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    Foreword


    
      Sex and Class in Women's History is the first volume of essays in women's
      history to be published in the History Workshop Series. The essays all initially appeared in Feminist Studies, an American journal too little known and read in Britain, despite the fact that
      it has published many seminal articles on British and European, as well as American, women's history. This
      volume therefore is doubly welcome to the series both in its own right, as a collection of important (and, in
      some cases, already very influential) essays, and as a way of emphasizing the Anglo-American connection within
      feminist historical scholarship.
    


    
      Recent years have seen a virtual explosion in the research and writing of feminist history, particularly in
      Western Europe, North America and Australia, although it has been by no means confined to these regions. This
      quantitative development has been accompanied by such important qualitative changes — in the types of questions
      asked, the methodologies employed, the scope and sophistication of analytical approaches adopted — that feminist
      history has now clearly moved on to the frontiers of progressive historical writing. This volume reflects those
      developments. Indeed many of the articles in it were born as contributions to a major international conference in
      women's history, at which the theoretical and political agendas of feminist historians were discussed with a
      vigour and urgency possible only where scholarship is infused with social aims. Both the vigour and the urgency
      remain audible in the essays collected in this book, essays which set the tone for the many more volumes of
      feminist history which we anticipate publishing in the History Workshop Series.
    


    
      Barbara Taylor (History Workshop Journal)
    

  


  
    Editors'
    Introduction


    
      JUDITH L. NEWTON, MARY P. RYAN AND JUDITH R. WALKOWITZ
    


    
      This volume collects under one cover a series of essays on women's history which were originally published in
      the journal Feminist Studies.1 Focusing for the most part on women in nineteenth-century Britain and America and
      including work by contemporary scholars in both countries, this collection takes its place in a long history of
      Anglo-American debate. It was in the 1600s, after all, that Anne Hutchinson migrated from Britain to New England
      full of the dissenting religious ideas which inspired women on both sides of the Atlantic. In the next century,
      Mary Wollstonecraft's Vindication of the Rights of Woman was printed, debated,
      celebrated and ridiculed in the United States as well as in England. It was a journey to London by Elizabeth Cady
      Stanton and Lucretia Mott, for the World Anti-Slavery Convention of 1840, which reputedly kindled the idea of
      calling the first women's rights convention, held eight years later in Seneca Falls, New York. And from that
      point forward there was a heavy traffic of feminists between English and American ports.
    


    
      This heritage of connection, which continues today in the shape of international conferences, publications and
      debates, invites us to consider our similarities and to confront our differences. As British and American
      scholars we share more than a commitment to the study of women's history. We share several ideological
      positions characteristic of the second wave of feminism in the West. We tend to agree that the task of
      women's history is more than to commandeer a few female public figures to be given positions of honor in the
      historical record. Instead, we employ gender as a category of historical analysis, and in so doing, we try to
      determine and to understand the systematic ways in which sex differences have cut through society and culture and
      in the process have conferred inequality upon women. After half a decade of research, moreover, we have moved
      beyond a one dimensional emphasis upon the oppression and victimization of women and have also come to recognize
      and explore the lines along which women have shaped their own history and that of men.2
    


    
      Within this framework of agreement, however, there have been important differences between English and Americans
      - marked disparities in the themes we have favored, the concepts we have employed, and the modes of explanation
      we have chosen; differences which have their roots in distinctive political, social, economic, and intellectual
      conditions. If as feminist historians we have all viewed sex-based divisions as central to processes of social
      transformation, British historians have tended to place more emphasis on class than their American counterparts.
      Class lines have always appeared more rigid and exact in Britain than in America, and class consciousness in
      Britain has therefore been more acute — a fact naturally reflected in the work of feminist historians. Many
      feminist historians in Britain, moreover, have emerged from a socialist and labor-oriented tradition which
      assigns a key place to the study of class relationships, and this strong inheritance of labor history has marked
      much feminist historical research.
    


    
      Labor historians, of course, have a great deal to offer scholars of women's history, both in Britain and
      America. Labor historians have used and given legitimation to non-traditional historical sources such as
      documents drawn from popular culture or oral testimony, which are important for the study of female experience.
      The exploration of prepolitical forms of resistance, as they grow out of traditional rituals and social
      practices, has led historians like E.P. Thompson to see women and children as political actors and has helped
      establish a subtle conception of resistance which has been crucial to the study of women's power.3 But labor history, both British and
      American, has tended none the less to impede the study of gender in so far as it has been informed by male bias,
      a bias which has expressed itself, as Anna Davin suggests, not only in a lack of attention to the untraditional
      sources of women's history but in a reluctance to acknowledge that such sources exist. Their definitions of
      labor, moreover, have led historians within this tradition to focus on the wage labor done by men and until
      recently to ignore the unwaged (or even waged) labor of women. Finally, labor history has also tended to accept
      the sexual division of labor as a given rather than to see it as an object of study or a category of
      analysis.4
    


    
      Yet questions about gender are "crucial for any proper analysis of the very subjects with which labor
      history should be concerned."5 As many feminists have pointed out, the sexual division of labor is basic to an
      understanding of the way in which capitalism has maintained itself, for it has allowed capitalism to divide the
      work force, to secure lower wages, to maintain a reserve army of inexpensive labor, and to ensure cheap
      maintenance and reproduction of the labor force.6 Feminist historians, moreover, have demonstrated, in many different ways, that
      gender divisions have weakened and debilitated a mass working-class movement by separating working-class women
      from working-class men.7 In
      this volume, for example, Barbara Taylor and Christine Stansell explore some of the specific ways in which gender
      has been an antagonistic element in working-class life, Stansell finding sexual antagonism reflected in the
      failure of labor to support suffrage and Taylor locating similar antagonism in the recognition of working-class
      feminists that "the men are as bad as their masters."8 A theory of gender and of male domination, then, is central to the study of
      capitalism itself — and it is crucial to the study of women. For women have not only worked for capital, they
      have worked for men, and the implication of this dual oppression is that the end of capitalism does not spell the
      end of sexual hierarchy.9
    


    [image: Image]


    
      It is in developing a theory of gender, and of women's culture, that American historians of women have made
      their distinctive contribution, and like the British emphasis on class the American focus on gender has grown
      directly out of the scholarly tradition in which historians of women have been trained. Labor history, for
      example, although it has experienced an American renaissance in the last generation, has not been as central to
      American historiography as to English.10 American historians of women, therefore, had to find more eclectic paths into
      women's past, the first historians simply going in search of female subjects within the terrain of their own
      specialties - in politics, letters, culture, institutions and social movements. This approach proved most
      successful in those areas of American life where female subjects were most easily discernible and socially
      distinct, in literature about femininity, for example, or in all-female institutions like women's colleges
      and settlement houses. By 1975 this brand of scholarship had produced a wealth of literature about
      women,11 although it was a
      literature in which women too often appeared as discrete, apparently autonomous subjects of history.
    


    
      The shift from writing about women to engaging in the self-conscious study of gender has been a slow process and
      is still incomplete. It is a process, moreover, which occurred in a distinctly political as well as
      historiographic context. The rudiments of gender analysis, for example, appeared early in the 1970s in the
      politics and theories of radical feminists, who saw something called sex, sex-class, or sex caste as the most
      fundamental, most oppressive social division.12 Radical feminists also sponsored a separatist movement, called for a
      self-sufficient women's community and celebrated a distinctively female culture. This heightened
      consciousness of gender and this move towards the establishment of segregated female institutions soon found
      academic expression in the rapid growth of women's studies. Today women's studies is an established
      discipline in colleges and universities across the country. It is the theme of several journals, the basis of a
      national professional association, and the foundation of innumerable scholarly congresses, one of which, the
      Berkshire Conference on Women's History, draws well over a thousand participants.13 It is the success of women's studies programs,
      journals and conferences which prompts British historians of women to marvel at the scale and institutional
      solidity of American scholarship about women and which often reaffirms for American historians of women a belief
      in the collective strength of women in history and in the significance of gender as a fundamental social
      division.
    


    
      The pointed focus on gender which is reflected in the American contributions to this volume evolved within this
      female politics and these female institutions. Indeed, it came directly out of radical feminism which demanded a
      women-centred history — a history seen through the eyes of women and validated by women's values.14 This perspective, moreover, fostered
      another important contribution on the part of American historians of women, the identification of a relatively
      autonomous social and sexual world signified by terms such as homosocial bonds, women's networks and
      women's culture.15 Still,
      if many American historians of women have tended to focus on the resources of a relatively autonomous female
      world, they have also become increasingly concerned to establish its boundaries and to determine when, to what
      degree, and with what patterns of domination women's experience intersects with a male universe.16 It is this analytic problem which has
      often prompted American historians of women to turn not only to Marx but to other disciplines such as
      anthropology. It is in addressing this problem that feminist scholars have made concepts such as the sex/gender
      system and the "public" as opposed to the "private" central to the language of their
      work.17
    


    
      To talk of a British focus on class, therefore, and of an American focus on gender is to make our categories too
      exact. Not only do socialist and radical feminist tendencies inform the work of women's historians in both
      countries, but British and American historians of women are becoming more alike. As the essays in this volume
      suggest, scholars in both countries are beginning to adopt what Joan Kelly calls "the doubled vision of
      feminist theory," the view that it is the simultaneous operation of relations of class and of sex/gender
      that perpetuate both patriarchy and capitalism. It is, perhaps, this dual vision of feminist theory which can
      resolve those conflicts between radical-feminist and socialist-feminist, feminist and Marxist, American and
      British which result from attempts to reduce sex oppression to class interests, on the one hand, and to see the
      relation of the sexes as always and ever the same, regardless of race, class or society, on the other.
    


    
      Of course, to adopt this doubled vision is to question other traditional distinctions as well. In particular, it
      is to question neat divisions between relations seen as "private" and relations seen as belonging to a
      purely "public" sphere. This challenge to traditional divisions, for example, informs much recent work
      on the family. In this volume, "Examining Family History" by Rayna Rapp, Ellen Ross and Renate
      Bridenthal argues that the very notion of family as a "natural unit" existing in separation from the
      total social formation is a legacy of that nineteenth-century bourgeois ideology which initially separated male
      and female life into a public and a private sphere. Family relations may be experienced as private, but ideology
      "penetrates our most intimate social relations and conditions our acceptance of or resistance to dominant
      values in the larger society." Indeed, belief in the family acts as a kind of ideological shock absorber
      "which keeps people functioning and which diminishes the tensions often generated by economic
      processes."18
    


    
      Like the family, sexuality has also become a locus for making connections between what have been seen as separate
      spheres.19 Sexuality, that is,
      is being explored not as a natural essence but as a socially constructed practice, a set of relations, and as
      relations which interact with those of class and production.20 In work on nineteenth-century Britain and America, in particular, sexuality is
      often regarded as central rather than peripheral to social change, for the transformation of work and community
      in the Victorian era intersected at various points with a reorganization of gender, family and sex, and
      collective struggles over the relations of work and class were often accompanied by collective struggles over the
      relations of sexuality and gender. These subtle connections, of course, are often difficult to explore for,
      according to Gayle Rubin, "sexuality in Western societies" is so mystified that "the wars over it
      are often fought at oblique angles, aimed at phoney targets, conducted with misplaced passions, and are highly
      intensely symbolic."21
    


    
      In this volume, Leonore Davidoff's study of "Class and Gender in Victorian England" demystifies a
      symbolic drama to suggest how individual, seemingly private, erotic behavior might be subtly informed by and
      indirectly reflect more collective sexual practices. It also suggests several ways in which sexual practice, both
      on the individual and collective levels, may have enforced hierarchies of gender and of class, for in the last
      half of the century the efforts of middle-class men to maintain positions of power within society and within
      their own households merged with their efforts to control sexuality itself - their own, that of middle-class
      women, and that of the working class. That working-class women and men, for example, as well as native blacks,
      were seen as more sexual than white men of the middle class, functioned to justify their subordinate class
      position. In similar fashion, the ideological construction of middle-class women as pure and passionless, and
      thus as creatures needing protection, indirectly justified their continuing subordination to men. Sexual
      ideologies and sexual practices, that is, stood in mutually reinforcing relation with hierarchies of gender and
      of class, relations which were acted out in private scripts and in more public dramas.
    


    
      Maria Ramas, in her work on "Freud's Dora, Dora's Hysteria: The Negation of a Woman's
      Rebellion," also explores this intersection of public and private roles. Freud's analysis of Ida Bauer,
      according to Ramas, was immersed in current sexual codes. By insisting that Ida really loved Herr K and not his
      wife and by constructing Ida's rejection of Herr K as abnormal, Freud restricted female sexual practice to
      heterosexuality and equated feminine behavior with submission. Freud, in turn, along with other medical experts,
      was to reaffirm these patriarchal ideologies by raising them to the level of scientific fact. Indeed, as several
      studies of reproduction have pointed out, public debate over sexuality became dominated by male professional
      experts by the end of the century.22 It is in this context of domination, however, that Ida's troubled resistance
      to ideology and to Freud - partially expressed in her continuing rejection of Herr K and in her lesbian
      attachment to his wife - might be seen as the emblem of a later counter-struggle. For if nineteenth-century
      patriarchal and capitalist societies had the power to enforce heterosexuality and to define homosexuality as
      sick, these impositions of identity were ultimately to provoke lesbian and gay self-naming and
      self-identification in the next century.23
    


    
      The history of Dora should remind us that women have characteristically entered into sexual struggles as
      something more than the passive recipients of sexual codes. Indeed, it was in coming to terms with women's
      resistance to oppression that historians of women began to abandon their earlier focus on victimization in order
      to reconceptualize the very nature and locus of power. While continuing to maintain that power is exercised by
      specific historical agents with access to different levels and different sources of power, they have also come to
      see power less as one group's "consolidated and homogeneous domination over others" than as
      something "which circulates" or functions "in the form of a chain."24 In this volume, for example, John Gillis's study
      of "Servants, Sexual Relations, and the Risks of Illegitimacy in London, 1801-1900" cites statistics on
      the number of illegitimate births among higher-class servants which might imply at first a simple tale of
      working-class women seduced and abandoned, but Gillis's analysis of the local and specific situation of these
      women suggests something more complex. Their sexual arrangements, however oppressive, were also negotiated. It
      was in part their internalization of upper-class values, the values dominant in the households where they served,
      that prompted them to have liaisons with higher-class working men who were unusually mobile. It was their desire
      for upper-class respectability that prompted them to carry on courtships with decorous secrecy, a secrecy that
      often left them without witnesses to call when they wished to sue errant fathers for the support of a child.
    


    
      Black women in American afford particularly eloquent studies of the complex relation between oppression and
      resistance, powerlessness and power. From the slave quarters of the nineteenth century to the ghettoes of the
      1980s, poor black women have inhabited the lowest ranks of American society and have had access to the most
      marginal forms of economic and political power. And yet the very tenacity and strength with which such women have
      survived oppression presents feminists with powerful images of black womanhood. To label such women
      "matriarchs," however, as many American social scientists, and even some black activists, have done, is
      to disregard totally their subordinate position relative to black as well as to white men.25 The myth of matriarchy obscures the
      complicated knot of relations between race and gender in America, a knot which historians of women have hardly
      begun to trace.26 Suzanne
      Lebsock's study of free black women at the turn of the century takes up this tangle of connections to provide
      a provocative case study of how racial oppression might coexist with relationships which are at least
      relatively egalitarian between black women and black men.
    


