that they do most obviously exist.

If her functioning as u female is not enough to define woman, if we
decline also to explain her through ‘the eternal feminine’, and if neverthe-
less we admit, provisionally, that women do exist, then we must face the
question: what is a woman?

To state the question is, to me, to suggest, at once, a preliminary
answer. The fact that I ask it is in itself significant. A man would never

14



INTRODUCTION

set out to write a book on the peculiar situation of the human male. But
if I wish to define myself, I must first of all say: ‘I am a woman’; on this
truth must be based all further discussion. A man never begins by present-
ing himself as an individual of a certain sex; it goes without saying that
heis a man. The terms masculine and feminine are used symmetrically only
as a matter of form, as on legal papers. In acruality the relation of the two
sexes is not quite like that of rwo electrical poles, for man represents both
the positive and the neutral, as is indicated by the common use of mar to
designate human beings in general; whereas woman represents only the
negative, defined by limiting criterta, withourt reciprocity. In the midst
of an abstract discussion it is vexing to hear a man say: “You think thus
and so because you are a woman’; but I know that my only defence is to
reply: ‘I think thus and so because it is true,’ thereby removing my sub-
jective self from the argument. It would be out of the question to reply:
‘And you think the contrary because you are a man’, for it is understood
that the fact of being a man is no peculiarity. A man is in the right in
being a man; it is the woman who is in the wrong. It amounts to this:
just as for the ancients there was an absolute vertical with reference to
which the oblique was defined, so there is an absolute human type, the
masculine. Woman has ovaries, a uterus; these peculiarities imprison her
in her subjectivity, circumscribe her within the limits of her own nature.
It is often said that she thinks with her glands. Man superbly ignores the
fact that his anatomy also includes glands, such as the testicles, and that
they secrete hormones. He thinks of his body as a direct and normal con-
nection with the world, which he believes he apprehends objectively,
whereas he regards the body of woman as a hindrance, a prison, weighed
down by everything peculiar to it. “The female is a female by virtue of a
certain Jack 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 ‘incidental’ 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 as
relative to him; she is not regarded as an autonomous being. Michelet
writes: ‘“Woman, the relative being . . .> And Benda is most positive in
his Rappor: d’Uriel: *“The body of man makes sense in itself quite apart
from that of woman, whereas the latter seems wanting 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
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INTRODUCTION

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 incidental, the inessential as opposed to the essential. He is the
Subject, he is the Absolute — she is the Other.

The category of the Orher is as primordial as consciousness itself. In
the most primitive societies, in the most ancient mythologies, one finds
the expression of a duality — that of the Self and the Other. This duality
was not originally attached to the division of the sexes; it was not depen-
dent upon any empirical facts. It is revealed in such works 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 travellers 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 1o 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

t E. Lévinas expresses this idea most explicitly in his essay Temps et /" Autre. ‘Is there nota
case in which othemess, alterity [afrérird], unquestionably marks the nature of a being, as its
essence, an instance of otherness not consisting purely and simply in the opposition of two
species of the same genus? I think that the feminine represents the contrary in irs absolute
sense, this contrariness being in no wise affected by any relation berween it and its correlative
and thus remaining absolurely other. Sex is not a cerrain specific difference . . . no more is
the sexual difference a mcre contradiction . . . Nor does this difference lie in the duality of two
comnplementary terms, for two complementary terms imply a pre-existing whole . . . Other-
ness reaches its full flowering in the teminine, a term of the same rank as consciousness but of
opposite meaning.’

1 suppose that Lévinas does not forget that woman, too, is aware of Lier own consciousness,
or ego. But it is striking that he deliberately takes a2 man's point of view, disregarding the
reciprocity of subject and object. When he writes that woman is mystery, he implies that she
1s mystery for man. Thus his description, which is intended to be objective, is in fact an
assertion of masculine privilege.
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INTRODUCTION

much phenomena to be explained as fundamental and immediately given
data of social reality.”t These phenomena would be incomprehensible if
in fact human society were simply a Mitsein or fellowship based on
solidarity and friendliness. Things become clear, on the contrary, if,
following Hegel, we find in consciousness itself a fundamental hostility
towards 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 travelling abroad is shocked to find himself in turn regarded
as a ‘stranger’ by the natives of neighbouring 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, individuals and groups are forced
to realize the reciprocity of their relations. How is it, then, that this reci-
procity has not been recognized between the sexes, that one of the con-
trasting, terms is set up as the sole essential, denying any relativity in
regard to its correlative and defining the latter as pure otherness? Why
is it that women do not dispute male sovereignty? No subject will readily
volunteer to become the object, the inessential; it is not the Other who,
in defining himself as the Other, establishes 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 being the One, he must be submissive enough to
accept this alien point of view. Whence comes this submission in the
case of woman?

There are, to be sure, other cases in which a certain category has been
able to dominate another completely for a time. Very often this privilege
depends upon inequality of numbers — the majority imposes its rule upon
the minority or persecutes it. But women are not a minority, like the
American Negroes or the Jews; there are as many women as men on earth.
Again, the two groups concerned have often been originally independent;
they may have been formerly unaware of each other’s existence, or per-
haps they recognized each other’s autonomy. But a historical event has
resulted in the subjugation of the weaker by the stronger. The scattering
of the Jews, the introduction of slavery into America, the conquests of
imperialism are examples in point. In these cases the oppressed retained
at least the memory of former days; they possessed in common a past, a
tradition, sometimes a religion or a culture.

The parallel drawn by Bebel between women and the proletariat is valid

1 See C. L&vi-STRAUSS, Les Srructures élémentaires de la parenté,
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INTRODUCTION

in that neither ever formed a minority or a separate collective unit of man-
kind. And instead of a single historical event it is in both cases a historical
development that explzains their status as a class and accounts for the mem-
bership of particular individuals in that class. But proletarians have not
always existed, whereas there have always been women. They are women
in virtue of their anatomy and physiology. Throughout history they have
always been subordinated to men,' and hence their dependency is not the
result of a historical event or a social change — it was not something that
occurred. The reason why otherness in this case seems to be an absolute
is in part that it lacks the contingent or incidental nature of historical facts.
A condition brought about at a certain time can be abolished at some
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 herself 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’, und women use the same word
in referring to themselves. They do not authentically assume a subjective
attitude. The proletarians have accomplished the revolution in Russia,
the Negroes in Haiti, the Indo-Chinese are battling for it in Indo-China;
but the women’s eflort has never been anything more than a symbolic
agitation. They have gained only what men have been willing to grany;
they have taken nothing, they have only received.?

The reason for this is that women lack concrete means for organizing
themselves into a unit which can stand face to face with the correlative
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 feeling among the American Negroes, the ghetto Jews, the
workers of Saint-Denis, or the factory hands of Renault. They live dis-
persed among the males, artached through residence, housework, econo-
mic condition, and social standing to certain men — fathers or husbands —
more firmly than they are to other women. If they belong to the bour-
geoisie, 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

T With rare exceptions, perhaps, like certain matriarchal rulers, queens, and the like. — Th.
t See Part I, chap. v.
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INTRODUCTION

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 making humanity wholly Jewish or black; but
woman cannot even dream of exterminating the males. The bond that
unites her to her oppressors 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
together, and the cleavage of society along the line of sex is impossible.
Here is to be found the basic trait of woman: she is the Other in a totaliry
of which the two components are necessary to one another.

One could suppose that this reciprocity might have facilitated the libera-
tion 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 suggest that she might
have obtained a formidable influence over him through his love for his
offspring. In Lysistraia Aristophanes gaily depicts a band of women who
joined forces to gain social ends through the sexual 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 emancipated through man’s need —
sexual desire and the desire for offspring — which makes the male depen-
dent for satisfaction upon the female.

Master and slave, also, are united by a reciprocal need, in this case
economic, which does not liberate the slave. In the relation of master to
slave the master does not make a point of the need that he has for the
other; he 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. Even if the need
is at bottom equally urgent for botl, it always works in favour 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 dependant, if not his slave; the
two sexes have never shared the world in equality. And even today
woman is heavily handicapped, though her situation is beginning to
change. Almost nowhere is her legal status the same as man’s, and fre-
quently it is much to her disadvantage. Even when her rights are legally
recognized in the abstract, long-standing custom prevents their full ex-
pression in the mores. In the economic sphere men and women can almost
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Le said to make up two castes; other things being equal, the former hold
the better jobs, get higher wages, and have more opportunity for success
than their new competitors. In industry and politics men have a great
many more positions and they monopolize the most important posts. In
addition to all this, they enjoy a traditional prestige that the education of
children tends in every way to support, for the present enshrines the past
— and in the pastall 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 Qther, 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 prorection 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. Indeed, along with
the ethical urge of each individual to affirm his subjective existence, 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, expect her to manifest deep-seated
tendencies towards complicity. Thus, woman may fail to lay claim to the
status of subject because she lacks definite resources, because she feels the
necessary bond that ties her 10 man regardless of reciprocity, and because
she is often very well pleased with her role as the Orer.

But it will be asked at once: how did all this begin? It is easy to see that
the duality of the sexes, like any duality, gives rise to conflict. And doubt-
less the winner will assume the status of absclute. 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 belonged to the men and
that things have begun to change only recently? 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 she Other tends to cast suspicion upon all the
justifications that men have ever been able to provide for it. These have
all too evidently been dictated by men’s interest. A little-known feminist
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of the seventeenth century, Poulain de la Barre, put it this way: ‘All that
has been written about women by men should be suspect, for the men
are at once judge and party to the lawsuit.” Everywhere, 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 moming 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 supremacy into a right. ‘Being men, those who have made
and compiled the laws have favoured their own sex, and jurists have
elevated these laws into principles’, to quote Poulain de la Barre once more.

Legislators, priests, philosophers, writers, and scientists have striven to
show that the subordinate position of woman is willed in heaven and ad-
vantageous on earth. The religions invented by men reflect this wish for
domination. In the legends of Eve and Pandora men have raken up arms
against women. They have made use of philosophy and theoclogy, 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 indictments 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, often it is gramitous; but in truth it more
or less successfully conceals a desire for self-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 weakening of family ties seemed to threaten the interests of
male heirs. And in the effort to keep the married woman under guardian-
ship, appeal was made in the sixteenth century to the authority of St
Augustine, who declared that ‘woman is a creature neither decisive nor
constant’, at a time when the single woman was thought capable of
managing her property. Montaigne understood clearly how arbitrary and
unjust was woman'’s appointed lot: ‘“Women are not in the wrong when
they decline to accept the rules laid down for them, since the men make
these rules without consulting them. No wonder intrigue and strife
abound.” But he did not go so far as to champion their cause.

It was only later, in the eighteenth century, that genuinely democratic
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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 defence. But these philosophers displayed unusual
impartiality. In the nineteenth century the feminist quarrel became again
a quarrel of partisans. One of the consequences of the industrial revolu-
tion was the entrance of women into productive labour, 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 ag-
gressive. Although landed property lost power to some extent, the bour-
geoisie 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 endeavoured to restrain woman’s
liberation, because they began to see the women as dangerous competitors
— the more so hecause they were accustomed to work for lower wages.!

In proving woman’s inferiority, the anti-feminists 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 i5 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 be-
tween the situation of woman and that of the Negro. Both are being
emancipated today from a like paternalism, and the former master class
wishes to ‘keep them in their place’ — that is, the place chosen for them.
In both cases the former masters lavish more or less sincere eulogies,
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, irresponsible — the sub-
missive 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

I See Part I1, pp. 136-8.
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it, in substance, “The 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 infcrior, But the significance
of the verh 20 be must be rightly understood herc; it is in bad faith to give
it a static value when it really has the dynamic Hegelian sense of ‘to have
become’. Yes, women on the whole are 10day inferior 10 men; that is, their
situation affords them fewer possibilities. The question is: should that
state of affairs continue?

Many men hope that it will continue; nor 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 Hebdo-Latin: ‘Every
woman student who goes into medicine or law robs us of a job.” He never
questioned his rights in this world. And economic interests are not the
only ones concerned. One of the benefits that oppression confers upon
the oppressors is that the most humble among them is made to fee/
superior; thus, a ‘poor white’ in the South can console himself with the
thought that he is not a ‘dirty nigger’ — and the more prosperous whites
cleverly exploit this pride.

Similarly, the most mediocre of males feels himself 4 demigod as com-
pared with women. It was much easier for M. de Montherlant to think
himself a hero when he faced women (and women chosen for his purpose)
than when he was obliged to act the man among men — something many
women have done better than he, for that matter. And in September 1948,
in one of his articles in the Figaro lizzéraire, Claude Mauriac — whose great
originality is admired by all — could” write regarding woman: ‘#e listen
on a tone [si¢/] of polite indifference . . . to the most brilliant among them,
well knowing that her wit reflects more or less luminously ideas that come
from us.’ Evidently 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
reflects 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 interesting a
conversation reflecting Descartes, Marx, or Gide rather than himself.
What is really remarkable is that by using the questionable we he identifies
himself with St. Paul, Hegel, Lenin, and Nietzsche, and from the lofty
eminence of their grandeur looks down disdainfully upon the bevy of

1 Or at least he thought he could.
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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 indifference’.