    
      Women, of course, have exerted power not just as individuals but as collectivities. In "The Power of
      Women's Networks," for example, Mary Ryan suggests how the largely white middle-class women of the
      Female Reform Society in the 1830s and 1840s in New York exerted communal power by regulating sexual behavior. In
      the process — by devising sexual codes and practices which would distinguish the urban middle class from their
      artisan and farming parents — these women played a central role in the transformation of class and ideology, and
      they opened a "new social space" through which their sex could maneuver for power. It was through this
      voluntary organization, that is, that women exerted influence outside the home and applied pressure to men in
      public spheres, thereby muting the barriers between the public world of men and the private world of women and
      enhancing the power of middle-class white women within their communities. Later in the century and across the
      Atlantic the middle-class women of the Ladies National Association also intervened in the sexual arrangements of
      their community. By attacking state regulation of prostitution these women opposed the police, the parliament,
      the military, and the medical establishment who administered the Contagious Diseases Acts. They both challenged
      male centers of power and defended the interests of their sex.27
    


    
      If women have exerted power, however, it is important to acknowledge that the power they have exerted has not
      always been progressive. If the moral reformers of New York managed to enhance, at least momentarily, the power
      of white middle-class women in their community, they also constructed a sexual morality which, by emphasizing the
      purity of women, further confined them to the home and was therefore particularly repressive to their
      sex.28 If the British Ladies
      National Association began as a libertarian struggle against state-sanctioned male vice, it eventually helped
      spawn an attack on non-marital and non-reproductive sexuality in the shape of repressive crusades against
      prostitution, pornography, and homosexuality.29 Ultimately the reformist energies of both groups functioned to limit women's
      sexuality and to support the divisions of nineteenth-century capitalist states. This subversion of reformist
      energy, moreover, although it must be explained in part by loss of authority to male professional experts, is
      also to be explained by the continued adherence of female reformers to an ideology of women's separate
      sphere. Both reform movements, for example, emphasized the moral supremacy and sexual purity of women; both
      conceived of women as spiritual creatures to be protected by males. The very terms in which they conceived of
      sexual reforms tended to endorse traditional inequities between female and male.
    


    
      Similar contradictions informed female collectivities in poor communities. In studies of working-class
      neighborhood life, an area largely neglected by labor historians, we see that working-class culture and
      consciousness were often expressed and articulated through female networks. Female neighbors not only shared
      space and services, they created a matrilocal and female-centered community life in which the role of the mother
      may have become more central. And yet, like women in middle-class female societies, these women did not
      reorganize gender within the working class or even challenge its inequities. It was the mothers of Salford,
      Plymouth and Bethnal Green who established standards of female behavior which were constrictive to their
      daughters and who demarcated social divisions in their communities on the basis of gender and age.30
    


    
      This contradiction in the exercise of women's historical agency - that women both wielded power and that
      their power was not always progressive - raises questions about where effective female resistance begins, Carroll
      Smith-Rosenberg has suggested that homosocial bonds, emotionally intense and erotic friendships between women in
      the nineteenth century, created a sphere of womanhood that transcended the boundaries of the individual home and
      that often expanded into dense networks of female ties and loyalties.31Women's networks, in turn, became formalized into voluntary reform
      groups and charitable institutions which celebrated female values and served a female clientele. But the
      adherence of women's networks and societies to a limiting ideology of woman's proper sphere suggests that
      feminism was not a natural outgrowth of female culture even though it might emerge from it in certain political
      conditions.32In this volume, Barbara Taylor suggests that popular working-class feminism had
      its base both in the prior existence of working-class socialism and in the prior existence of feminism on the
      part of self-educated "odd women" of the middle class. Working-class feminism, moreover, only emerged
      from this base during a crisis in the sexual division of labor which was provoked both by heightened sex as well
      as class consciousness. It was from a complex interaction between sex and class issues, therefore, that
      working-class feminism was to grow.
    


    
      The interrelation of gender and class in the history of feminist movements suggests the need for a vision that
      combines an account of gender and an account of class relations. It is this kind of vision which Christine
      Stansell calls for in her review of two books on suffrage, One Hand Tied Behind Us by
      the British historians Jill Liddington and Jill Norris and Feminism and Suffrage by
      the American Ellen DuBois. According to Stansell, Liddington and Norris, as historians writing from a laborist
      tradition, have a firm sense of how working-class women acted as historical agents of change, but they give
      limited attention to gender and to patriarchy as a system cutting across class lines. Thus, they neglect both the
      negative role of sex antagonism in the failure of working-class men to support women's suffrage and the
      positive role of cross-class alliances between feminists from the working and the middle classes. At the same
      time, Stansell suggests, American historians have tended to emphasize women's networks and women's
      culture as the automatic base of women's political movements and to pay little attention to class divisions
      among women (an imbalance which she feels is redressed in DuBois's study). What Stansell argues for, in
      effect, is that dual vision to which we have already referred, a vision which examines the operations of both
      sex/gender relations and the relations of race and class.
    


    
      The engagement of this dual vision is particularly important for the study of Victorian culture in which a
      transformation of work and community was bound up with the reorganization of gender and of sex. The study of
      gender, for example, is particularly crucial to an understanding of nineteenth-century life, for although every
      known culture has employed gender as a fundamental principle of organizing social life, nineteenth-century
      England and America seemed to be particularly bold about dividing up social space itself between female and male.
      In the early preindustrial world men and women went about their sex-linked activities within a common household
      and in a world where biological distinctions such as age and kinship organized a variety of social tasks. With
      industrial capitalism, however, the genders seemed to be separated into bi-polar domains, although for
      middle-class white women that domain was more expansive than the home, extending to a network of voluntary
      associations and to a women-centered politics.33
    


    
      But even white women of the middle class did not inhabit an entirely sex-segregated universe. Heterosexual
      relations and marriage still determined much of their status and defined many of their social relations, and the
      same is true for women laboring outside the home. It is imperative, therefore, that historians of women also
      chart the points at which male and female spheres intersect and with what consequences. Similarly, movements for
      sexual and labor reform in the late nineteenth century brought males and females together in common cause. We
      need to know more about the internecine sexual politics of these movements. We need to examine carefully how the
      boundaries of gender cross and cross again the lines of class.
    


    
      This doubled vision, moreover, may also help us clarify the present. For as in mid-nineteenth-century Britain and
      America, a conservative ideology about women is being reconsolidated, not only as a means of keeping women in
      their place, but as a means of strengthening a class-stratified economic order at a time of crisis. In this
      country, the renewed effort to persecute lesbians and gays, to enforce racism, to restore male control of
      women's bodies and of the family as a whole may be seen as part of a more general attempt by corporate powers
      to dismantle the welfare state, to redirect funds for social needs into the private sector, and to reprivatize
      what had been made public through the historical struggles of women, minorities, and the working
      class.34
    


    
      Thus once again the relations of class and race, gender and sexuality entangle. But as Joan Kelly suggests, those
      relations may be in sufficient conflict for us to see now how relations of production, reproduction and
      consumption operate to support a patriarchal order. In being able to see, we may be empowered to act. In drawing
      upon our heritage of feminism, agency and connection we may move beyond the construction of a doubled vision to
      an exercise of collective power.
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        Her strong, bare, sinewy arms and rugged hands
        

        Blacken'd with labour; and her peasant dress
        

        Rude, coarse in texture, yet most picturesque,
        

        And suited to her station and her ways;
        

        All these, transfigured by that sentiment
        

        of lowly contrast to the man she served,
        

        Grew dignified with beauty and herself
        

        A noble working woman, not ashamed
        

        Of what her work had made her
      


      
        A grace, a glow of quick intelligence
        

        And ardour, such as only Nature gives
        

        And only gives through Man. ...
      


      
        Ann Morgan's Love: A Pedestrian Poem A, J. Munby, 1896
      

    


    Symbolism and Reality: The Creation of a World View


    
      In investigating the connections between class, gender, and sexuality a detailed study of one case can be a
      useful check on either prescriptive literature or listings of household and family structure.1 This paper attempts to show how the
      themes of fantasy and the manipulation of symbols in one such study can throw light on the dynamics of a whole
      society. But first it is necessary to look at the meaning of class and gender divisions at a more general level
      and at the mechanisms by which they were created.2
    


    
      The nineteenth century was the time when traditional social boundaries were being eclipsed by the rapid
      development of a market economy and the creation of a "class" society. All social relationships
      including gender divisions were affected by these changes. During this period, class designations came to carry
      gender overtones. The status characteristics associated with gentility, for example,
      differed for men and women; and the concepts manhood and womanhood which are peculiar to the nineteenth century have very different resonances. (It was on
      the basis of claims to manhood that the independent respectable workingman petitioned
      for both a living wage and the right of entry to full citizenship through the franchise.)
    


    
      What makes the analysis of the interaction of class and gender so difficult, however, is that the same forces
      which produced a world view dividing the society between masculine and feminine, working class and middle (upper)
      class, urban and rural, also separated physicality, e.g., bodily functions in general and sexuality in
      particular, from the public gaze. This is an example of the privatization we have come to associate with the
      development of industrial capitalism and was part of a changing view of men's and women's positions in
      the cosmos and of their relation to Nature.
    


    
      The world view of Victorian society which has been handed down to us was mostly the creation of those persons in
      positions of power who had the resources as well as the need to propagate their central position. Within this
      world view, those categories of people who are furthest away from the centers of decision making are ranked
      accordingly; and they are also visualized in images that emphasize their powerlessness and degradation as well as
      their potentially threatening and polluting effects on those persons closer to the center who exploit their labor
      and their persons. Middleclass Victorians, as middle-class persons in many other societies, expressed this
      powerlessness by associating peripheral groups with physiological origins.3 This association was then used in a circular fashion to lock such
      people into menial positions for life.
    


    
      The unskilled, uncreative occupations whose incumbents order very little, handle brute matter as brute matter,
      express little that is vital and do not penetrate intellectually into the nature of anything, rank very low. The
      occupations whose incumbents handle only the detritus of man's existence and do so only by manipulating it
      directly come lowest.4
    


    
      It should be remembered, however, that it is not the tasks themselves that degrade; it is the power of the
      dominant groups which defines what tasks are to be considered degrading and then forces the incumbents of
      socially constructed categories to perform these tasks.5
    


    
      The degradation of peripheral groups was also expressed in body images, for Victorian social commentators,
      including early sociologists like Herbert Spencer, often used a body metaphor in an effort to stress the organic
      nature of their society. This image was set in explicit contrast to both the mechanistic visions of the
      eighteenth century and the conflict models put forward by early Victorian radicals. According to the organic
      view, society was able to operate as a system because of its hierarchically ordered but interdependent parts. The
      adult middle-class (or aristocratic) man, representing the governing or ruling group, was seen as the Head of the
      social system as well as the Head of his household which was in turn a society in miniature. The Hands were the
      unthinking, unfeeling "doers," without characteristics of sex, age, or other identity. (The implication
      of the word "Hands" for workers is mercilessly castigated by Dickens in his novel Hard Times,) Because work was central to Victorian society, the implication was that middle-class
      men did brain work while the hands did menial work. Middle-class women represented the emotions, the Heart, or
      sometimes the Soul, seat of morality and tenderness. Women performed these functions as keepers of the Hearth in
      the Home, and here we find a body/house connection which figured widely in the Victorian world view.
    


    
      The final section of this mental map was not as often or as openly expressed, for middle-class Victorians shrank
      from naming their own bodily functions. Still, Victorians visualized the "Nether Regions" of society
      which, by their definition, were inhabited by the criminal classes, paupers, beggars and the work-shy as
      "stagnant pools of moral filth" comprised of the "effluvia of our wretched cities."
      Historians, in fact, have recently drawn attention to the disturbing equations made by commentators, such as
      Mayhew, between the sanitary and the human condition, to "the cloacal imagery of the social investigators
      [who] pursued the social 'offal' and 'moral refuse.'"6 Prostitutes, who were seen as the potential source of both physical
      and moral contagion for middle-class men, were also cast into this region. Defenders of prostitution saw it as a
      necessary institution which acted as a giant sewer, drawing away the distasteful but inevitable waste products of
      male lustfulness, leaving the middle-class household and middle-class ladies pure and unsullied. None of the
      inhabitants of this twilight zone could ever aspire to be included in the "body politic" but had to be
      hidden and controlled whenever possible. Indeed, by the third quarter of the nineteenth century, there were
      drives to segregate certain groups by sexual designations as well as by class labels. The separating out of a
      criminal class was followed by the creation of a homosexual subculture and a hardening of the lines between
      professional and casual prostitution.7
    


    
      In keeping with this body imagery, certain groups were seen to be closer to nature than the rational adult
      middle-class man who dominated educated opinion. These groups included not only women, children, servants, and
      many other elements in the working class, but also natives in the colonies and by extension all nonwhites. Their
      supposed affinity with nature also helps to explain the animal analogies which were often applied to them in
      literary writing as well as popular sayings. The position of animals, of course, had changed during the growth of
      industrial capitalism. From being the central source of energy and production, the "first circle of
      mediation between man and nature," the relationship between man and animal became much more metaphoric; and
      in this latter stage two themes were always stressed: what animals and man had in common and what differentiated
      them.8 ("Man" is here
      put forward as a generic term but quite clearly the implication is that it really referred to adult men,
      preferably middle-class educated men.) The belief in an organic hierarchy, finally, provided the basis for
      scientific theories about biological divisions which were refurbished within a Darwinian evolutionary
      framework.9
    


    
      Within this framework, sexuality—particularly male sexuality-became the focus of a more generalized fear of
      disorder and of a continuing battle to tame natural forces.10 The social as well as psychic importance of this focus is clear in Max
      Weber's analysis, which considers sexuality as a non-social, even antisocial force: "... the drive that
      most firmly binds man to the animal level. ... Rational ascetic, alertness, self-control and methodical planning
      of life are threatened the most by the peculiar irrationality of the sexual act which is ultimately and uniquely
      unsusceptible to rational organization ... the more rationalized the rest of society becomes, the more eroticized
      sexuality becomes."11 The
      effort of adult middle-class men to maintain their positions of power within the society as a whole and the
      "little kingdoms" of their own households, as well as in regard to their own sexuality, seems to have
      created a kind of "psychological backlash" within their own personalities. They combined excessive
      fears of pollution, disloyalty, and disorder from subordinates with a desperate search for a moral order which
      would help to control all three, as well as the immoral forces of the market. Indeed, with the help of religion,
      the restraint of male sexuality came to be seen as a great feat of self-control, one of the hallmarks of
      middle-class gentility. But this was a gentility reserved for middle-class men. The working class and native
      blacks supposedly allowed their sexuality to spill out over their total lives, diverting them from the goal of
      achievement through work, wasting their energies and draining their vital forces. In Victorian language they
      displayed a lack of self-control resulting in inconti nence.12
    


    
      One well-documented solution to the problem of controlling middle-class male sexuality had been to see
      middle-class women (ladies), particularly within marriage (the golden chain that binds society together), as
      agents of salvation,13and with
      the crisis in religious faith, the image of a desexualized Madonna took on increasing saliency.14 Madonnas, however, imply Magadalenes;
      and Victorian culture and social institutions provided both. A dual vision of women was already available, of
      course, as a legacy from classical culture, a culture inculcated through the curriculum of the grammar and public
      school, which emphasized hierarchical and misogynist interpretations of society.15 The dualistic view of women was also a keystone of
      Christian theology, which justified the subordination of female to male on the grounds of woman's potential
      "carnality." Since femaleness was equated with the body, so the female must be subordinated to the male
      "as the flesh must be subject to spirit in the right ordering of nature."16 Victorian women, therefore, were not only divided
      between working class and middle class, they were divided between "ladies" and "women,"
      categories which signified as much gender as economic and social meaning. In viewing Victorian women it is as if
      we are looking at a picture through a double exposure.
    