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 towards women, more aggressive or scornful, than the
man who is anxious about his virilitv. Those who are not fear-ridden 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 benefits they derive from the myth, for
they realize what they would lose in relinquishing woman us 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 vasr 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 and
youth to be clothed in the same social dignity as the adult males. Later
on, the young man, desiring and loving, experiences the resistance, 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 therefore 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 henevolent 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.

* 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 myth might be more valued than any other. The real problem is
precisely to find out why woman should be defined with relation to man.,
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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 clamour for, while ar t4e
same time they will say that women can never be the equals of man and
that their demands are in vain. Itis, in point of fact, a difficult matter for
man to realize the extreme importance of social discriminations 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 reason to put much trust in the men
when they rush to the defence 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
rea} value. If the ‘woman question’ seems trivial, it is because masculine
arrogance has made of it a ‘quarrel’; and when quarreliing 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 succeeded 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 argument 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? S1ill, 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
each and thus is neither. It looks to me as if there are, after all, certain

1 The specific purpose of Book Two of this study is to describe this process.
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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 mysterious essence that compels men
and women to act in good or in bad faith, it is their situation that inclines
them more or less towards 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 recog-
nize 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 becoming a reality, and already some of us have never had to sense
in our femininity an inconvenience or an obstacle. Many problems appear
to us to be more pressing than those which concern us in particular, 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
because we have our roots in it, we grasp more immediately than do men
what it means to a human being to be feminine; and we are more con-
cerned with such knowledge. I have said that there are more pressing
problems, but this does not prevent us from seeing some importance in
asking how the fact of being women will affect our lives. What oppor-
tunities 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 women on women are in general animated in our day less
by a wish to demand our rights than by an effort towards 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 a
mind free from bias. The way in which questions are put, the points of
view assumed, presuppose a relativity of interest; all characteristics imply
values, and every objective description, so called, implies an ethical back-
ground. 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 woman, we note that one of the points
of view most frequently adopted is that of the public good, the general
interest; and one always means by this the benefit of society as one wishes
it to be maintained or established. For our part, we hold that the only
public good is that which assures the private good of the citizens; we shall
pass judgment on institutions according to their effectiveness in giving
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concrete opportunities to individuals. But we do not confuse the idea of
private interest 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-woman? It is
not too clear just what the word Aappy really means and still less what rrue
values it may mask. There is no possibility of measuring the happiness
of others, and it is always easy to describe as happy the situation in which
one wishes to place them.

In particular those who are condemned to stagnation are often pro-
nounced happy on the pretext that happiness consists in being at rest.
This notion we reject, for our perspective is that of existentialist ethics.
Every subject plays his part as such specifically through exploits or pro-
jects that serve as a mode of transcendence; he achieves liberty only
through a continual reaching out towards other liberties. There is no
justification for present existence other than its expansion into an inde-
finitely 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 con-
straint and contingence. This downfall represents a moral fault if the sub-
ject consents to it; if it is inflicted upon him, it spells frustration and
oppression. In both cases it is an absolute evil. Every individual con-
cerned to justify his existence feels that his existence involves an undefined
need to transcend himself, to engage in 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 overshadowed and for ever
transcended by another ego (conscience) which is essential and sovereign.
The drama of woman lies in this conflict between the fundamental
aspirations of every subject (ego) — who always regards the self as the
essential — and the compulsions of a situation in which she is the inessen-
tial. How can a human being in woman’s situation attain fulfilment?
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 are the fundamental
questions on which I would fain throw some light. This means that I am
interested in the fortunes 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
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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 viewed by biology, psychoanalysis, and historical
materialism. Next I shall try to show exactly how the concept of the
‘truly feminine’ has been fashioned — why woman has been defined as
the Other - and what have been the consequences from man’s point of
view. Then from woman’s point of view I shall describe the world in
which women must live; and thus we shall be able to envisage the difficul-
ties in their way as, endeavouring to make their escape from the sphere
hitherto assigned them, they aspire to full membership in the human race.
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INTRODUCTION TO BOOK TWO

THE women of today are in a fair way to dethrone the myth of
femininity; they are beginning to affirm their independence in con-
crete ways; but they do not easily succeed in living completely the
life of a human being. Reared by women within a feminine world, their
normal destiny is marriage, which still means practically subordination to
man; for masculine prestige is far from extinction, resting still upon solid
economic and social foundations. We must therefore study the rraditional
destiny of woman with some care. In Book Two I shall seek to describe
how woman undergoes her apprenticeship, how she experiences her posi-
tion, in what kind of universe she is confined, what modes of escape are
vouchsafed her, Then only — with so much understood -~ shall we be able
to comprehend the problems of women, the heirs of a burdensome past,
who are striving to build a new future. When I use the words woman or
feminine I obviously refer to no archetype, no changeless essence what-
ever; the reader must understand the phrase ‘in the present state of
education and custom’” after most of my statements. |t is not our concern
here 1o proclaim eternal verities, but rather to describe the common basis
that underlies every individual feminine existence.
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FACTS AND MYTHS






PART I

DESTINY

CHAPTER I
THE DATA OF BIOLOGY

oM A N? Verysimple, 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 somcone says of himn: ‘He is a male!’ The term
‘female’ js 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 is evidenily
because of the uneusy hostility stirred up in him by woman. Nevertheless
he wishes to find in biology a justification for this sentiment. The word
female brings up in his mind a saraband of imagery — a vasr, round ovum
engulfs and castrates the agile spermarozoon; 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 partners; the
bitch in heat runs through the alleys, trailing behind her a wake of
depraved cdours; the slie-monkey presents her posterior immodestly and
then steals away with hypocritical coyuetry; and the most superl wild
beasts — the tigress, the lioness, the panther — bed down slavishly under
the imperial embrace of the male. Females sluggish, eager, artful, stupid,
callous, lustful, ferocious, abased — man projects them all ar once upon
woman. And ihe fact is that she is a female. But if we are willing to stop
thinking in platitudes, 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 differentated
within a species for the function of reproduction; they can be defined only
correlatively. But first it must be noted that even the division of a species
into two sexes is not always clear-cur.
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In nature it is not universally manifested. To speak only of animals,
it is well known that among the microscopic one-celled forms — infusoria,
amoebae, sporozoans, and the like — multiplication is fundamentally
distinct from sexuality. Each cell divides and subdivides by itself. In
many-celled animals or metazoans reproduction may take place asexually,
either by schizogenesis - that is, by fission or cutting into two or more
parts which become new individuals — or by blastogenesis — that is, by
buds that separate and form new individuals. The phenomena of budding
observed in the fresh-water hydra and other coelenterates, in sponges,
worms, and tunicates, are well-known examples. In cases of partheno-
genesis the egg of the virgin female develops into an embryo without
fertilization by the male, which thus may play no role at all. In the honey-
bee copulation takes place, but the eggs may or may not be fertilized at the
time of laying. The unfertilized eggs undergo development and produce
the drones (males); in the aphids males are absent during a series of
generations in which the eggs are unfertilized and produce females.
Parthenogenesis has been induced artificially in the sea urchin, the star-
fish, the frog, und other species. Among the one-celled animals
(Protozoa), however, two cells may fuse, forming what is called a
zvgote; and in the honey-bee fertilization is necessary if the eggs
are to produce females. In the aphids both males and females appear
in the autumn, and the fertilized eggs rhen produced are adapted for
overwintering.

Certain biologists in the past concluded from these facts that even in
species capable of asexual propagation occasional fertilization is necessary
to renew the vigour of the race -~ to accomplish ‘rejuvenation’ — through
the mixing of hereditary material from two individuals. On this hy-
pothesis sexuality might well appear to be an indispensable 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 degeneration, a fact that is especially strik-
ing in the bacteria and Protozoa, More and more numerous and daring
experiments in parthenogenesis 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
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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 matter of
fact, egg and sperm — rwo highly differentiated types of reproductive
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
molluscs. In them reproduction may be accomplished through self-
fertilization or, more commonly, cross-fertilization. Here again certain
biologists have attempted 10 account for the existing state of affairs. Some
hold that the separation of the gonads (ovaries and testes) in 1wo distinct
individuals represents an evolutionary 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 one system or the other imply the most
debatable evolutionary theorizing. All that we can say for sure is that
these two modes of reproduction co-exist in nature, that they both suc-
ceed in accomplishing the survival of the species concerned, and that the
differentiation of the gametes, like that of the organisms producing them,
appears to be accidental. It would seem, then, that the division of a
species into male and female individuals is simply an irreducible fact of
observation.

In most philosoplies this fact has been taken for granted without pre-
tence 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 seeks to rejoin its cor-
responding half. Later the gods decreed that new human beings should
be created through the coupling of dissimilar halves. But it is only love
that this story is intended to explain; division into sexes is assumed at the
outset. Nor does Arisiotle explain this division, for if matter and form
must co-operate in all action, there is no necessity for the active and pas-
sive principles to be separated in two different categories of individuals.
Thus St. Thomas proclaims woman an ‘incidental’ being, which is a way
of suggesting — from the male point of view — the accidental or con-
tingent nature of sexuality. Hegel, however, would have been untrue to

}In modern evolutionary theory, however, the mixing of hereditary factors (genes)
brought about by sexual reproduction is considered highly important since it affords a con-
stant supply of new combinations for natural selection to act upon. And sexual differentiation
cften plays an important part in sexual reproduction. — Th.
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his passion for rationalism had he failed to attempr a logical explanation.
Sexuality in his view represents the medium through which the subject
attains a concrete sense of belonging to u particular kind (genre). ‘The
sense of kind is produced in the subject as an effect which offsets this dis-
proportionate sense of his individual reality, as a desire to find the sense of
himself in another individual of his species through union with this other,
to complete himself 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: “The process consists
in this, namely: that which they are in themselves, that is to say a single
kind, one and the same subjective life, they also establish it as such.” And
Hegel states later that for the uniting process to be accomplished, there
must first be sexual differentiation. But his exposition is not convincing;:
one feels in it all too distinctly the predetermination to find in every
operation the three terms of the syllogism,

The projection or transcendence of the individual towards the species,
in which both individual and species are fulfilled, could be accomplished
without the intervention of a third element in the simple relation of
progenitor to oftsprihg; that is to say, reproduction could be asexual. Or,
if there were to be two progenitors, they could be similar {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 necessity. Man gives significance to
the sexes and their relations through sexual activity, just as he gives sense
and value to all the functions thar he exercises; but sexual activity is not
necessarily implied in the nature of the human being. Merleau-Ponty
notes in the Phénoménologie 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 towards this world; but
nothing requires that this body have this or that particular structure.
Sartre discusses in L’ Erre et 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
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is conceivable; but none the less if death were not resident in human life,
the relation of man to the world and to himself would be profoundly
disarranged — so much so that the statement ‘Man is mortal’ would be
seen to have significance quite other than that of a mere fact of observa-
tion. Were he immortal, an existent would no longer be what we call a
man. One of the essential features 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
correlative of his individual limitation. Thus we can regard the pheno-
menon 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 characteristic
of existents to such an extent that it belongs in any realistic definition of
existence. But it nevertheless remains true that both a mind without a
body and an immortal man are strictly inconceivable, whereas we can
imagine a parthenogenetic or hermaphroditic society.

On the respecrive functions of the two sexes man has entertained a
great variety of beliefs. At first they had no scientific basis, simply reflect-
ing social myths. It was long thought — and it still is believed in certain
primitive matriarchal societies — that the father plays no part in concep-
tion. Ancestral spirits in the form of living germs are supposed to find
their way into the maternal body. With the advent of patriarchal institu-
tions, the male laid eager claim to his posterity. It was still necessary to
grant the mother a part in procreation, but it was conceded only that she
carried and nourished the living seed, created by the father alone. Aristotle
fancied that the fetus arose from the union of sperm and menstrual
blood, woman furnishing only passive matter while the male principle
contributed force, activity, movement, life. Hippocrates held to a similar
doctrine, recognizing two kinds of seed, the weak or female and the.
strong or male. The theory of Aristotle survived through the Middle
Ages and into modern times,