    
      Indeed, the dual vision of women, as woman and lady, becomes mixed with other polarities such as those between
      white and black, familiar and foreign, home and empire. In a perceptive discussion of these polarities, as
      expressed in literature, Cleo McNelly cites the following:
    


    
      ... [in] the binary opposition between here and there, home and abroad ... home represents civilization, but also
      order, constraint, sterility, pain and ennui, while native culture, the far pole of
      the myth, represents nature, chaos, fecundity, power and joy. The home culture is, moreover, associated always
      with the ability to understand by seeing, abstractly, while the other culture is associated with black, with the
      sense of touch, the ability to know by feeling, from within. The far pole of the tropical journey is indeed the
      heart of darkness.
    


    
      At either end of this journey stand two figures, each of which has a profound mythological past: the white woman
      at home and her polar opposite, the black woman abroad. These figures come from a long and well-entrenched
      tradition in the West. The first of them, the white woman, is not only Beatrice, she is Rowena and even Mrs.
      Ramsay as well. At her best she is "a star to every wand'ring bark," gentle, courteous and endowed
      with the immortality of the gods. At her worst she is Virginia Woolf's "angel in the house," the
      angel of death and sterility. In either case she tends to be sexless and familiar in
      every sense of the word. She is mother, sister or wife rather than mistress or friend.
    


    
      The second figure, the black woman, is her mirror image. She is the ever-present exogamous mate, the dark lady of
      the sonnets, savage, sexual and eternally other. At her best she is a "natural woman," sensuous,
      dignified and fruitful. At her worst she is a witch, representing loss of self, loss of consciousness and loss of
      meaning. In either case she is most emphatically not familiar. She is an unknown
      quantity, and in her strangeness lies, both her value as an object and her ability to fascinate the white
      man.17
    


    
      These are stereotypes which are deliberately cast in terms of opposites. There cannot be one without the other,
      and politically, one of the key functions of this particular set of oppositions is to separate white women from
      black women and, by extension, middle-class ladies from workingwomen to insure that they relate only through
      men.18 The opposition also
      ensures that real women are given an identity and destiny which they can only approximate and never fulfill.
      Above all, it is an identity cast upon them by the dominant group, for no matter what the locus of the dual image
      of women—art, literature, advertising, costume, song, pornography, even architecture and landscape-it is man
      (middle-class educated man) who is the active observer and doer. Not only women but the whole world, extending to
      the farthest reaches of the Empire, becomes his object. And though in fact active manipulation of such objects
      was often severely constrained, in fantasy, as well as in the range of activities from anthropology to
      photography, middle-class men appear to be engaging in a kind of voyeurism which comes out of their privileged
      position as actors and doers. This voyeurism, for example, is particularly evident in the preoccupation with
      child pornography and child prostitution, not to mention father-daughter incest,19 which is such a strong, if underground theme in
      Victorian middle-class culture.
    


    
      It is striking, moreover, that middle-class men's interests in rescue work, in the plight of workingwomen, as
      well as pornographic imagery, focused on girls and young women, that it was they who
      carried the burden of purity and pollution, and indeed of projected male sexuality. For this obsessive concern
      with keeping young girls in innocence, preserving the "bloom of ignorance" is built on an obvious
      paradox. If girls were "by nature" innocent why were they so easily aroused, why all the need for
      protection and suppression of sexual knowledge? As Gorham has shown, the attempt to combine the two views, of the
      girl child as totally pure but also as naturally wicked and corrupted gave rise to two powerful but opposed
      images, the child as redeemer (little Nell) and the child as evil incarnate,20 a parallel to the dual vision of women in general.
    


    
      This preoccupation with young women, of course, is directly related to the power structures of gender and
      class;21 and it was reinforced
      by the legal system and such customary practices as the large discrepancies in age between middle-class husbands
      and wives, both in reality22
      and in fantasy.23 It was not
      unknown, for example, for an upper middle-class man to raise a ward or poor relation with the intention of making
      her his wife when she reached her middle or late teens.24 The cult of domesticity, moreover, removed married women, particularly mothers,
      from the sexual arena. Thus we have many images of older middle-class men in relation to young girls (sometimes
      middle class, sometimes illicitly working class) but almost no images of the older middle-class woman in relation
      to working-class men or younger men at all, except in the all-powerful, deliberately desexualized mother/son
      image.
    


    
      It seems clear from the preceding argument that many of the preoccupations of the Victorian middle class and many
      of the dichotomous themes which pervaded their world view were laid down in childhood, even infancy, and that,
      even though the mechanisms are not yet completely understood, class as well as gender divisions were, partially
      at least, created in the nursery.25 The dual vision of women, for example, has much to do with new divisions of
      labor in the middle-class home. From the end of the eighteenth century, a middle-class life-style had evolved
      which emphasized the importance of a well-ordered, and increasingly, a materially well-stocked home. While the
      responsibility for the management of the home and the emotional demands of husband and children were the domain
      of the wife and mother, there was a continued effort to shift the manual work, or at least the heavier, dirtier
      tasks onto domestic servants.26
      Of course this division of labor depended very much on the financial resources of the family as well as on the
      number of children. Nevertheless, there was increasing pressure to employ domestic servants in larger numbers
      and, as the century progressed, for more specialized functions.
    


    
      Although in the eighteenth century, female and male servants had been equally employed, by the mid-nineteenth
      century the proportion of male servants had dropped substantially; and by the 1870s even the upper middle class
      was substituting women, partly because of expense (for other occupations such as school teaching attracted men),
      but also because working-class definitions of masculinity and independence made domestic service less and less
      palatable to young men.27
    


    
      By the 1850s there were already 750,000 women employed as residential domestic servants, and by the 1890s this
      figure had reached 1,300,000. The majority of these women were young and unmarried. The evidence from
      servants' as well as from employers' memoirs suggests that in households where there were young children,
      even where only one servant was employed, she would spend a good portion of her time helping to care for them.
      Upper middle-class ladies in households with two or three servants were unlikely to have taken any active part in
      the physical care of infants or toddlers.28 It was the nurse or maid who fed, nappied, washed, dressed, potted, put to bed,
      and directly disciplined the infant and small child. Within the nursery domain she had total power over her
      charges; yet middle-class children learned very quickly that she was their inferior and that they were both,
      children and servants alike, subject to a higher authority. It was very often these girls and women who first
      awakened sexual as well as other feelings in the child.
    


    
      This was the case with Freud himself, although psychoanalysts have been remarkably uninterested in the role of
      nursemaids. Recently, however, the importance of the social background of the maid and her position of dependency
      in the household combined as it was with "derived" power over the child, has been recognized in a
      discussion of Freud's self-analysis and confirms many of the findings in upper middle-class memoirs and
      autobiographies.29 Freud's
      nurse was actually a maid who had worked in the family before he was born and who had other duties in addition to
      looking after him. This was a much more common experience than the specialized Nanny we expect from nostalgic
      fiction. Freud's nurse was of Czech working-class and Catholic origin so that her employment by a bourgeois,
      German-Jewish family implied cultural, social, economic, and ethnic inferiority, "a potent combination to be
      carrying into a relationship with an infant boy."30
    


    
      In many households, the maid in charge of the children would be very young, scarcely more than a child herself;
      so it is not surprising that both bribes and threats were used to keep order and to control her charges and it is
      likely that sexual stimulation was one of the ways nursemaids amused and quieted infants. In his analysis of
      Freud's case, Swann notes the parallel with the American South where white infants were nursed by black
      Mammies and grew up into a culture that idealized white women. "The same splitting is present, in society
      and psyche alike, to make the idealisation possible":31 "White women are lovely but not carnally lovable; they are more like the
      Virgin Mary. But there is the maid or mammy, the black mother figure, at once the real thing and a
      substitute."32
    


    
      The extent of the splitting would obviously depend on the resources of the family, e.g., space available, number
      of children, number of servants. It became extreme in the wealthiest households and was a particular ideal of the
      English upper class whose trained Nannies were famous the world over. In her memories of this division of labor,
      an upper middle-class woman of the 1890s said: "To me she was the perfect mother. I would not have liked her
      to dose me, bathe me, comfort me or hold my head when I was sick. These intimate functions were performed by
      Nanny or by Annie our nurserymaid. ... I did not like mother even to see me in the bath."33 Ideally the mother in this type of
      household would direct the intellectual and particularly the religious and moral upbringing of her children. She
      would see them only either in the nursery when it was set in order for her visit or when they were taken to see
      her, specially washed and dressed at the appointed "children's hour." Whether the nurse was loved,
      hated, or simply endured, this split remained.
    


    
      R. L. Stevenson wrote of his beloved Nanny: "My second Mother, my first wife/The Angel of my Infant
      life."34 Yet servants also
      dealt with the underside of household life, and their work was seen to be dirty and menial. They were thus more
      intimate and earthy than middle-class adults who were debarred from many activities because of taboos, manners,
      and etiquette. Children soon learned that servants talked differently, walked differently, even smelled
      differently. Memories, for example, are evoked of a maid's hands which smelled of dishwater when dressing a
      child, or of the fusty smell of servants' bedrooms. A lady in her sixties still remembered the maids'
      stories about their courting escapades, stories whispered in an atmosphere redolent of the exciting mingled smell
      of "hair oil, pantchouili and body odour."35
    


    
      Victorians of the middle class, in contrast, were affected by a drive for personal cleanliness and sanitary
      reform which began early in the nineteenth century. Some middle-class Victorians even suffered from a type of
      obsession such as that suggested in the recent account of the life of Charles Kingsley, an active sanitary
      reformer who was constantly preoccupied with personal cleanliness and cold baths and who could not bear to wear
      clothes that were dirty.36
    


    
      Despite this drive (or possibly even in reaction to it), the naturalness, even "rankness"' of
      working-class people, and servants in particular, could have a subtle attraction. (In the context of class
      domination, of course, this attraction was as falsely romantic as the opposite fears of depravity and
      bestiality.) A country clergyman's sons remembers the illiterate charwoman who lived in a cottage at the foot
      of his house, a woman he regarded as his "second mother": "She was a woman always poor, always
      comfortable, always free, rich and racy in her mind and in her speech, pagan and fearing neither God nor
      devil."37 Middle-class
      children liked to slip down into the kitchen and laugh and play with the servants, cadge scraps of forbidden
      adult food, and listen to less inhibited conversation than they usually heard; and the direct accessibility of
      servants, who were not governed by the etiquette rituals of middle-class front door conventions, continued to
      have a particular appeal to many middle-class adults who remembered with pleasure visits to the homes of servants
      when they were children: "A cottage with an open door, not closed till day is done."38 Indeed, the fascination with the alien,
      often forbidden but exciting, world of the servants is a common theme in middle-class memoirs:
    


    
      In the maid's room I read romances ... bound volumes which lay concealed beneath Karolines underclothes in
      the bottom drawer. Without the exchange of a word, we both knew that I would not have been allowed to read them
      if I had asked my mother. And indeed, I read them with something of a bad conscience but it was more than that
      ... there was something in these romances which made one think of tainted water that has been forgotten in a
      carafe; of all the foul and unwholesome smells whereby the town became familiar to my senses.39
    


    
      This fascination with the forbidden world of the working class had obvious sexual overtones. Herman Hesse, for
      example, described in his novel Demian (1913, written immediately after his
      psychoanalysis), how, at least for boys, attraction to working-class life took on an explicitly sexual character.
      Hesse is speaking of his hero as a pubescent boy, who sees the world in terms of dark and light forces: the light
      being the bourgeois world of parents, sisters, law and order; while the dark world, the world of his awakening
      sexual desires, inextricably draws him to the maidservant. The equation of working class, sexuality, disorder,
      and guilt has has been well-established. In fact, not only symbolically but physically and often with covert
      social sanctions, the young servant was available to the middle-class male adolescent. The first sexual
      experience in the long and notorious career of the protagonist of My Secret Life
      takes the form of just such an encounter (although, this incident, as he recounts it can be described more as a
      rape than as a seduction). And there are enough reminiscences by domestic servants to confirm the characteristic
      nature of these relationships.
    


    
      For middle-class children, these social divisions and their erotic overtones were also reflected in a spatial
      view of their world—a view which started with their own bodies, extended to the houses where they lived and
      eventually to their village, town, or city. Just as society was often symbolized by a body metaphor, so house and
      body images were conflated. Within the house the child was safe and warm in the cozy nursery or sitting room with
      the glowing hearth at its center, an image very often associated with the mother. The servants, on the other
      hand, lived and worked in the dark underground parts of the house or slept in the inaccessible, often spooky
      attics. Their territory was the "back passages" (nursery euphemism for anus) where the working parts of
      the household machine were visible and where waste and rubbish were removed. Such images carried over into
      adulthood and help to explain the often irrationally divided and inefficient design of middle-class housing.
    


    
      Thus spatial segregation was associated both with control over servants (and by extension over other members of
      the working class) and control over polluting aspects of the body. Control over one's own body became, in
      turn, associated with both the ability and the right to control and dominate others. The natural extension of
      this bodily domination was, of course, legitimate physical punishment; the right to beat or strike a servant was
      only removed in the 1860s40
      while the legitimacy of wifebeating, not to mention physical punishment of children, remained unchallenged long
      into the twentieth century.
    


    
      Middle-class children not only learned that certain social spaces belonged to certain social groups, they also
      learned to use their bodies to express class and gender boundaries. Little ladies and gentlemen did not sit on
      steps; they stood absolutely straight; they did not whistle, scuff, or slouch. By imitating middle-class adults
      they learned habits of command through silent body language, through the way they looked at people, through tone
      of voice as well as accent.
    


    
      Servants in return, showed deference in the way they used their bodies, a point also observed by the children of
      the house. Servants stood when spoken to and kept their eyes cast down, they moved out of a room backwards,
      curtsied to their betters, and were generally expected to efface themselves; doing their work and moving about
      the house so as not to be visible or audible to their employers. In an extreme case they were made to turn their
      faces to the wall when the employer passed by.41 One instruction book for young servants devotes a whole section to Standing and Moving and shows the extra burden which the need to express deference placed on the
      already heavily worked servingmaid class:
    


    
      I was once in the nursery bedroom when Anna came in panting with a can of water. As I spoke to her she sank down
      on a chair saying "Excuse me, ma'am, I am so tired," but I could not excuse her. She acted very
      rudely. It would have been but a small effort to stand for a few moments, however tired she might be and girls
      who are not capable of such an effort are not fit for service.42
    


    
      In the street, servants, male or female, walked a few paces behind their master or mistress. They walked on the
      outside of the pavement if escorting a lady in a rough or dirty street, just as a middleclass man would have, to
      act as her protector.
    


    
      Servants also contributed to the growing child's mental map of their social geography outside the home:
      "The servants of the house made windows for us into the outside world."43 After all, one of the primary tasks of servants in
      even lower middle-class homes was to take the children out for walks and the small child's first view of the
      neighborhood may have been very much through servants' eyes. Many of these children were first- or
      second-generation suburban dwellers as the middle class started to move away from the city centers where
      factories poured out both wealth and filth. Servants passed back and forth between the "good," clean,
      orderly but dull suburbs and the "bad," dirty, disorganized but exciting center. A schoolmaster's
      daughter living in a south London suburb expressed this feeling in her attitude towards Deptford, the dockland
      home of the general servant girl who had charge of her: "This name meant for me unimaginable squalor. I was
      never taken there; somehow I was brought up to think of it as dark, dirty, common, low. Yet I hugged a secret
      fascination with the very idea of it."44
    


    
      Without claiming some sort of implicit functionalism it is still possible to observe that the housing, the
      life-style, and the childrearing practices of the middle class helped to create and maintain a structure of
      authority and a personality suited to the group which was instrumental in running the business, of governing, and
      reaping, the rewards of Victorian society. This is not to deny that the structures so created did not produce
      major contradictions both at the individual and group level, especially in the realm of sexuality.45
    


    
      Freud, for example, believed that it was almost impossible for the "love of civilized man" to avoid the
      split between affection and sexuality because of the need to avoid direct erotic attractions to the mother
      (incest). For him the whole sphere of love remained divided into sacred and profane (animal) love: "Where
      they love they do not desire and where they desire they cannot love." For him it is this which underlies the
      double standard, including the tendency of men in the highest classes to choose a woman of a lower class as a
      permanent mistress or even a wife, in the need for a debased object, since the "sexual act is seen as
      something degrading which defiles and pollutes not only the body."46 This theory takes for granted the existence of women of the lower
      class and, therefore, does not need to explain the stage at which they enter the individual drama or any active
      role that they might play. Ultimately, as with most nineteenth-century thought, it rests on a conception of
      society in which hierarchical divisions of both class and gender are natural. The relationship of master to
      servant, of men to women, that is, was seen as natural and organic in contrast to the newer and much more
      threatening relation of employer and workman.
    