At the end of the seventeenth century Harvey killed female dogs
shortly after copulation and found in the horns of the uterus small sacs
that he thought were eggs but that were really embryos. The Danish
anatomist Steno gave the name of ovaries to the female genital glands,
previously called ‘feminine testicles’, and noted on their surface the small
swellings that von Graaf in 1677 erroneously identified with the eggs and
that are now called Graafian follicles. The ovary was still regarded as
homologous to the male gland. In the same year, however, the ‘spermatic
animalcules’ were discovered and it was proved that they penetrated into
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the uterus of the female; but it was supposed that they were simply
nourished therein and that the coming individual was preformed in them.
In 1694 a Dutchman, Hartsaker, drew a picrure of the ‘homunculus’
hidden in the spermatozoon, and in 1699, another scientist said that he had
seen the spermatozoon cast off a kind of moult under which appeared a
little man, which he also drew. Under these imaginative hypotheses,
woman was restricted to the nourishment of an active, living principle
already preformed in perfection. These notions were not universally
accepted, and they were argued into the nineteenth century. The use of
the microscope enabled von Baer in 1827 to discover the mammalian egg,
contained inside the Graafian follicle. Before long it was possible to study
the cleavage of the egg — that is, the early stage of development through
cell division —and in 1835 sarcode, later called protoplasm, was dis-
covered and the true nature of the cell began to be realized. In 1879 the
penetration of the spermatozoon into the starfish egg was observed, and
thereupon the equivalence of tlie nuclei of the two gametes, egg and
sperm, was established. The details of their union within the fertilized
egg were first worked out in 1883 by a Belgian zoologist, van Beneden.

Aristotle’s ideas were not wholly discredited, however. Hegel held
that the two sexes were of necessity different, the one active and the other
passive, and of course the female would be the passive one. “Thus man,
in consequence of that differentiation, is the active principle while woman
is the passive principle because she remains undeveloped in her unity.”
And even after the egg had been recognized as an active principle, men
still tried to make a point of its quiescence as contrasted with the lively
movements of the sperm. Today one notes an opposite tendency on the
part of some scientists. The discoveries made in the course of experi-
ments on parthenogenesis have led them to reduce the function of the
sperm to that of a simple physicochemical reagent. It has been shown
that in certain species the stimulus of an acid or even of a needle-prick
is enough to initiate the cleavage of the egg and the development of the
embryo. On this basis it has been boldly suggested that the male gamete
{sperm) is not necessary for reproduction, that it acts at most as a fer-
ment; further, that perhaps in time the co-operation of the male will be-
come unnecessary in procreation — the answer, it would seem, to many a
woman’s prayer. But there is no warrant for so bold an expectation, for
nothing warrants us in universalizing specific life processes. The pheno-
mena of asexual propagation and of parthenogenesis appear to be neither
more nor less fundamental than those of sexual reproduction. I have said

! Heger, Philosophy of Nature.
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that the latter has no claim a priori to be considered basic; but neither does
any fact indicate that it is reducible to any more fundamental mechanism,

Thus, admitting no a priori doctrine, no dubious theory, we are con-
fronted by a fact for which we can offer no basis in the nature of things
nor any explanation through observed data, and the significance of which
we cannot comprehend a priori. We can hope to grasp the significance of
sexuality only by studying it in its concrete manifestations; and then
perhaps the meaning of the word female will stand revealed.

I do not intend 10 offer here a philosophy of life; and T do not care to
take sides prematurely in the dispute between the mechanistic and the
purposive or teleological philosophies. It is to be noted, however, that
all physiologists and biologists use more or less finalistic language, if only
because they ascribe meaning to vital phenomena. 1 shall adopt their
terminology. Without taking any stand on the relation between life and
consciousness, we can assert that every biological fact implies transcend-
ence, that every function involves a project, something to be done. Let
my words be taken to imply no more than that.

In the vast majority of species male and female individuals co-operate
in reproduction. They are defined primarily as male and female by the
gametes which they produce -- sperms and eggs respectively. In some
lower plants and animals the cells that fuse to form the zygote are identi-
cal; and these cases of isogamy are significant because they illustrate the
basic equivalence of the gametes.' In general the gametes are differen-
tiated, and yet their equivalence remains a striking fact. Sperms and eggs
develop from similar primordial germ cells in the two sexes. The develop-
ment of oocytes from the primordial cells in the female differs from that of
spermatocytes in the male chiefly in regard to the protoplasm, but the
nuclear phenomena are clearly the same. The biologist Ancel suggested
in 1903 that the primordial germ cell is indifferent and undergoes develop-
ment into sperm or egg depending upon which type of gonad, testis or
ovary, contains it. However this may be, the primordial germ cells of
each sex contain the same number of chromosomes (that characteristic of
the species concerned), which number is reduced to one half by closely
analogous processes in male and female. At the end of these develop-

! Isogamous gametes are identical in appearance, but in some cases (certain fungi and
protozoans) experiment has shown conclusively that invisible physiological differences exist,
for two §ametes will not fuse unless they come from different strains of the species, Here may
be traced a sexual differentiation more fundamental than that of egg and sperm or male and
female organism. As the author says, the gametes are equivalent; but it may well be that they
are never absolutely identical, as the term isogamy implies. — Tr.
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mental processes (called spermatogenesis in the male and oogenests in the
female) the gametes appear fully matured as sperms and eggs, differing
enormously in some respects, as noted below, but being alike in that each
contains a single set of equivalent chromosomes.

Today it is well known that the sex of offspring is determined by the
chromosome constitution established at the time of fertilization. Accord-
ing to the species concerned, it is either the male gamete or the female
gamete that accomplishes this result. In the mammals it is the sperm, of
which two kinds are produced in equal numbers, one kind containing an
X-chromosome (as do all the eggs), the other kind containing a Y-
chromosome (not found in the eggs). Aside from the X- and Y-chromo-
somes, egg and sperm conrain an equivalent set of these bodies. It is
obvious that when sperm and egg unite in fertilization, the fertilized egg
will contain two full sets of chromosomes, making up the number
charactreristic of the species — 48 in man, for example. If fertilization is
accomplished by an X-bearing sperm, the fertilized egg will contain two
X-chromosomes and will develop into a female (XX). If the Y-bearing
sperm fertilizes the cgg, only one X-chromosome will be present and the
sex will be male (XY). In birds and butterflies the situation is reversed,
though the principle remains the same; it is the eggs that contain either
X or Y and hence determine the sex of the offspring. In the matter of
heredity, the laws of Mendel show that the father and the mother play
equal parts. The chromosomes contain the factors of heredity (genes),
and they are conveyed equally in egg and sperm.