    
      Natural in this context has two related meanings: the relationship was taken for
      granted; it was a given. It was also part of nature as opposed to the civilized, the man-made, which was
      unnatural. Some sensitive men struggled against a world view which posed such polar opposites and especially
      which split the world into masculine and feminine, or into lady and woman. Edward Carpenter, E. M. Forster, and
      William Morris, for example, in their lives and in their writing, have given us a glimpse of the anguished
      efforts needed to break through the constraints, conscious and unconscious, which it produced. The minor poet and
      man of letters who is the subject of this study, A. J. Munby, also senses this dilemma posed by the dual vision
      of women as the following passage from his diary, written in his characteristically sententious style,
      illustrates. He is visiting with friends in an old house in Kent.
    


    
      It became necessary for me to retire for a space; bat the men-servants had gone to bed, and amongst the intricate
      passages [sic] of the old house I could nowhere find the spot I wanted. So, encountering in the hall the waiting
      maid, a ruddy domestic damousel, I had no recourse but to ask her the way. An unpleasant process! With much
      hesitation and awkwardness I strove by delicate circulocations to hint to her my needs: but the girl's rude
      mind could not comprehend them—she looked at me with respectful wonder, and at last I was obliged to say bluntly
      "could you tell me, where is the water closet?" She would blush, I half thought and stammer, and I
      should regret having said it. Not at all! it was only the reflex of one's own training that made one think
      so.
    


    
      [The maid takes him to the door of the water closet]
    


    
      Significant of several things. Not certainly of vulgarity or any culpable coarseness, rather of a rude simplicity
      and innocence of shame. We are brought up to ignore these ultimate necessities of nature, and to be animals only
      by stealth: but your housemaid has had quite a different schooling in knowing that such things exist, sees no
      harm in speaking of what she knows.47
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      It is one thing to identify a world view and its possible sources, but another to analyze the way in which it was
      incorporated into everyday life: "People are living in the middle of their cosmology, down in amongst it;
      they are energetically manipulating it, evading its implications in their own lives if they can, but using it for
      hitting each other and forcing one another to conform to something they have in mind."49
    


    
      While one should be fully aware of the power of symbols and images, it would be a mistake to see these phenomena
      purely in symbolic terms. Fear of pollution and obsession with dirt and degradation had a very real basis.
      Victorian cities were filthy with soot, smoke, mud, and appalling muck heaps lying in the streets; and cholera
      was a very real threat to life. Indeed, the effort to enforce sanitary reform had to start with the middle class
      before moving on to controlling the habits of the working class.50 Similarly, the images of women as domestic beings produced feedback which
      restricted their lives to the extent that many of them were insipid, underexercised,
      narrow-minded and neurasthenic.
    


    
      In the record left by two obscure Victorians, however, it is possible to catch glimpses of the world view I have
      outlined and of the way these divisions operated in practice since one of the pair was male and upper middle
      class and the other was female, not only of a working-class but also of a rural background and a domestic
      servant. She was one of the great army of working-class women who did, in fact, spend a good deal of their lives
      in direct face-to-face contact with the middle class. (Both in reality and fantasy it was young female servants
      who bore the direct personal brunt of class interaction. Independent workingmen could protect their manhood by
      remaining within social contexts of their own kind and it was they who were the first to confront employers as
      members of a class.) A detailed examination of such a relationship can show that the
      private lives, even obsessions of two individuals, far from being simply psychological quirks or even
      aberrations, flowed directly from the social situation of these two typical individuals.
    


    
      The main source for understanding that relationship is the private diary, letters, drawings, and photographs of a
      minor poet and writer, A. J. Munby, and the companion diary of his disciple, servant, and eventually his wife,
      Hannah Cull wick. By Munby's instructions the diaries were locked up until 1950 by which time, as he had
      foreseen, the shock and degradation of such a story would have died away. Munby's diary, which he kept
      regularly from 1859 to 1898 with scattered entries after that date, runs to millions of words. In addition, there
      are about 800 letters as well as dozens of drawings and photographs. (Because of his special interest in working
      women, the collection has already become known as a valuable source for historians.) It is interesting to note
      that although the content of the diary is so unusual, the form is conventional for its period.51
    


    
      A. J. Munby's avocation (and private obsession) in making encounters with, observing and collecting
      information on, working girls and women was not as unusual as it may appear at first sight. The passion for
      collecting information on and statistics about the working class, particularly working-class women, has a streak
      of voyeurism which can be sensed behind the work of a journalist such as Mayhew, as well as in the detailed
      accounting of moral depravity in the pages of staid publications such as the Journal of the
      Royal Statistical Society. This voyeurism also appears in both the lives and writings of men like George
      Gissing and Somerset Maugham. "Rescue" work among fallen women or simply the compulsion to nocturnal
      wanderings in search of conversation with "women of the streets," which figure in the lives of men like
      Gladstone, have some close affinity to the sexual scoring and collecting described at length in the notorious
      diary, My Secret Life.52 ("Walter," the anonymous author, came from much the same background as
      Munby, was also born in the mid-1820s, and also had an obscure job in the civil service which allowed him the
      same time and freedom of action for his pursuits.) While "Walter" was concerned with strictly sexual
      encounters, Munby was collecting examples of women at work; but the pattern of wandering from place to place in
      search of encounters, the emotional urgency and the sense of culmination with each "find" lies below
      the surface of both diaries whose form is similar.
    


    
      Unlike Mayhew or Booth, Munby's observations were not commissioned by any official body nor were they
      intended to answer public questions or even written for publication. Rather, as with sexual diaries such as
      My Secret Life or the diary of the homosexual, A. J. Symonds, Munby seems to have
      been using the diary to construct a meaningful identity by using themes from his culture-both those that were
      explicitly admired and those that were for-bidden—and reinterpreting them to fit his own psychic structure. It is
      only in his poetry that he expressed some of his views to the public, if in a somewhat muted form (see Appendix).
    


    
      Arthur Joseph Munby was born in 1828, the eldest child of a York solicitor and the daughter of a wealthy
      clergyman. He had been brought up from infancy by a nurse called Hannah Carter who remained the faithful servant
      of the family for twenty-eight years. Six younger siblings were born' in the span of ten years and his
      mother, not surprisingly, was delicate to the point of spending much of her time lying on a sofa, weak in health
      and with a tendency to become hysterical. Munby always viewed her with exceptional awe and love. He described her
      as charmingly "old fashioned," with a "fair delicate face and golden-auburn hair and dainty
      figure." He remembered her best for her pious, gentle way, as one who "believed as devoutly in my
      father as he believed in God and Christ." Her whole being was in the affections, "her husband first and
      her children next ... her love was so tremulous and tender, and her health so delicate always, that each of us
      felt it might kill her, if he went into the army or navy, for instance, or went away very far or very
      long."53 With such a
      mother, no disturbing or distasteful subjects could ever have been broached. Sexuality, much less any bodily
      functions, would have been completely taboo.
    


    
      The family had an assured social position and Munby, although having a provincial and country childhood, received
      a traditional middle-class boy's education first at a local private school supplemented by private tutoring
      from a local clergyman and then at Cambridge. Unfortunately we know little more than this about his early life.
      He became a barrister despite his distaste for the law, probably in deference to his father and his position as
      eldest son. However, he did not practice law but moved to London where he lived "in chambers," e.g., in
      a set of rooms within one of the Inns of Court. Here he remained for the rest of his life, partly supported
      financially by his father. At the age of thirty-one, he found a position with the Ecclesiastical Commission, work
      he disliked for the most part but felt obliged to take in order to have some financial independence. Despite his
      middle-class Victorian belief in work, therefore, in his own life, work was always a burden and a distraction.
    


    
      In his lifetime, A. J. Munby was known only in a small circle. He passed his life as an undistinguished but
      respectable civil servant, teacher, amateur poet and artist, who was on the fringes of both the Pre-Raphaelite
      and Christian Socialist circles, particularly through his teaching for the Working Men's College. His real
      interest lay in his self-created avocation, the observation and collection of the lives of workingwomen. Although
      he was in no way a radical, he did occasionally protest at moves to keep women out of manual work even to the
      extent of heading a delegation to parliament on behalf of the collier girls of Wigan.54
    


    
      For the most part, however, he enjoyed the modest comforts of a professional bachelor, strolling through London
      to look on at the building of the Embankment; to dinner at his Club; or to play writing games at the Pen and
      Pencil Society; to a late supper in a friend's rooms in London's Inn where politics, art, and writing
      were discussed meandering home at 4 a.m. amid Covent Garden porters; watching, talking to anyone in the street,
      walking anywhere with perfect ease. His diary thus emphasizes the freedom of action enjoyed by a middle-class
      man, even on a small but assured income, in contrast to the lack of freedom imposed on middle-class women.
    


    
      His first love was for what he persisted in calling "peasant" or "country wenches." He
      idealized the rural and the out-of-doors, which may be a partial explanation for his fascination with a ruddy
      countenance and suntanned skin. This rural nostalgia, of course, was widespread among the recently urbanized
      Victorian middle class.55 In
      his country wanderings Munby sought out farm girls; the "flither girls" of the North East coastal
      region who made their living by being lowered over the edges of cliffs to collect sea bird's eggs and
      limpets; and, above all, the "pit brow lasses" who worked in the coalfields sifting cinders and hauling
      carts at the pit surface. They not only worked outside in a primarily man's world but they were covered in
      coal dust and at least in Wigan, wore trousers.
    


    
      In the city he favored women in outdoor occupations: flower sellers, milkmaids, and prostitutes. He was
      particularly interested in circus women and acrobats and made a large collection of photographs of these
      performers.56 Although he
      sought out entertainment places used by female clerks and shop assistants, these girls were approaching too near
      to the lady to really attract him: "Commend me to the honest roughness of a solid maid of all work rather
      than to the hybrid fine ladyism of Miss Swann and Edgar"57 (a large clothing store in the West End). It was not work or even financial
      independence per se which he found so fascinating in women, but menial work. In common with many other upper
      middle-class Victorians, not absolutely sure of their own position, he disliked those who tried to rise above
      themselves. In a typical passage describing one of his country rambles he contrasts his "ruddy farm servants
      and true peasant women" with the upper servants he saw at North Repps Hall, "lean, pale-faced insolent
      looking hussies in would-be lady's clothes."58
    


    
      Munby's attitude illustrates the appeal of working-class openness which we have observed as a theme laid down
      in childhood:
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        Symbolism and reality. Watercolor sketch by A. J. Munby of himself and a colliery
        girl; photograph of same (photographer unknown). Both reproduced from Derek Hudson, Munby: Man of Two Worlds: The Life and Diaries of A. J. Munby 1828-1910 (London: Abacus, 1974). By
        permission of the Master and Fellows, Trinity College Cambridge, England.
      

    


    
      Nothing is more striking than the contrast of behaviour which even courteous gentlemen exhibit in dealing with a
      lady or a quasi-lady and in dealing with a servant or other labouring woman. To the lady, you are all deference
      and smiles: you smooth your phrases and put away all allusions to things coarse or common, you do things for her,
      you would not hear of her doing things for you. To the servant, you are civil, indeed, but you speak plainly and
      frankly to her about things which may not be mentioned to a lady; you call her by her Christian name though you
      never saw her before and expect her to call you Sir in return; you order her about and expect or allow her to
      fetch and carry for you as indeed it is her calling to do so.59
    


    
      Deep down in the great shifting mass of the people, their own histories and names have for them nothing private
      or sacred. ... They are accustomed to be close questioned about themselves by mistresses and to be called
      "Anne" or "May" by anyone who chooses to address them. To be asked bluntly "What is your
      name?" or "How old are you" by a stranger, does not seem to them at all offensive or
      impertinent.60
    


    
      Munby does not acknowledge that this quality he so much admires was at least partly a result of his position as a
      dominating middle-class man, who for sixpence could feel a girl's palm and for a shilling could take her to a
      photographer to have her picture taken in whatever pose he chose to put her. It was economic necessity combined
      with the service role, which made his "wenches" so available. It is noticeable that Munby seldom tried
      to approach a Lancashire mill girl or even a London factory worker.
    


    
      Because of this position of economic and social power we know a considerable amount about the middle-class,
      particularly male, world view. We know very little about the way working-class children, particularly domestic
      servants, were molded by the social structure into which they were born. This makes Hannah Cullwick's diary,
      with its detailed record of childhood memories, conditions of work and work performed, wages, hours, recreations,
      relationships among fellow servants, and many other details, a unique and precious document. However, it must be
      remembered that she was writing it for Munby's eyes alone, a further way in which he could dominate and even
      "create" her life. Thus, the diary has to be interpreted with caution. Still, through a reconstruction
      of her relationship to Munby, as interpreted by both of them, it may be possible to gain some insight into the
      construction and acceptance of deferential interaction based on both class and gender, an interaction which
      female servants must have carried back into the working class when they married and had children.
    


    
      Hannah Cullwick was born in 1833 and raised in Shropshire, but through her work as a servant she came to London
      when she was in her late teens. Except for her relationship to Munby her life was typical of literally millions
      of women of the period. Hannah started in service when she was eight years old, which was not atypical for the
      1830s. Her rural background is important as an element in her acceptance of the status quo because there were no
      alternatives to some form of personal service for her or her family. Her father had been both a farm servant and
      worked in a gentlemen's stables. Her maternal grandmother had been in service before marriage and returned to
      residential service after she was widowed. Her mother had been a lady's maid and companion to the Lady at the
      Hall near their village of Shiffnal. This lady became Hannah's godmother' and had wished Hannah, as the
      eldest child, to be named after her, Anna Maria Dorothea, but Hannah's mother thought that this was too
      pretentious for one of her station. Hannah's first memory is of a visit to their cottage by the butler from
      the Hall when she was five years old. He came with gifts of a Bible for Hannah and a print dress for her Mother,
      and he summoned them to come up to the Hall: "I remember it because it seemed so grand to me and i polished
      my shoes as well as ever i could and i trotted up by Mother as fast as possible o' purpose to see my
      godmother who was a lady. "61 The little Hannah curtisied as her mother had taught her and the lady kissed
      her, gave her cake and wine and a toy. Later, this all-powerful and beneficent lady sent her special clothes and
      paid her fees for the Charity School which Hannah attended from the age of five to eight, the only formal
      schooling she ever had.
    