What we should note in particular at this point is that neither gamete
can be regarded as superior to the other; when they unite, both lose their
individuality in the fertilized egg. There are two common suppositions
which — at least on this basic biological level — are clearly false. The first
— that of the passivity of the female — is disproved by the fact that new
life springs from the union of the two gametes; the living spark is not the
exclusive property of either. The nucleus of the egg is a centre of vital
activity exactly symmetrical with the nucleus of the sperm. The second
false supposition coniradicts the first — which does not seem to prevent
their coexistence. It is to the effect that the permanence of the species is
assured by the female, the male principle being of an explosive and transi-
tory nature. As a matter of fact, the embryo carries on the germ plasm of
the father as well as that of the mother and transmits them together to its
descendants under now male, now female form. It is, so to speak, an
androgynous germ plasm, which outlives the male or female individuals
that are its incarnations, whenever they produce offspring.
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This said, we can turn our attention to secondary differences between
egg and sperm, which are of the greatest interest. Tlhie essential peculiarity
of the egg is that it is provided with meuns for nourishing and protecting
the embryo; it stores up reserve material from which the fetus will build
its tissues, material that is not living substance but inert yolk. In con-
sequence the egy is of massive, commonly spherical form and relatively
large. The size of birds’ eggs is well known; in woman the cgp, is almost
microscopic, about equal in size to a printed period (diameter .132-.135
mm.), but the human sperm is far smaller (.04-.06 mm. in length), sc small
that a cubic millimetre would hold 60,000. The sperm has a threadlike
tail and a small, flattened oval head, which contains the chromosomes. No
inert substance weighs it down; it is wholly alive. In its whole structure it
is adapted for mobility. Whereas the egg, big with the future of the
embryo, is stationary; enclosed within the female body or floating ex-
ternally in water, it passively awaits fertilization. It is the male gamete
that seeks it out. The sperm is always a naked cell; the egg may or may
not be protected with shell and membranes according 10 the species; but
in any case, when the sperm makes contact with the egg, it presses against
it, sometimes shakes it, and bores into it. The tail is dropped and the head
enlarges, forming the male nucleus, which now moves towards the egg
nucleus. Meanwhile the egg quickly forms a membrane, which prevents
the entrance of other sperms. In the starfish and other echinoderms, where
fertilization takes place externally, it is easy to observe the onslaught of
the sperms, which surround the egg like an aureole. The competition
involved is an important phenomenon, and it occurs in most species.
Being much smaller than the egg, the sperm is generally produced in far
greater numbers (more than 200,000,000 to 1 in the human species), and
so each egg has numerous suitors.

Thus the egg — active in its essential feature, the nucleus — is super-
ficially passive; its compact mass, sealed up within itself, evokes nocturnal
darkness and inward repose. It was the form of the sphere that to the
ancients represented the circumscribed world, the impenetrable atom.
Motionless, the egg waits; in contrast the sperm — free, slender, agile —
typifies the impatience and the restlessness of existence. But allegory
should not be pushed too far. The ovule has sometimes been likened to
immanence, the sperm to transcendence, and it has been said that the
sperm penetrates the female element only in losing its transcendence, its
motility; it is seized and castrated by the inert mass that engulfs it after
depriving it of its tail. This is magical action — disquieting, as is all
passive action — whereas the activity of the male gamete is rational; it is
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movement measurable in terms of time and space. The truth is that these
notions are hardly more than vagaries of the mind. Male and female
gametes fuse in the fertilized egg; they are both suppressed in becoming a
new whole. It is false to say that the egg greedily swallows the sperm, and
equally so to say that the sperm victoriously commandeers the female
cell’s reserves, since in the act of fusion the individuality of both is lost.
No doubt movement seems to the mechanistic mind to be an eminently
rational phenomenon, but it is an idea no clearer for modern physics than
action at a distance. Besides, we do not know in detail the physico-
chemical reactions that lead up to gametic union. We can derive a valid
suggestion, however, from this comparison of the gametes. There are two
interrelated dynamic aspects of life: it can be maintained only through
transcending itself, and it can transcend itself only on condition that it is
maintained, These two factors always operate together and it is unrealis-
tic to try to separate them, yet now it is one and now the other that
dominates. The two gametes at once transcend and perpetuate them-
selves when they unite; but in its structure the egg anticipates future
needs, it is so constituted as to nourish the life that will wake within it.
The sperm, on the contrary, is in no way equipped to provide for the
development of the embryo it awakens. On the other hand, the egg can-
not provide the change of environment that will stimulate a new outburst
of life, whereas the sperm can and does travel. Without the foresight of
the egg, the sperm’s arrival would be in vain; but without the initiative of
the latter, the egg would not fulfit its living potentialities.

We may conclude, then, that the two gametes play a fundamentally
identical role; together they create a living being in which both of them
are at once lost and transcended. But in the secondary and superficial
phenomena upon which fertilization depends, it is the male element which
provides the stimuli needed for evoking new life and it is the female
element that enables this new life to be lodged in a stable organism.

It would be foolhardy indeed to deduce from such evidence that
woman’s place is in the home — but there are foolhardy men. In his book
Le Tempérament et fe charactére, Alfred Fouillée underrakes to found his
definition of woman in toto upon the egg and that of man upon the
spermatozoon; and a number of supposedly profound theories rest upon
this play of doubtful analogies. It is a question to what philosophy of
nature these dubious ideas pertain; not to the laws of heredity, certainly,
for, according to these laws, men and women alike develop from an egg
and a sperm. I can only suppose that in such misty minds there still float
shreds of the old philosophy of the Middle Ages which taught that the
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cosmos is an exact reflection of a microcosm — the egg is imagined to be
a little female, the woman a giant egg. These musings, generally aban-
doned since the days of alchemy, make a bizarre contrast with the scientific
precision of the data upon which they are now based, for modern biology
conforms with difficulty to medieval symbolism. But our theorizers do
not lock too closely into the matter. In all honesty it must be admitted
that in any case it is a long way from the egg to woman. In the unfertilized
egg not even the concept of femaleness is as yet established. As Hegel
justly remarks, the sexual relation cannot be referred back to the relation
of the gametes. It is our duty, then, to study the female organism as a
whole.

It has already been pointed out that in many plants and in soine animals
(such as snails) the presence of two kinds of gametes does not require two
kinds of individuals, since every individual produces both eggs and
sperms. Even when the sexes are separate, they are not distinguished in
any such fashion as are different species. Males and females appear rather
to be variations on a common groundwork, much as the two gametes are
differentiated from similar original tissue. In certain animals (for example,
the marine worm Honellia) the larva is asexual, the adult becoming male
or female according to the circumstances under which it has developed.
But as noted above (page 40), sex is determined in most species by ihe
genotypic constitution of the fertilized egg. In bees the unfertilized eggs
laid by the queen produce males exclusively; in aphids parthenogenetic
eggs usually produce females. But in most animals all eggs that develop
have been fertilized, and it is notable that the sexes are produced in ap-
proximately equal numbers through the mechanism of chromosomal
sex-determination, already explained.