    
      Her first employer was a farmer who was a friend of her mother's. Here her position was much like that of an
      extra daughter, but one who had certain special duties to perform. The family was kind to her; she was taught to
      cook and sew; the farmer took her fishing and opened a savings account for her. This kind of gradual introduction
      to the authority system of service in which discipline was enforced first through the mother and then often
      through female teachers, relations, or friends is one of the factors which made it possible to maintain the
      institution of domestic service for so long and make it seem so "natural" even to those who were
      subordinated and who gained very little in real terms from their positions.62
    


    
      By the time she was fourteen, Hannah had left the farmer's family which could no longer afford her higher
      wages. After a short spell as a "pot" girl at the local Red Lion pub (a position of which neither her
      mother nor the farmer and his family approved), she was sent to the Vicarage at Ryton to be nurserymaid under a
      Nanny to eight children. This position meant a heavy load of cleaning, fires to be made, bath water to be carried
      up and down, as well as children to look after. She had only been there a month when fever struck her home
      village. Her mother wrote her of her father's death but no one told her of her mother's death a fortnight
      later until a neighbor happened to call by the Vicarage. Although it was only three miles away from her home,
      Hannah was not allowed to go, even to see what had happened to her younger brothers and sisters (a ban possibly
      laid down because of the fear of infection but also to maintain discipline.) Whatever the cause of the
      prohibition, Hannah was devastated. Her goal of earning money to send to her mother which had made her situation
      bearable was suddenly gone: "i thought it was no use
      tho i ax'ed to go and all my strength seemed gone." She was ordered to go back to the schoolroom to
      start work immediately.63
    


    
      The total power of the employing class over her existence was again brought home to Hannah, then about fifteen,
      in her next place of third under-housemaid in an aristocratic household. She had been very proud to be taken on
      in this position and enjoyed working in the beautiful surroundings, learning how to make a bed and "do
      out" the long gallery and great rooms. One sunny day, she and the second under-housemaid were outside
      cleaning the sixteen copper kettles used daily by the household: "Maria and me was cleaning our kettles in
      the yard and playing over it, for we was young things; and My Lady, see'd us out
      o' the nursery window and sent the housekeeper to give us warning."64 Hannah's pleas were useless and she was sacked on the spot.
      She then had to take a job as scullery maid in another large household nearby: "i couldn't help crying
      when i come to clean the stew pan and great spits and dripping pan and live only in a rough out-house next the
      kitchen," a shed with no window which she could only reach through the coal hole.65
    


    
      Hannah learned at a very early age that her world was made up of powerful middle-class and upper-class people and
      that only her strength to labor gave her a footing in that world. She was particularly vulnerable having been
      orphaned early but this was by no means an unusual state at this period. In any case, servant memoirs emphasize
      that their own families, almost always under pressure for income and house room, could do little for them. There
      was also the question of sexual power. In the course of her service in country houses, visiting gentlemen as well
      as menservants, tried to "make a pass" at Hannah. In one instance when she has been offered a ride home
      in a carriage with one of these gentlemen, she was set down with him "in a lonely spot" to walk the
      rest of the way home. He tried to kiss her and she threatened him: "if you offer to touch me again I'll
      do something you won't like, so you go your way and i'll go mine."66 Like many working-class girls she learned early in
      life that strength of body and personality were her chief resources for both work and self-protection.67
    


    
      Like so many girls, particularly of rural origin, Hannah accepted her position (not for nothing did employers
      prefer girls fresh from the countryside, "uncorrupted" by urban life). She tried to gain a sense of
      dignity and worth both in the work she did and through the love she craved. With Munby she achieved that sense of
      work and love although it was on his terms and ultimately at a very high price. Running throughout her diary,
      however, there is a sense that the system as it stood had cheated her, that the pious platitudes about the
      dignity of service were not believed in even by middle-class employers. Over the years, the tone of her diary
      subtly changes as her life experience and education through Munby widened her horizons. In one of the very last
      entries she made, after she had been married for about nine months, and thirty-five years after her first
      experience of residential domestic service Hannah wrote:
    


    
      I went out to service too soon—before I really understood the meaning of it— and at the Charity School i was
      taught to curtsey to the ladies and gentlemen and it seem'd to come natural to me to think them entirely over the lower class and if it was our place to bow and be at their bidding and I've
      never got out o' that feeling somehow.68
    


    Images, Games, and Transformations


    
      In 1854, when A. J. Munby was twenty-five he met Hannah Cullwick, aged twenty-one, on a London street. In his
      usual manner he struck up a conversation with her. She combined all the qualities he prized most highly: she was
      from a country background; strong and robust but good-looking; a maid-of-al3-work, but exceptually intelligent
      and lively. From then on she was the center of his emotional life as he was for hers. For nineteen years until
      their marriage they were involved with each other, although during all that time he remained a nominal bachelor
      living at 6 Fig Tree Court, the Temple, and she living in various residential servant situations. It is not clear
      from the sources we have whether their's was, in conventional terms, a sexual relationship and there are some
      indications that Munby may have been impotent. In any case, there were no children nor indications that Hannah
      ever thought she was pregnant' a situation which might have totally altered their relationship.69 Munby and Hannah finally married
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        "Hannah carrying slop pails." Photograph by A. J. Munby. By permission of the Master and Fellows,
        Trinity College Cambridge, England.
      

    


    
      in 1873 when he was forty-four and she was thirty-nine. She lived with him for just over four years as his
      servant, not openly as his wife. After a period of increasing tension in their relationship, she returned to her
      people in Shropshire and lived for the rest of her life in a cottage provided for her by Munby where he visited
      her regularly. Her relatives and friends accepted him; while his middleclass circle, with the exception of two of
      his closest friends, never knew of her existence.
    


    
      Soon after their relationship began, they started a series of games and playacting in which they used the
      differences between them to emphasize their love and devotion. They were intensely aware of the impression that
      they made on other people. In public, Hannah would act the perfect servant, demurely walking behind Munby,
      carrying his heavy luggage, calling him Sir and meekly obeying his orders. He would act especially
      "masterful," give her ostentatious tips, and send her off to do his bidding. Later they would meet in
      his rooms and giggle like children over the incident reveling in the "if they only knew" aspect of
      their situation. This is, of course, not an unknown phenomenon:
    


    
      On occasions, individuals will come together and find that they share each other's bizarre fantasies. The
      fantasy ceases to be a personal mental resource to be drawn upon intermittently during the course of everyday
      life; now it can be elaborated with the help of another and may shift into the centre of our lives. The classical
      description of this phenomenon is folie à deux: a situation in which two individuals
      actively cultivate their extreme fantasy to the point at which scripts may be assembled.70
    


    
      The point about Hannah and Munby's "scripts" is that they were written around the theme of class
      and gender differences played out through games of mastery and submission.
    


    
      In following these themes through the diaries, it becomes clear that Munby's inversion of the usual Victorian
      stereotypes suggests the possibility of transformations, of passing back and forth from one "side" to
      another at will. Black becomes white, degradation becomes love, masculine becomes feminine, working class becomes
      genteel. All this happens at the will of the middle-class male protagonist who creates the situation and
      engineers the transformation. Through the use of his position as an upper middle-class man, Munby was able to
      find a partner and carry through into reality at least some of these fantasies. Hannah, although much more
      clearsighted about the reality of her own situation, was driven by her economic and emotional needs to willingly
      act as this partner. She was, indeed, very jealous of his interest in one or two of his charity cases,
      particularly the "girl without the nose" but seems to have been quite accepting of his friendship with
      women of his own class.
    


    
      Most of the themes which preoccupied Munby, and to a lesser extent Hannah, clustered around the question of
      dominance and subordination, strength and weakness, autonomy and dependence. The dichotomies and contrasts allied
      to these subjects are characteristic of much Victorian culture: respectable/not respectable, lady/woman,
      pure/impure, clean/dirty (and by extension white/black), indoor/outdoor, fairness/suntanned or ruddy (blushing
      was thought to be a sign of sexual arousal in middle-class women), clothed/uncovered skin, and above all, of
      course, feminine/masculine. Many of these themes are related either directly or indirectly to the major Victorian
      preoccupation with work: what was it, who did it, where did they do it. This produced
      another set of contrasts: work/leisure, work/home, manual work/brain work.
    


    
      Connected to both sets of contrasts and in keeping with the body imagery we have already mentioned, hands take on a special significance and play a central role in both class and gender imagery,
      e.g., "the language of gloves." They also carry an explicitly sexual connotation for Munby, and one
      would guess, for many other Victorians as well.71 White, dainty hands indicated gentility as well as femininity. They were
      symbolic of inner breeding but also of life-style. George Augustus Sala who was a contemporary and friend of
      Munby's, a man-about-town and commentator on the social scene (as well as a connoisseur and collector of
      erotica) wrote a novel in which the middle-class hero rescues a "fallen woman" who turns out to be a
      lady by birth. He has literally pulled her out of a horse trough and takes her to a cafe where he listens to her
      story: "As she spoke she laid her right hand on the filthy table cloth. The woman's hand was,
      considering her stature, small, but the fingers were long and tapering, the nails, although grimy,
      filbert-shaped. Otherwise it was a handsome hand, and very very white."72
    


    
      When Munby tried to persuade Hannah to dress as a gentlewoman he wanted her to wear gloves, but she resisted
      saying "they baffle my hands so." He quotes this statement approvingly, however, for contrary to what
      had usually been considered attractive, Munby is fascinated by, even addicted to looking at, touching (at times
      cutting the skin from) large, rough, red, work-hardened hands of workinggirls. With monotonous repetition
      Munby's diary entries and poems dwell on the motif of hands, their color, shape, and texture:
    


    
      For she is still a working wench
      

      and sits with hands still bare73
    


    
      Hannah deliberately rubbed the bars of grates and cleaned knives with her bare hands, despite the unpleasant
      feeling, in order to harden them in a paean of love for Munby, expressed through work.
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        "Hands." Photograph by A. J. Munby. By permission of the Master and Fellows, Trinity College
        Cambridge, England.
      

    


    
      A similar, although slightly less compelling preoccupation of Munby's was with women who either had large
      masculine-looking feet or who wore heavy boots; in fact Hannah often wore his old boots. He writes approvingly of
      a colliery girl: "Her ponderous boots with iron on the sole, shod like a horses hoofs." Here Munby
      connects this image with one of his favorite animal analogies. Small, dainty feet and hands, of course, were the
      pride of middleclass Victorian women and figure widely in descriptions of feminine attractiveness, a physical
      characteristic evoked in characters from Dora, the wife in David Copper field, to Meg
      in Little Women, or Rosamund in Middlemarch. This concern
      extended to doubts about workingwomen who did not conform to the expected distinction. In 1862, a private factory
      welfare officer for a silk firm wrote "I immediately remarked the small delicately formed hands of the
      weavers, and I have seen the smallness to be, in a domestic point of view, a great disadvantage to women in that
      condition of life. . . ."74
    


    
      The animal/human analogy which Munby used for his colliery girl pervades his diary. It indicates lowliness and
      degradation, but also a brute strength and dumb loyalty expressed through love and service. In his poetry, girls
      and women are compared to cows, horses, dogs, and in the case of the "ebony slave girl" (who eats on
      all fours out of a bowl on the ground), even an elephant. Note that all these are examples of domesticated
      animals who have been "trained" and "broken in" by man. This analogy is, as we have seen, by
      no means unique to Munby. The comparison of the "handling" of women to horses has a long history in
      literature about the relations between the sexes.75 In some writers, middle-class women may appear as "spirited fillies,"
      but for Munby the domesticated animal evocation is more often expressed in a fondness for watching women standing
      and working in lowly positions. He was a firm believer in the importance of curtsying, for example; and he finds
      the young milkwoman he saw stooping to take up her new yoke looking "proud as a young cart horse." He
      imposes the same image on a servant washing the kitchen floor in a country inn: "I spoke to her first, she
      did not understand me: but leaning on her hands which were spread upon the wet brick pavement like forefeet. . .
      she scrubbed away busily under tables and dresser, folks stepping over her whenever they came in her
      way."76 Fascination with
      love expressed through drudgery, dirt, defilement, and even disfigurement reaches its height (or depth) in a poem
      which no publisher would accept. It combines all these themes with one of Munby's favorite locations, a coal
      mining area. In this poem his heroine works underground and is eventually hideously disfigured in a mine
      explosion. (Coal miners had a general fascination for Victorians. They were the troglodytes who produced the
      power on which the whole edifice of comfortable middle-class life rested but they were hidden away under the
      ground.) Munby's imaginary pit lass:
    


    
      ... thinks it sweet to walk all day upon her hands and feet.
      

      With a full wain behind! To rejoice in being a quadruped?
      

      To give her voice for such degradation?
      

      Let her go, disgusting creature!
      

      Ah! You little know the ways of women and the rights of love.77
    


    
      The special importance of dirt or blackness for servants should be obvious. They spent a great deal of their
      lives maintaining cleanliness in middle-class homes. Their most important job was to remove dirt and waste: to
      dust; empty slop pails and chamber pots; peel fruit and vegetables; pluck fowl; sweep and scrub floors, walls,
      and windows; remove ash and cinders; black lead grates; wash clothes and linen.78
    


    
      The equation of servants with dirt and pollution, however, and the equation of dirt with blackness had particular
      overtones in mid-Victorian England, as some of the literary symoblism cited has already indicated. In Western
      culture blackness has always carried strong symbolic meaning: "being the antagonist of white which is God,
      it becomes the symbol of personified evil."79 From the sixteenth century onwards, this symbolism was enlarged by its
      associations with the Dark Continent and the slavery of black peoples.80 As Jordan points out, embedded in the concept of blackness was its
      direct opposite—whiteness: "Every white will have its black." White and black connotated purity and
      filthiness, virginity and sin, virtue and baseness, beauty and ugliness. From the Elizabethans onwards, whiteness
      had been the color of perfect human beauty, especially female beauty, implying the desirability of a fair rose
      and white complexion.81 It
      should not come as a shock, therefore, that Hannah's pet name for Munby was Massa, that is, what they took to
      be the Negro slave's word for Master. Three years after they met she began to wear a leather strap around her
      wrist and a chained collar with lock around her neck to which Munby held the key. He particularly enjoyed seeing
      her face and arms blackened—in his phrase "in her dirt."
    


    
      Again, these associations were commonplace in the Victorian era. In the classic children's book, The Water Babies, written by Munby's friend and contemporary, Charles Kingsley, the climactic
      scene shows Tom, chimney sweep boy, leaping out from the chimney covered in soot, "looking like a little
      black gorilla," into the spotless white bedroom of Ellie, the golden-haired middle-class child. Tom has to
      be purified by dying and becoming a water baby, that is, washed clean and returned to a nonsexual infant
      innocence before he can join Ellie in heaven.82
    


    
      Natives, particularly African slaves, were also associated with nakedness and by implication were heavily
      sexualized in contrast to buttoned-up, controlled Englishmen. Showing oneself uncovered and dirty in public was
      thus considered especially degrading. In their memoirs, several servants emphasized the humiliation they felt at
      having to kneel (thus showing legs and petticoats) to scrub the front doorsteps and paths every morning, open to
      the stares of passersby, the whistles and importunings of men and boys. The symbolic meaning of cleaning in
      public helps to explain the use
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        "Hannah as a slave." Photograph by A. J. Munby. By permission of the Master and Fellows, Trinity
        College Cambridge, England.
      