In the embryonic development of both sexes the tissue from which the
gonads will be formed is at first indifferent; at a certain stage either testes
or ovaries become established; and similarly in the development of the
other sex organs there is an early indifferent period when the sex of the
embryo cannot be told from an examination of these parts, from which,
later on, the definitive male or female structures arise. All this helps to
explain the existence of conditions intermediate between hermaphroditism
and gonochorism (sexes separate). Very often one sex possesses certain
organs characteristic of the other; a case in point is the toad, in which tlere
is in the male a rudimentary ovary called Bidder’s organ, capable of pro-
ducing eggs under experimental conditions. Among the mammals there
are indications of this sexual bipotentiality, such as the uterus mascilinus
and the rudimentary mammary glands in the male, and in the female

43



THE SECOND SEX

Girtner’s canal and the clitoris. Even in those species exhibiting a high
degree of sexual differentiation individuals combining both male and
female characteristics may occur. Many cases of intersexuality are known
in both animals and man; and among insects and crustaceans one occa-
sionally finds examples of gynandromorphism, in which male and female
areas of the body are mingled in a kind of mosaic.

The fact is that the individual, though its genotypic sex is fixed at
fertilization, can be profoundly affected by the environment in which it
develops. In the ants, bees, and termites the larval nutrition determines
whether the genotypic female individual will become a fully developed
female (‘queen’) or a sexually returded worker. In these cases the whole
organism is affected; but the gonads do not play a part in establishing the
sexual differences of the body, or soma. In the vertebrates, however, the
hormones secreted by the gonads are the essential regulators. Numerous
experiments show that by varying the hormonal (endocrine) situation,
sex can be profoundly affected. Grafting and castration experiments on
adult animals and man have contributed to the modern theory of sexuality,
according to which the soma is in a way identical in male and female verte-
brates. It may be regarded as a kind of neutral element upon which ihe
influence of the gonad imposes the sexual characteristics.” Some of the
hormones secreted by the gonad act as stimulators, others as inhibitors.
Even the genital tract itself is somatic, and embryological investigations
show that it develops in the male or female direction from an indifferent
and in some respects hermaphroditic condition under the hormonal influ-
ence. Intersexuality may result when the hormones are abnormal and
hence neither one of the two sexual potentialities is exclusively realized.

Numerically equal in the species and developed similarly from like
beginnings, the fully formed male and female are basically equivalent.
Both have reproductive glands — ovaries or testes — in which the gametes
are produced by strictly corresponding processes, as we have seen. These
glands discharge their products through ducts that are more or less com-
plex according to sex; in the female the egg may pass directly to the out-
side through the oviduct, or it may be retained for a time in the cloaca or
the uterus before expulsion; in the male the semen may be deposited out-
side, or there may be a copulatory organ through which it is introduced
into the body of the female. In these respects, then, male and female

1 In connection with this view, it must be remembered that in man and many animals the
soma is not strictly neutral, since all its cells are genotypically either male (XY) or female
(XX). This is why the young individual normally produces either the male or the female

hormonal environment, leading normally to the development of either male or female
characteristics. — TR.
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appear to stand in a symmetrical relation to each other. To reveal their
peculiar, specific qualities it will be necessary to study them from the
functional point of view.

It is extremely difficult to give a generally valid definition of the female.
To define her as the bearer of the eggs and the male as bearer of the sperms
is far from sufficient, since the relation of the organism to the gonads is,
as we have seen, quite variable. On the other hand, the differences be-
tween the gametes have no direct effect upon the organism as a whole; it
has sometimes been argued that the eggs, being large, consume more vital
energy than do the sperms, but the Jatter are produced in such infinitely
greater numbers that the expenditure of energy must be about equal in
the two sexes. Some have wished to see in spermatogenesis an example of
prodigality and in oogenesis a model of economy, but there is an absurd
liberality in the latter, too, for the vast majority of eggs are never fer-
rilized.* In no way do gametes and ponads represent in microcosm the
organism as a whole. It is to this — the whole organism — that we must
now direct our attention.

One of the most remarkable features to be noted as we survey the scale
of animal life is that as we go up, individuality is seen to be more and more
fully developed. At the bottom, life is concerned only in the survival of
the species as a whole; at the top, life seeks expression through particular
individuals, while accomplishing also the survival of the group. In some
lower species the organism may be almost entirely reduced to the repro-
ductive apparatus; in this case the egg, and hence the female, is supreme,
since the egg is especially dedicated to the mere propagation of life; but
here the female is hardly more than an abdomen, and her existence is
entirely used up in a monstrous travait of ovulation. In comparison with
the male, she reaches giant proportions; but her appendages are often tiny,
her body a shapeless sac, her organs degenerated in favour of the eggs.
Indeed, such males and females, although they are distinct organisms, can
hardly be regarded as individuals, for they form a kind of unity made up
of inseparable elements. Ina way they are intermediate between hermaph-
roditism and gonochorism.

Thus in certain Crustacea, parasitic on the crab, the female is a mere
sac enclosing millions of eggs, among which are found the minute males,
both larval and adult. In Edriolydnus the dwarf male is still more de-
generate; it lives under the shell of the female and has no digestive tract
of its own, being purely reproductive in function. But in all such cases

1 For example, a woman produces about 400 eggs and at most 25 or 3o children; in animals
the disproportion is often much greater, — Th.
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the female is no less restricted than the male; it is enslaved to the species.
If the male is bound to the female, the latter is no less bound down, either
to a living organism on which it exists as a parasite or to some substratum;
and its substance is consumed in producing the eggs which the tiny male
fertilizes.