    


    
      of "step girls" by those who could not afford any other domestic services. Hannah reported that the
      mistress she served in summer when there were lodgers and visitors in the house "told me she would try to do
      with no servants in winter—only for the errands and for cleaning the front door steps—she says 'i
      cannot do them—and i felt sorry for her-i can do them and always do everywhere i
      like, but she seem'd to think it degrading and of course it would be to her." She added, "it wants
      nerve to stand or kneel in the street before everybody—feeling that you're despised and degraded before them
      all."83
    


    
      It is only by understanding these symbolic meanings that the fantasy games which Hannah and Munby played can be
      appreciated:
    


    
      I got up early, for Massa was coming at ½ past eight to see me clean the steps and do the sign of my 'lowness' like i did awhile ago . . . and i wanted to be black from doing'
      the grate as well . . . i did the dining room fire—got my arms blacked and wiped my mouth and nose across with my
      black hand . . . I washed the doorsteps and flags and when I saw Massa coming I got the door mat out and shook it
      well in the road and then i laid it on the causeway (sidewalk) & knelt on all fours and swept it well o'
      both sides wi the hand brush & last of all i knelt an wiped my face on the dirty mat in front of all the
      folks what pass'd by and Massa was looking on from a few doors up . . . & then i rubbed my face on it
      & put my lips again it & i thought now i was one o' the lowest drudges as could be—but Massa loved me
      & i love my work, both for its and also Massa's sake & i felt so happy.84
    


    
      The power to create or transform another human being and in so doing to reaffirm upper middle-class masculine
      identity provided, as we have seen, the compelling attraction of rescue work as well as the rationale for the
      phenomenon of the child bride. In "Susan: A Poem of Degrees," 1893, it is Munby, thinly disguised as
      the hero, who speaks of creating "the new Pygmalion":
    


    
      He look'd at her: a Juno covered in coal,
      

      With lustrous eyes and firm devoted soul;
      

      Goddess within, beneficent and brave,
      

      Yet outwardly a negress and a slave
    


    
      She flings herself at his feet. He raises her up (a favorite phrase in "rescue work") and "kisses
      her foul lips" until they "again grew ruddy from their black eclipse." There are, indeed, several
      photographs in the Munby collection of collier girls in their filthy, masculine pit clothes with the same girl
      neatly dressed in her Sunday best, looking like any other respectable working-class woman in crinoline, bonnet,
      and shawl. Hannah was also photographed as slave,
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        "Hannah, scrubbing steps." Photograph by A. J. Munby. By permission of the Master and Fellows,
        Trinity College Cambridge, England.
      

    


    
      drudge, neat serving maid, middle-class lady and "angel." After their marriage she would work in the
      basement kitchen in Fig Tree Court all day but sit with him, "dainty in black silk" in the evening.
      "Is she not a servant during the day, and a lady in the evening? and fulfils either part so well, that for
      the time being she seems incapable of the other."85
    


    
      For Munby, as we have seen, one of the most important transformations was the crossing of sex lines. The more
      sharply that gender was differentiated in dress, looks, voice, walk, coloring, and size, the more intriguing and
      exciting passing through or reversing these boundaries could be. Victorian writing, costume, and visual imagery
      constantly emphasizes the largeness, hardness, and muscularity of men as opposed to the small fragility and
      roundness of middle-class women. The Victorians took every opportunity to emphasize and create differences
      between the sexes just as they did between the working-class woman and middle-class lady. Or in Munby's
      phrase the shoulders of the girl farm servant, who he compares to a young guardsman, are three foot broad and
      "square, massive, muscular, made for work, just as those sloping white ones of a drawing room were made for
      show."
    


    
      Munby was fascinated by working girls and actresses who dressed in men's clothes. He often had pictures of
      himself taken with the pit girls in their working dress and in the diary compares himself, his stature, his
      hands, and feet with theirs.86
      In several places, Munby compares his size with that of Hannah. We know that she was 5'7½" tall and
      weighed nearly as much as he did, 11½ stones (161 lbs). At various times he measured her biceps and the size is
      given variously as thirteen, fourteen and once even eighteen inches round. Hannah in her diary too, glories in
      her strength and size relative to "Massa." Her hands are too big to wear his gloves, "i can heave
      my Master easy and carry him as if he was a child, nearly."87 She was even photographed by Munby with hair cut short and dressed in
      men's clothes. (She also recorded in her diary in various places that she wrestled a calling tradesman and
      floored a young, male fellow servant, neither of whom were amused.) The sex reversal theme, then, just as the
      class transformation theme figures in their fantasy games. In one of his dialect poems Munby wrote:
    


    
      Look at rnah Master, then an' look at me
      

      Wi' his fine fingers an' his dainty ways
      

      He's like a lady-an Ah often thinks
      

      He is a iaady, when Ah waits on him—An
      

      me a common mon'88
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      Again, women dressing as men, especially as "gentlemen" was a favorite music hall turn and a common
      frolic below stairs reported in servants and children's memoirs.89
    


    
      The other major theme in these reversal games was the city/country division. Munby liked to see Hannah not only
      with bare arms and rough hands, but also wearing old-fashioned short frocks and peasant bonnets or picturesque
      white caps. He loved her "countrified" speech and kept lists of dialect words she used; he delighted in
      her rural simplicty juxtaposed to the sophistication of the drawing rooms where he met middle-class women. As we
      know, many of his contemporaries were also trying to rediscover country customs, dialect, and song in the
      beginnings of the "folk culture" movement popularized by people such as Cecil Sharpe. Pre-Raphaelite
      painters, too, took as a motif the warm red and brown skin tones of rural figures, often dressed in folk costume.
    


    
      Although Hannah was a country woman by origin, the long years in London had cut her off from a genuinely rural
      culture. Although she could switch to her Shropshire dialect at will, she also had learned some French from Munby
      and German from a fellow servant. Her diaries, especially the later ones, are vividly written if not perfect in
      spelling and grammar. Munby himself introduced her to many classical authors and liked to discuss them with her.
      She enjoyed suprising him with her ability to do household accounts and add up column of figures. She copied
      manuscripts for him, wrote letters, and even checked references. Yet, to please him, she made a French
      peasant's bonnet from a picture he had shown her and continued to wear it despite ridicule from fellow
      servants.
    


    
      Some of their games and activities had a strong mother (nurse/child) theme. Sometimes he sat on her lap: "Massa sits on me, feet and all on my
      knees—at first he thought i couldn't bear him, but i said 'oh i can, so ever since then i expect to nurse
      him after dinner." She would then usually fetch a basin of water and kneel down to wash his feet.90 One of their favorite activities in the
      Shropshire cottage was to bathe each other. Hannah, of course, had fetched and heated the water and prepared
      everything beforehand. She would rub his back and wash him, an office which he says only a mother or wife (or
      nurse) could perform. After his bath, she would get into the tub using the same water and he would wash her back.
      Indeed at one point he specifically says of Hannah: "Let me be refreshed by a mother's love and by that of one so different."
    


    
      Not all their games were so benign. Over the years Munby had taught Hannah to value her lowliness. He cut out of
      his diary those
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        "Hannah as a rural maiden." Photograph by A. J. Munby. By permission of the Master and Fellows,
        Trinity College Cambridge, England.
      

    


    
      passages which explicitly explain what this "training" in love through degradation was, but it most
      certainly included kissing his feet and licking the mud off his boots. (In My Secret
      Life when the hero is still in his teens, he was inflamed with lust when the maidservant had to kneel to
      take off his boots, a standard part of a maidservant's duties.)
    


    
      As in the ritual "sign" of lowliness previously described, with Munby and Hannah, both bodily and
      spatial symbolism was exaggerated. We have already noted his use of animal analogies and fascination with women
      in a kneeling position. Hannah would lurk in the basement of Fig Tree Court, she would revel in going into the
      backs of coal holes and water closets to clean them out, she would climb up the chimney to clean it (twice in the
      nude) and would curl up inside it, "like a dog" and covered with soot. She deliberately would allow
      lodgers to walk over her while she scrubbed on hands and knees. While she was kneeling to hammer down a new
      carpet, a lady kicked her and she was glad for she could put it in her diary to show Munby.91
    


    
      Nine years after they had first met and their relationship was firmly established, Hannah had a dream which she
      recorded in her diary. She dreams she is at "Massa's." She is on the floor and he is showing her a
      book; a gentleman walked in and looked astonished. She asks Munby what to do. He says lie still but she creeps
      around the table "and lay curl'd up like a dog under the window" and "Massa talking to the
      gentleman and he didn't seem to notice me nor hardly to know i was a girl [note she was 30 years old] laying
      there and i was glad of that."92
    


    
      In the two-room cottage in Shropshire where Hannah went to live, the parlor was kept solely for Munby. In this
      room his desk and writing equipment, the symbols of his work and attachment to the wider world, took pride of
      place. This scene is laid in one of Munby's barely disguised verses describing their relationship:
    


    
      
        His parlour an' mah kitchen is as near
        

        To one another, an' an mooch unlike
        

        As him an' me is . . .
      


      
        The kitchen's my home, Sir, an always was
        

        An always will be.93
      

    


    
      Their compromise situation of master/husband and servant/wife was literally reproduced in space.
    


    Contradictions


    
      It seems evident that Hannah tried, and to an extent, succeeded in accepting and believing in Munby's
      equation of dirt, lowliness, even degradation with love and inner worth. On the other hand, she admits that most
      servants, herself included before her "training," would have wanted to rise above scullery work or a
      maid-of-all-work position if they could. She too had internalized conceptions of respectability, order, and
      cleanliness. It was, after all, partly her task to create that order. After the incident where she rubbed her
      face in the dirt and kissed the mat on the pavement in front of Munby, she records her feelings: "i was glad
      i'd done it, but i felt so overcome somehow with the feeling of love and degradation—been in the street like
      that-so low and so dirty—yet liking the work so and especially for Massa's sake that it was some time afore i
      could feel calm."94
    


    
      Her training in degradation was a lesson with contradictory repercussions. At one time she took a place as a
      "skivvy" in a lodging house in the Strand to be nearer Fig Tree Court. This kind of service was the
      lowest in status and the most onerous in heavy, dirty work required; it was often done by girls who had been
      brought up in the workhouse. It was winter and the frost had cracked Hannah's hands into open chilblains
      which had become ingrained with soot (a very common and painful complaint of both domestic servants and
      working-class housewives whose hands were constantly in water). One day she slipped out to visit Munby hoping to
      please him to be seen thus "in her dirt" but even Munby was appalled. In another place she was left to
      "clean down" a large house that had not only its full complement of London grime and soot aided by
      three coal fires in the house, but also a railroad running at the bottom of the garden. The family had gone away
      on holiday while the cleaning was being done (the usual practice) and Hannah invited Munby to come and visit her:
      "i wanted him to see what a big gloomy dirty house this i have to live in, and what a deal o' work was
      left for me to do all by myself, and i felt so dirty and miserable too, for after all
      too much dirt & too much work is sickening, & i was not surprised to see Massa look
      disgusted."95
    


    
      As early as 1860, Munby himself began to realize the ramifications of his scheme. When he was on a visit to
      Hannah, then a maid-of-all-work in a dreary suburb, he noticed how five years of "scrubbing & cleaning,
      of sun & wind out of doors and kitchen fires within" have coarsened Hannah's looks: "And she
      was pleased with the change-pleased that she is now so much rougher and
      coarser-because it pleases me, she thinks. Truly, every smear and stain of coarseness on her poor neglected face
      comes of love. And now, it is high time that all this discipline should cease, but I have no means of ending it!
      To be a smart parlour maid, or even lady's maid are distinctions far above her reach: she would smile
      incredulous if I proposed them. Che sera, sera."96
    


    
      In 1864 when Hannah was working as a maid-of-all-work in a prosperous trademan's household, she was told to
      remove the wrist strap she wore as a badge of servitude to Munby. She refused and was sacked on the grounds that
      it made her too dirty to wait on table. The constant need to wash and change from work clothes to a clean apron
      at any minute to be summoned upstairs or answer the door was a complaint of both Hannah and many other domestic
      servants. The effort to maintain a clean frontstage and working backstage was an extra burden on servants when
      there was only one employed. After she had lost her job, Hannah wrote bitterly: "i felt a bit hurt to be
      told i was too dirty, when my dirt was all got with making things clean for them." This is her satisfaction,
      the work that her strength and skill can accomplish:
    


    
      How shamed ladies'd be to have hands and arms like mine and how weak they'd be to do my work and how
      shocked to touch the dirty things even what i black my whole hands with every day—yet such things must be done
      and the lady's'd be the first to cry out if they was to find nobody to do it for 'em—so the lowest
      work i think is honourable in itself and the poor drudge is honourable too providing her mind isn't coarse
      and low as her work, both cause its useful and for be'en content with the station she is placed
      in.97
    


    
      Once Hannah even made the dangerous connection between this strength and the constraints of her deference and
      dependency. In a tiff with an employer, occasioned by her visits to Munby, she noted: "i told Massa how it
      was to feel a great big wench & strong as i am, as could crush a weak thing like Miss Margaret is with one
      hand (though of course i wouldn't & she must know that)—for her to
      trifle with me about going out when i'd got leave to-&
      play with me as if i was a child" (Hannah was 38 years old at this time). Hannah was resentful at
      Munby's taking the lady's part and not helping her. She claims she wasn't rude, only "spoke up
      plain" but "humble as i ought to be to them above me." It was not a
      pleasant evening she spent with Munby after this incident "but i could see he didn't exactly
      dislike me for showing spirit."98
    


    
      Here was one of the paradoxes of their relationship. Hannah was in many ways a more independent agent than Munby
      as she had supported herself from the age of eight while he was financially and in many ways still emotionally
      and socially dependent on his parents. Yet for all her strength and independence, Hannah's position forced
      her into a childish dependency on Munby. Both referred to her moods and outbursts as "being naughty."
      When she is put in an intolerable situation by her employer, Munby gives her a double message; backing up the
      authority of the employer yet obviously enjoying her show of spirit especially as he knew that he had ultimate
      loyalty over her life through love:
    


    
      Obeying other folks' commands
      

      Although she was my own99
    


    
      Munby especially delighted to subtly attack middle-class women through Hannah; his love was stronger than their
      legitimate authority. In "Queen Kara" he says:
    


    
      From Nature's sanctum: whose degree is sure
      

      And even a slave obeying finds reward
      

      That Woman still should mould herself to Man
      

      And not to Woman. Masculine regard
      

      Is hers by right for blessing or for ban.100
    


    
      He believes that Hannah, like all young servants while outwardly respectful, regards "the ladies as her
      natural enemies" but the gentlemen as her allies. This is very like the childhood alliance of children and
      servants against the moral authority of the mother. Munby was incapable of realizing that while Hannah was
      subservient and hardworked by all middle-class employers, the women varied just as much as the men. The
      ex-governess for whom Hannah worked in Margate was particularly kind and uncondescending, talking to her at
      length, teaching her about astronomy and loaning her books.
    


    
      The same psychological shallowness is evident in Munby's reaction to any illness or even fatigue on
      Hannah's part. On these occasions, in contrast to his attitude to his mother's perpetual illnesses, he
      both panics and becomes angry with her like a child depending on an all-powerful, never-exhausted mother figure
      if she shows any sign of weakness:
    


    
      And again my Massa, why shd you be put out cause I had the lumbago & them sweats & languid feelings-I
      shall not like telling you if anything's the matter if it puts you out o'sorts, as you say-I know
      you'll say it's love & all that, but i know how soon you wince, & are really put out if all doesn't go to your liking, & if you was a married
      man with a family & delicate wife & kep a lot a servants you'd often ha' things to vex I can tell
      you. . . .101
    


    
      In the year before they were married, Hannah was working for an eccentric maiden lady who lived alone. She often
      made Hannah get up in the middle of the night and search the house from coal cellar to dust hole in the yard for
      "wicked men." Munby scolded Hannah for exposing herself to yet more colds and rheumatic pains for she
      had been ill on and off for some months:
    


    
      I told Massa how i'd got a cold from it. he was angry with me for running the risk but i said "if my
      missis orders me to do a thing i must do it" & i said "If it costs
      one's life we ought to do it, else what's a servant good for?" Massa said "Yes you shd obey your missis of course but shouldn't you obey me
      first?" So i said "Yes Massa & if you'd bin there & told me not
      to go in the coal hole i wouldn't."102
    


    
      In addition to these psychological contradictions, there was an economic problem. With her skill, experience, and
      intelligence, Hannah could have earned upwards of twenty pounds a year as an upper servant. She did try a place
      as cook with a kitchenmaid under her at twenty-two pounds but she soon gave it up and didn't try again:
      "indeed it was only nonsense for me after being used to the lowest only and Massa teaching me to love rough
      dirty work . . . i dislike the thought of being over anybody and ordering things not only cause i'd rather do
      the work myself but for fear anyone should think me set up and proud . . . for freedom and true lowliness
      there's nothing like being a maid of all work."103
    


    
      Hannah, by her own admission, was very glad to turn her financial affairs totally over to Munby whom she trusted
      implicitly. It is probable that part of this financial dependency was the product of her blocked ambition and her
      acceptance of her lowliness. In February 1871, on Munby's advice, she withdrew £ 100 of her savings (a very
      substantial amount by working-class standards of the period—Munby himself only started his job at £ 160 a year).
      She was given the money in sovereigns and notes but she records in her diary that she didn't even count it:
      "it seem'd such a lot & confused me, for though i like saving and being careful, i hate going to the
      bank or having anything to do with money affairs, so i feel glad to get rid of it as long as its safe, & glad
      that Massa doesn't mind managing it for me, for i certainly would do nothing with it myself."104
    


    
      Nevertheless, Hannah's relationship to Munby in his persona as gentleman was
      extremely important to her. She claimed several times that she had "seen his face in the tea-cups"
      before she met him; in other words that she was psychologically attuned to finding someone of higher status as
      proof of her own self-worth. She muses in her diary at various points about whether she could have ever fallen in
      love with a man of her own rank and comes to the conclusion that it is doubtful. Yet, as with women of any class,
      without marriage, the final mark of her dependent status was the lack of a home of her own. Unmarried female
      servants no matter what their age, were always considered "girls." The mythology of the middle class
      maintained that these women would be taken care of as Munby took care of his old nurse, Hannah Carter, by giving
      her a pension in her old age. (Munby himself published a collection of Epitaphs and
      Obituaries of Faithful Servants in 1891, material culled mostly from tombstones found in his wanderings.)
      The Royal Commission on the Poor Law enquiry at the turn of the century confirmed that, for those domestic
      servants who were single and had never had a home of their own, a much more common fate was for them to seek
      indoor relief in the workhouse when they could no longer work.105 Hannah felt this gap in her life increasingly as her
      relationship with Munby drew her further away from her childhood roots in Shropshire. Some of the entries in her
      diary show her often desperately "homesick." The cottage she finally had in Shropshire partly made up
      for this and made her resigned to living apart from Munby.
    


    
      Munby too was torn by the contradictions implicit in his relationship with Hannah. He resented what he felt to be
      her underestimation of what he had sacrificed in remaining loyal to her. Most importantly, he didn't see, as
      most employers of servants didn't see, the physical and mental burden of the work load a servant such as
      Hannah was expected to carry. Despite the vivid, detailed description of her daily work that Hannah provided in
      her diary, and his own observations of working women, Munby, who had never worked with anything heavier than a
      pen in his life, romanticized manual work. He delighted in the fact that Hannah spent her Sunday afternoons off
      with him doing his housework, getting his tea, washing his feet. She also took his laundry, mending, and sewing
      away to do in her spare time.
    


    
      After they were married, Hannah not only did all the housework, shopping, and cooking for Munby; but because she
      was nominally the housekeeper for the whole building at Fig Tree Court, she worked for the other tenants as well.
      Writing of this period, Munby exults half-jokingly in his diary: "She emptied slops, she drew water, and
      brought up the full can and pail, she dug coals and carried up the full scuttle; which things she does daily
      without any help from her Brutal Husband."106
    


    
      Although he taught working women Latin at the Working Women's College, Munby believed that the working girl
      should remain simple. In his poetry he sneers at the "listless pale imitations" of gentility into which
      such girls develop who strive to become educated. Rather, their education should consist of "Nature, Labour
      and Life." While thoroughly appreciating Hannah's inborn refinement and obvious intelligence, he lists
      her best characteristics as "Devout purity, homely household skill, love of nature, strength, humility and
      artless simplicity." A careful reading of Hannah's diaries, however, conveys the impression of an
      extremely efficient administrator as well as hard worker with a wide knowledge of the social nuances of her
      several worlds and a shrewd skill at manipulating her employers within the limits of her service relationship.
    


    
      Munby's "not seeing" Hannah's distress and physical exhaustion was part of the natural
      relationship of the servant/wife. After they were married, he did, indeed, consider that he owned all her
      loyalties and legally, of course, he gained control of her income and savings. After their marriage Hannah at
      last took off the wrist strap, collar, and chain which she had secretly worn all the years of their courtship.
    


    
      He was found of quoting Ruskin's words to her: "that the best of all service is unpaid because it is
      done for love." In a poem written after her death in 1909 in which Munby openly acknowledged their
      relationship, he calls Hannah "my faithful servant wife" and he equates love and labor as one and the
      same thing:
    


    
      
        Happy in her humble calling
        

        Happy on her hands and knees
        

        Nothing checks her—nothing daunts her.
        

        Til her daily work is done;
      


      
        And she does it not for merit but to prove
        

        That no labour is too low to be
        

        The language of her love109
      

    


    
      In Ann Morgan's Love he repeats his favorite theme that a woman's true love
      will be expressed through loyalty and labor:
    


    
      Of sacrifice, of self-abandonment
      

      Of pure devoted, unregarded toil
      

      For him to whom she gives herself: for me
    


    
      In many ways, Hannah was, in fact, a creature of his fantasy. He could not face the fact that she was a real
      human being with wishes and needs of her own. After they were married for a short time, Munby persuaded Hannah to
      dress and live as a lady and openly become his wife. It worked very briefly while they were on their wedding trip
      in France and for the odd week or two in hired rooms in the country. But after their return to Fig Tree Court,
      Hannah refused to continue and Munby, with secret relief, allowed her to remain as his housekeeper. His
      fascination with the pretending and transformation game made this enjoyable at first and they could now at least
      live in the same house.
    


    
      Munby was obviously afraid of his father s wrath and the effect on his frail, unworldly mother if he revealed the
      truth about his marriage. And yet after his parents' death, he seemed to become even more ambivalent about
      the relationship. The games were beginning to lose their charm as Hannah gained more understanding of
      middle-class life at close quarters, and the "strange trials" and nineteen years of waiting had left
      their mark on both of them. Hannah clung more than ever to her servant identity as her one claim to independence,
      but to Munby it seemed rather that she had learned the lesson of lowliness only too well.
    


    
      In middle-class Victorian terms, A. J. Munby failed to become a full social adult for he never set up and
      supported a household complete with wife, children, and servants. His relations with women of his own class were
      mostly formal, his secret despising of their weakness was compensated by extreme chivalry and courtesy in his
      dealings with them in person.108 His diary reveals that he felt much more at ease in the company of his male
      companions. He was especially hostile to any claims made by what he considered to be feminist women. He
      considered that they had neither the attractions of his "rustic maidens" nor the acknowledged, fragile
      femininity of their own class; rather they were unsexed beings who were viciously determined to take away real
      men's vocations and he remained opposed to women's suffrage all his life.109
    


    
      Clearly, Munby was no radical in the sphere of sexual politics. Once at a party in Campden Hill he made a special
      effort to speak at length to a young lady with whom a close friend and contemporary was deeply in love. (He and
      Munby were in their early forties at the time.) "A lively good natured very pretty girl of nineteen: voila
      tout! Yet there is something noble in that worship of beauty and girlish weakness which makes a brave high-minded
      man fall down before such an object in despite of his own judgement."110
    


    
      Munby himself had twice become involved with young middle-class women and even thought of proposing marriage, but
      before long he withdrew. The impression from the diary is that he was never seriously emotionally drawn to any of
      those from his own class. In any case, marriage to a middle-class woman would have meant his obtaining a level of
      income and life-style which Munby could not and would not do.
    


    
      It may have been, as in the case of many other middle-class men who turned to working-class girls (or men) for
      their emotional life, that the split image was too great for him to maintain in a traditional
      marriage.111 Nevertheless, this
      inability also sharpened his awareness of the contradictions in his society. He was attracted to Hannah and the
      women like her, degraded and dirty for his sake, but also for the independent spirit of her life in refusing to
      be a "lady" and thus losing that independence. Munby said of service that "it may blunt the home
      affections." but it gave a "sturdy independence, self-reliance and shrewdness" to the character.
      He quotes approvingly from one of his servant informers, "I know if I don't take care of myself, nobody
      else'll take care of me."112
    


    
      Despite his, to us, repellent fascinations with certain symbolic themes: the equation of dirt and degradation
      with female strength and love; the comparison of women to brute beasts, of both to black slaves; and the
      identification of all these inferior breeds as agents of a threatening but compelling Nature, Munby did
      recognize, if only dimly, a fundamental contradiction of Victorian society. The sheltered lives that middle-class
      ladies were ideally supposed to lead depended directly on the labor of working-class girls and women, who through
      their services created the material conditions necessary to maintain a middle-class life-style for men and women
      alike.113
    


    
      He went further than expressing his concern about this contradiction in more normal activities like the moral
      reform of individual women or the "rescue" of symbolically important, but marginal, groups such as
      child prostitutes. He wanted to see working women remain independent and in charge of their own destiny through
      economic and social control of their own lives. The tragedy was, of course, that his championship of this cause
      remained at the individual level, and stopped short at the significant barrier of manual work.
    


    Conclusions


    
      A detailed study of such a source as the Munby collection brings alive the connection between social structure
      and personality. The pervasiveness of both class and gender categories, which it illustrates, stems from the
      effect of often unconscious, highly charged, emotional expectations laid down in childhood, which in many cases
      appear in the form of subliminal images. The mutual preoccupations of Munby and Hannah with boundaries and their
      experience of crossing these boundaries in both fantasy and reality can tell us a great deal about the way the
      fabric of Victorian society was created and maintained.
    


    
      Hannah's experience of both sides of the class barrier, in particular, while emphasizing the monotony and
      sheer drudgery of domestic work, provides insights into the constraints as well as privileges of middle-class
      women. Hannah obviously valued the social, physical, and spatial freedom of movement open to a servant but denied
      to any woman who had pretensions to gentility. In her experiments with ladies' clothing and life-style she
      demonstrates in a very human way the constraints which such apparently trivial factors meant in daily life. On
      her wedding journey to France, she had changed her short servant's skirt and jacket to dress as a lady,
      complete with felt hat with a feather and veil, "a grey frock with frill round my neck, and white cuffs and
      grey kid gloves, and carrying my striped sun shade—all different to anything i had got used to, that one day in
      the train i got almost ill tempered at being so muffled up, and i felt i'd much
      liefer feel my hands free as they used to be."114
    


    
      When set against background knowledge of the period, the omissions in the diaries can also be as revealing as
      what is recorded. Munby, for example, scarcely ever mentions working-class men in detail, even those he taught at
      the Working Men's College. If he does, they are noted without emotion, as figures in the landscape or
      occasionally as part of Hannah's circle: her brother, uncle, or fellow servants. He seems to have
      concentrated almost exclusively on women although heavily "masculinized" women. Yet it is known at this
      period that cross-class homosexual relations exercised both intense attraction as well as fear for many men of
      Munby's background and education.115 Working-class youth, as well as girls, could represent the natural and
      uncorrupted domain. Edward Carpenter expressing his love for the poor and uneducated "thick-thighed, hot,
      coarse-fleshed young brick layer, with the strip around his waist" uses language very reminiscent of
      Munby's.116 The lure of the
      unknown appears especially strong in the image of the dusky native boy so easily available to colonial soldiers,
      administrators, and adventurers.
    


    
      This view at times comes close to a vision of the working class as representing "true" masculinity, the
      power of manual work. Such a force would revitalize the effete, over-urbanized, even feminized, middle class; but
      at the same time, it is equated with fear of the threatening working class mob. Munby, as well as reformers of
      many varieties and even radicals, tried to use personal (sexual) relationships to bring the classes closer
      together, to bridge the artificial gap between human beings-consider E. M. Forster's cry of "only
      connect." Yet cross-class relationships always displayed a certain ambivalence for they were ultimately
      based on power and exploitation; first and foremost the power of money, but also the education and life-style,
      while within heterosexual relations these powers were augmented by the rights traditionally due to the man.
    


    
      A. J. Munby had a dim sense of this ambivalence for he had spent his whole life in trying to come to terms with
      the dilemma of class and gender while at the same time making full use of the prerogatives of his status as an
      upper middle-class man. He expressed his unease in a passage from his diary where he focuses, as so often, on the
      metaphor of hands.
    


    
      In 1860 he was dining with some of his men friends at a country inn. One of his favorite types of "country
      wench" with big, red hands and bare arms waited at table and Munby mused:
    


    
      Are the relations of the sexes really inverted when three men sit at table, with hands delicate and jewelled, and
      a woman stands behind and waits, offering the dishes with so large coarse a hand that makes her master's look
      almost lady-like: And is it the proper thing, that the women should sit as at a ball
      supper, drawing the gloves from their dainty fingers, and waited on by men whose
      hands that seemed so ladylike by comparison with Molly's, look sinewy and labourious by the side of
      Blanche's tender tips? If this is right for one class is that for the other? In
      short, what, in the Equation of life, is the respective value of the terms sex and
      station."117
    


    
      In the course of studying this one relationship in depth it has become evident that the separation of spheres for
      women and men which had begun as an attempt to solve the contradictions created by the pursuit of economic power
      and rationality through the market, had itself created intense contradictions for the individual men who reaped
      its benefits. At the same time, it also becomes clear that the interconnection of these hierarchical divisions
      could blight innumerable lives of those who were made most vulnerable by that system, particularly young
      working-class women.
    


    
      Appendix


      
        From A. J. Munby, Benois: Poems, 1852
      


      The Sexes


      
        O, you are fair-you have soft turtle-eyes,
        

        Not flush'd with vulgar passion, clouded not
        

        With stains of folly,-whose transparent lymph
        

        No shadows dull, no fretful eddies blot:
      


      
        Your souls are precious oratories, closed
        

        And curtain'd in from all things not divine;
        

        Where smoothest sounds enrich the loving air,
        

        And moons alone and silver cressets shine.
      


      
        You dwell in peace among your pleasant hours—You
        

        hear no echoes from the far-off strife;
        

        You lift your shining eyes, and all the place
        

        Feels happier—feels the magic of your life.
      


      
        But we—for us in the thick thronging days
        

        No shrine, no bower, no oasis appears;
        

        No path is left whereby we might have climb'd
        

        Back for a moment to the better years:
      


      
        We have forgotten all—we hear not now
        

        Our mothers' teachings,—see not in the land
        

        Its ancient beauties,-look on you as dreams
        

        Too fair to love, too high to understand:
      


      
        We are uncover'd—the rank, stagnant air
        

        Infects our breath—our curdled souls endure
        

        A press of crawling horrors-and vile sounds
        

        Hiss in our dull ears: how can we be pure?
      


      Two Hands


      I


      
        This is her hand, her cool and fragrant hand:
        

        Long lissome fingers, soft as the south wind;
        

        A roseleaf palm, which Love's own kiss would find
        

        Sweet as the rose; and many a thin blue strand
        

        Vein'd in the white, our homage to command.
        

        All grace of form and colour has combined
        

        To give us this fair index of a mind
        

        Pare as her hands, and not less nobly plann'd.
      


      
        Ah, tender toys, so slight, so flexible!
        

        Can they too share the strenuous work of life,
        

        And help their owner to do long and well
        

        The duties of a woman and a wife;
        

        Or, may they brook no labour more severe
        

        Than just to charm the eye and soothe the ear?
      


      II


      
        This is her hand, her large and rugged hand:
        

        Strong nervous fingers, stiff with homely toil,
        

        Yet capable; for labour cannot spoil
        

        Their native vigour, nor their swift command
        

        Of household tools, indoors or on the land.
        