Among somewhat higher animals an individual autonomy begins to
be manifested and the bond that joins the sexes weakens; but in the insects
they both remain strictly subordinated to the eggs. Frequently, as in the
mayflies, male and female die immediately after copulation and egg-laying.
In some rotifers the male lacks a digestive tract and dies after fecundation;
the female is able to eat and survives long enough at least to develop and
lay the eggs. The morher dies after the appearance of the next generation
is assured. The privileged position held by the females in many insects
comes from the fact that the production and sometimes the care of the
eggs demand a long effort, whereas fecundation s for the most part
quickly accomplished. ‘

In the termites the enormous queen, crammed with nourishment and
laying as many as 4000 eggs per day until she becomes sterite and is piri-
lessly killed, is no less a slave than the comparatively tiny male who attends
her and provides frequent fecundations. In the matriarchal ants’ nests and
beehives the males are economically useless and are killed off at times.
At the season of the nuptial flight in ants, all the males emerge with females
from the nest; those thar succeed in mating with females die at once, ex-
hausted; the rest are not permitted by rthe workers to re-enter the nest,
and die of hunger or are killed. The fertilized female has a gloomy fate;
she buries herself alone in the ground and often dies while laying her first
eggs, or if she succeeds in founding a colony she remains shut in and may
live for ten or twelve years constantly producing more eggs. The workers,
females with arrophied sexuality, may live for several years, bur their life
is largely devoted to raising the larvae. It is much the same with bees;
the drone that succeeds in mating with the queen during the nuptial flight
falls to earth disembowelled; the other drones return to the hive, where
they live a lazy life and are in the way until at the approach of winter they
are killed off by the workers. But the workers purchase their right to live
by incessant toil; as in the ants they are undeveloped females. The queen
is in truth enslaved to the hive, laying eggs continually. If she dies, the
workers give several larvae special food so as to provide for the succession;
the first to emerge kills the rest in their cells.

In certain spiders the female carries the eggs about with her in a silken
case until they hatch. She is much larger and stronger than the male and
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may kill and devour him after copulation, as does an insect, the praying
mantis, around which has crystallized the myth of devouring femininity —
the egg castrates the sperm, the mantis murders her spouse, these acts
foreshadowing a feminine dream of castration. The mantis, however,
shows her cruelty especially in captivity; and under natural conditions,
when she is free in the midst of abundant food, she rarely dines on the
male. If she does eat him, it is to enable her to produce her eggrs and thus
perpetuate the race, just as the solitary fertitized ant often eats some of her
own eggs under the same necessity. It is going far afield to see in these
facts a proclamation of the “battle of the sexes’” which sets ihdividuals, as
such, one against another. It cannot simply be suid that in ants, bees,
termites, spiders, or mantises the female enslaves and sometimes devours
the male, for it is the species that in different ways consumes them both.
The female lives longer and seems to be more important than the
male; but she has no independence — egg-laying and the care of eggs
and larvae are her destiny, other functions being arrophied wholly or
in part.

In the male, on the contrary, an individual existence begins to be mani-
fested. In impregnaton he very often shows more initative than the
female, seeking her out, making the approach, palpating, seizing, and
forcing connection upon her. Sometimes he has to battle for her with
other males. Accordingly the organs of locomotien, touch, and prehen-
sion are frequently more highly evolved in the male. Many female moths
are wingless, while the males have wings; and often the males of insects
have more highly developed colours, wing-covers, legs, and pincers. And
sometimes to this endowment is added a seeming luxury of brilliant
coloration. Beyond the brief moment of copulation the life of the male
is useless and irresponsible; compared with the industriousness of the
workers, the idleness of the drones seems a remarkable privilege. But
this privilege is a social disgrace, and often the male pays with his life for
his futility and partial independence. The species, which holds the female
in slavery, punishes the male for his gesture towards escape; it liquidates
him with brutal force.

In higher forms of life, reproduction becomes the creation of discrete
organisms; it takes on adouble role: maintenance of the species and creation
of new individuals. This innovating aspect becomes the more unmistak-
able as the singularity of the individual becomes pronounced. Itis striking
then that these two essential elements — perpetuation and creation — are
separately apportioned to the two sexes. This separation, already indi-
cated at the moment when the egg is fertilized, is to be discerned in the
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whole generative process. It is not the essential nature of the egg that
requires this separation, for in higher forms of life the female has, like the
male, attained a certain autonomy and her bondage to the egg has been
relaxed. The female fish, batrachian, or bird is far from being a mere
abdomen. The less strictly the mother is bound to the egg, the less does
the fabour of reproduction represent an absorbing task and the more un-
certainty there is in the relations of the two parents with their offspring,.
It can even happen thart the father will take charge of the newly hatched
young, as in various fishes,

Water is an element in which the eggs and sperms can float about and
unite, and fecundation in the aquatic environment is almost always ex-
ternal. Most fish do not copulate, at most stimulating one another by
contact. The mother discharges the eggs, the father the sperm — their
role is identical. There is no reason why the mother, any more than the
father, should feel responsibility for the eggs. In some species the eggs
are abandoned by the parents and develop withour assistance; sometimes a
nest is prepared by the motlier and sometimes she watches over the eggs
after they have been fertilized. But very often it is the father who takes
charge of them. As soon as he has fertilized them, he drives away the
female to prevent her from eating them, and he protects them savagely
apainst any intruder. Certain males have been described as making a kind
of protective nest by blowing bubbles of air enclosed in an insulating sub-
stance; and in many cases they protect the developing eggs in their mouths
or, as in the seahorse, in abdominal folds.

In the batrachians (frogs and toads) similar phenomena are to be seen.
True copulation is unknown to them; they practise amplexus, the male
embracing the female and thus stimulating her to lay her eggs. As the
eggsare discharged, the sperms are deposited upon them. In the obstetrical
toad the male wraps the strings of eggs about his hind legs and protects
them, taking them into the water when the young are about to hatch as
tadpoles.

In birds the egg is formed rather slowly inside the female; it is relatively
large and is laid with some difficulty. It is much more closely associated
with the mother than with the father, who has simply fertilized it in a brief
copulation. Usually the mother sits on the eggs and takes care of the
newly harched young; but often the father helps in nest-building and in
the protection and feeding of the young birds. In rare cases — for example,
among the sparrows — the male does the incubating and rearing. Male
and female pigeons secrete in the crop a milky fluid with which they both
feed the fledglings. It is remarkable that in these cases where the male
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takes part in nourishing the young, there is no production of sperms
during the time devoted to them — while occupied in maintaining life
the male has no urge to beget new living beings.

In the mammals life assumes the most complex forms, and individualiza-
tion is most advanced and specific. There the division of the two vital
components — maintenance and creation — is realized definitively in the
separation of the sexes. It is in this group that the mother sustains the
closest relations — among vertebrates — with her offspring, and the father
shows less interest in them. The female organism is wholly adapted for
and subservient to maternity, while sexual initiative is the prerogative of
the male.

The female is the victim of the species. During certain periods in the
year, fixed in each species, her whole life is under