        What if rough work must harden and must soil
        

        Her massive palms? They are but as a foil
        

        To that sweet face which all can understand.
      


      
        Yes, all enjoy the beauty of her face;
        

        But few perceive the pathos and the power
        

        Of those broad hands, or feel that inner grace
        

        Of which they are the symbol and the flower:
        

        The grace of lowly help; of duty done
        

        Unselfishly, for all—for anyone.
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    Dora's Hysteria


    
      MARIA RAMAS
    


    
      
        Remind me how we loved our mother's body
        

        our mouths drawing the first
        

        thin sweetness from her nipples
      


      
        our faces dreaming hour on hour
        

        in the salt smell of her lap . . .
      


      
        and how we thought she loved
        

        the strange male body first
        

        that took, that took, whose taking seemed the law
      


      
        and how she sent us weeping
        

        into the law. . . .
      


      
        Adrienne Rich1
      

    


    
      In the fall of 1900 a wealthy Austrian industrialist, Philip Bauer, brought his eighteen-year-old daughter to
      Sigmund Freud for treatment. She came reluctantly. She suffered from severe coughing attacks that often took her
      voice away entirely. In addition, she was chronically depressed and had threatened suicide. She had long been on
      bad terms with her mother, but recently she had become hostile toward her father as well. She insisted that he
      break off relations with a married couple, the K's, with whom he and his family had been close friends for
      years. Philip Bauer told Freud that he suspected his daughter's changed character and intensified nervous
      symptoms had some connection with an event she insisted had occurred one summer, two years earlier, when they had
      joined the K's at a lake in the Alps for a brief vacation. Although his daughter had intended to stay with
      the K's for several weeks, she insisted on accompanying him when he departed a few days after their arrival.
      Shortly afterwards, she told her mother that Herr K had "had the audacity to make a proposal" to her
      while alone on a walk by the lake, pleading, "You know I get nothing out of my wife." She said that she
      had slapped his face and fled. When he met her again on the way back to the house, Herr K "begged her to
      forgive him and not to mention the incident." Philip Bauer had been assured by Herr K, however, that she no
      doubt "fancied the whole scene," most likely as a result of becoming overexcited by erotic books which
      Frau K said she was in the habit of reading. He was sure his daughter's "tale of the man's immoral
      suggestions" was "a phantasy." Taking his leave, hoping that Freud would "please try and
      bring her to reason," Bauer left Freud to face a young woman of "intelligent and engaging looks"
      and "independent judgment," one "who had grown accustomed to laugh at the efforts of
      doctors." Later, betraying his own phantasy, Freud called her Dora.2
    


    
      All of this probably seems familiar. Certainly Freud's analysis of Dora, formally titled "Fragment of an
      Analysis of a Case of Hysteria," is one of his best known case histories.3 It is read as literary classic, as sociology, as
      popular romantic fiction, and, occasionally perhaps, even as soft core pornography. The Collier paperback,
      currently in its fifth edition, certainly has been designed to entice a broader audience than psychoanalysts. Its
      back cover bears the titillating heading "Dora - her homosexual . . . love for Frau K was the strongest
      unconscious current in her mental life." It advertises the cast of supporting characters as "an
      obsessive mother, an adulterous father, her father's mistress, Frau K, and Frau K's husband, who had made
      amorous advances to Dora."4
    


    
      But "Fragment of an Analysis" is not only romantic fiction. It is considered a classic analysis of the
      structure and genesis of hysteria and has the first or last word in almost every psychoanalytic discussion of
      hysteria. Although some have written addenda to Freud's case study, following up on one or another of
      Dora's multiple identifications, or reconsidering the case from the point of view of ego psychology, or from
      that of technique, or transference, the essential meaning of the analysis remains unchallenged. Dora's
      frigidity, so haunting to Freud and to us, is still considered a cornerstone of hysteria and its most profound
      symptom. And the meaning Freud attributed to it is still considered to be "truth" by psychoanalytic
      theory and by popular culture.5
    


    
      Although psychoanalysts seem to have determined the full meaning of Freud's Dora and Dora's hysteria, I
      would like to look at this case once again with feminist eyes.6 My intention is not to use feminism to explain away the
      unconscious meaning of Dora's hysteria, or to deny psychoanalytic discoveries. I will argue, however, that
      Freud's analysis is only partly true - intriguing fiction and flawed analysis - because it is structured
      around a phantasy of femininity and female sexuality that remains misunderstood, unconscious if you will. This
      phantasy continues to be an essential part of psychoanalytic explanations of hysteria, forcing the recognition
      that psychoanalysis is not simply the theory of the formation of gender identity and
      sexuality in patriarchal society, but is profoundly ideological as well.7
    


    
      Dora's real name was Ida Bauer. She was born in Vienna in 1882 to Philip and Kiithe Gerber Bauer. Philip
      Bauer was a prosperous textile manufacturer who owned and managed textile factories in northeastern
      Bohemia.8 According to Freud,
      he was the dominating figure in the family circle. Bauer suffered from tuberculosis and afflictions associated
      with advanced stages of syphilis.
    


    
      Käthe Bauer was described by Freud from characterizations given him by Ida and Philip as "an uncultivated
      woman and above all a foolish one." Freud deduced that she was suffering from a severe form of
      "housewife's psychosis," being "occupied all day long in cleaning the house with its furniture
      and utensils and in keeping them clean to such an extent as to make it almost impossible to use or enjoy
      them."9 Freud suggested
      that Käthe Bauer probably had contracted venereal disease from her husband because she suffered from a vaginal
      discharge and intestinal pain.10
    


    
      Ida and her mother had been on unfriendly terms for many years at the time of the analysis. Ida was much closer
      to Philip Bauer's elder sister whom, as Freud noted, she took as a model by falling ill. This sister suffered
      from what Freud described as "a severe form of psychoneurosis without any characteristically hysterical
      symptoms. After a life which had been weighed down by an unhappy marriage," she literally starved herself to
      death, and died of anorexia a year or so before Ida's analysis began.11
    


    
      The Bauer family circle was completed by a son, Otto, who was fourteen months older than Ida. As an adult, Otto
      manifested certain obsessional characteristics never considered serious enough to warrant analysis. Like his
      sister, Otto became famous, although not as a neurotic. Otto Bauer had a prestigious and influential political
      career as leader and chief theoretician of the Austrian Socialist Party between 1918 and 1934.12
    


    
      This very brief review of the Bauer family's state of mental and physical health suggests that nervous
      illness was the special prerogative of the Bauer women. Both Bauer's sister and his wife suffered extreme
      forms of nervous afflictions, and his sister died of hers. This was not a state peculiar to this one family. Frau
      K, who plays so central a role in this case, also had a history of neurosis and had lived many years as "an
      invalid," obliged to spend months in a sanatorium for nervous disorders because she had been unable to
      walk." In late nineteenth- and early twentieth-century Europe and the United States, hysteria, as well as
      other forms of nervous illness, was common to women of the bourgeoisie — their language of femininity.13
    


    
      Philip Bauer first brought Ida to Freud when she was sixteen. Her chronic nervous cough, which she had endured
      since she was twelve, had worsened alarmingly. She was depressed and complained of constant fatigue and lack of
      concentration. Freud proposed treatment at that time, but her attacks subsided and her father decided against it.
      Soon, she was again coughing in the characteristic manner. When, two years later, she threatened her parents with
      suicide, Philip Bauer firmly decided that she must undergo treatment with Freud, despite her reluctance.
    


    
      During the course of the analysis, Freud discovered additional hysterical manifestations: a vaginal discharge, a
      limp, and a phobia which prevented Ida from walking past "any man whom she saw in eager or affectionate
      conversation with a lady."14 These were Ida Bauer's symptoms, her metaphors, which Freud sought to
      decipher during and after the brief analysis.
    


    
      Freud was inclined to believe Ida's account of Herr K's proposal to her two summers earlier. He suspected
      a connection between this particular "circumstance of her life" and her most recent hysterical
      symptoms. In the very first few sessions, Freud recognized that this was true, but only the tip of the iceberg.
    


    
      The Bauers had first become friends with the K's years earlier when Philip Bauer's tubercular attacks had
      forced the family to move to the southern provinces where the air was fresher. Both the K's and the Bauers
      were unhappy as married couples. Käthe Bauer, perhaps because of her obsessions, perhaps because of her
      estrangement, kept away from Philip Bauer's sickroom, and Frau K nursed him during his long illness. Ida
      formed an intimate friendship with Frau K. She also became friends with Herr K, who often took her on walks and
      gave her small presents.
    


    
      Sometime during the course of the first years of their friendship, Frau K and Philip Bauer began a love affair,
      which continued while Ida was in analysis with Freud. During these same years, Herr K's feelings for Ida
      became clearly erotic. By the time Ida was fourteen, Herr K could no longer control his passion, and he
      precipitated the first of the two seduction attempts around which Freud centered the analysis.
    


    
      On the pretext of inviting Ida to join him and Frau K in viewing a local church festival, Herr K persuaded Ida to
      meet him at his place of business. When Ida arrived, however, she found Herr K alone, for he had previously
      dismissed the clerks and had persuaded Frau K to remain at home. As the procession approached, he asked Ida to
      wait at the door while he closed the outside shutters. When he returned, he "suddenly clasped the girl to
      him and pressed a kiss upon her lips. . . At that moment Ida experienced "a violent feeling of disgust, tore
      herself free from the man, and hurried past him ... to the street door."15 Ida did not mention this scene to anyone until she
      recounted it to Freud, four years later. For some time afterwards, she avoided being alone with Herr K, and she
      begged out of the invitation she had previously accepted to accompany the K's on vacation. Herr K made no
      further attempt at seduction until the "scene" by the lake two years later. After this, Ida broke off
      relations with Herr K entirely. However, she often met him in the street, "and he always used to turn round
      and look after her; and once when he had met her out by herself he had followed her for a long way. . .
      ."16
    


    
      Shortly after the "scene" by the lake, Ida became obsessed by her father's affair with Frau K and
      demanded that he break off relations with the K's. She was enraged that her father denied her account of the
      "scene." Underlying her rage was the suspicion that her father and Herr K had formed an unspoken
      agreement in which she had "been handed over to Herr K as the price of his tolerating the relations between
      her father and his wife."17 For all intents and purposes, an exchange of women had taken place. One can
      imagine the ways in which pressure was brought to bear on Ida to keep Herr K appeased - but also remain
      respectable. As Steven Marcus suggests:18
    


    
      If we try to put ourselves in the place of this girl between her sixteenth and eighteenth years, we can at once
      recognize that her situation was a desperate one. The three adults to whom she was closest, whom she loved the
      most in the world, were apparently conspiring separately, in tandem, or in concert — to deny her the reality of
      her experience. They were conspiring upon matters that might easily unhinge the mind of a young person; for the
      three adults were not betraying Dora's love and trust alone, they were betraying the structure of the actual
      world.
    


    
      As most who have reviewed the case have pointed out, Freud agreed with Ida Bauer's perception of the actual
      world. He found her reproaches of her father "justified." In acknowledging reality as she perceived it,
      Freud undeniably touched her, and made her hopeful. He was not only the first member of Ida's class to do so,
      but the first father figure to do so. No doubt this legitimized Ida's complaint in her own eyes. Certainly
      something more than Philip Bauer's authority compelled her to appear at Freud's home each day for three
      months at the appointed hour. Something more induced her to comply with Freud's method, to free-associate, to
      speak of her sexuality.19
    


    
      There is no way of knowing exactly when Ida Bauer first perceived, however dimly, that Freud, while affirming the
      structure of the actual world, was painstakingly and brilliantly constructing an analysis that would deny the
      structure of her psychic world. No doubt she never understood the nature of Freud's betrayal, although she
      understood and lived the consequences.20 Yet, by the end of the second month of their meetings, as she brought Freud her
      first dream - a phantasy of betrayal and a wish for a savior — Ida Bauer was already coming to suspect that Freud
      would not save her, as indeed he would not.
    


    
      At the most obvious and general level, Ida Bauer's hysteria signified refusal,
      "negative sexuality," as Marcus calls it.21 Freud recognized this, but never deciphered the meaning of the refusal. While
      Freud's analysis is complex, his main proposition is a simple one. Freud claimed that Ida Bauer was aroused
      by Herr K's pursuit of her, but was unwilling to acknowledge her desire consciously. Her unwillingness, he
      argued, had many accidental and even healthy motives — for example, "good sense,"
      "respectability," — but, also, importantly, a "neurotic element, namely, the tendency to a
      repudiation of sexuality which was already present in her. . .,"22 Her hysterical symptoms were compromise formations that represented both
      her desire to yield to Herr K and a composite force rebelling against that desire. Freud further contended that
      underlying the present desire for Herr K was an earlier incestuous childhood wish to be seduced by her father — a
      wish that she summoned up to protect her from the more recent pressing threat.
    


    
      I wish to suggest a very different interpretation, however. While reviewing the main evidence for Freud's
      proposition, I propose to demonstrate that the analysis is not only forced and ultimately unconvincing, but that
      it also begs the question, Ida Bauer's hysteria — her repudiation of sexuality — is not explained by Freud,
      but, rather, explained away, for in the course of the analysis, Freud abandons his initial concern — the
      elucidation of hysteria as a compromise formation - in order to develop an argument
      that is fundamentally an ideological construct, a construct that defends patriarchal phantasies of femininity and
      female sexuality.
    


    
      By engaging in a critical dialogue with Freud's case history, I hope to offer the beginnings of a more cogent
      explanation for Ida Bauer's refusal. Proceeding from a general theoretical to a
      historically specific level of analysis, I will argue that at the deepest level of meaning, Ida Bauer's
      hysteria was exactly what it appeared to be - a repudiation of the meaning of heterosexuality. Drawing upon
      psychoanalytic insight, I will contend that the elementary structures within which female heterosexuality and
      patriarchal femininity are negotiated pose barriers to their development. These barriers can be schematically
      viewed as twofold. First, because sexuality is not given but created through
      activity, and because it is created in relation to a woman and the female body, its transfer to a male
      "object" is problematic. Second, because the essential social relations between men and women are
      structured in terms of dominance and submission, sexual union is understood accurately as a power relation. In
      sexual phantasy, this conception takes the form of what psychoanalysis terms "primal scene" phantasies.
      These phantasies are sadomasochistic in content and have rigidly defined masculine and feminine positions. They
      are, perhaps, the most profound ideology precisely because they are eroticized. These phantasies take shape at
      the oedipal "moment" and are intimately bound up with the process by which the child confronts and
      comes to terms with the patriarchal meanings of sexual difference.
    


    
      Drawing upon historical evidence, and upon Ida Bauer's personal history as Freud revealed it, I will then
      explore the specific ways in which these contradictions were posed to Ida Bauer. I will argue that Ida
      Bauer's hysteria represented a nonresolution of these contradictions and that her hysteria appears for this
      reason to be a compromise formation, for on the one hand, as Freud of course agues, Ida's hysteria revealed
      attempts to comply with the patriarchal laws of her culture and to appropriate patriarchal femininity and
      sexuality. This is most clearly revealed in her relationship to Herr K and in her hysterical identifications with
      servant women. On the other hand, however, her hysteria represented a revolt against this attempt to comply, and
      it is precisely the forcefulness of this revolt that reveals the brittle and really superficial nature of her
      compliance. It is this rebellion, unconscious and therefore ineffectual, that must be understood.
    


    
      I will also contend that Ida Bauer's hysteria, in so far as it expressed a wish, sought to preserve
      preoedipal love for the mother/woman, and retain access to the maternal/female body. This wish underlay Ida
      Bauer's identifications with masculinity and her primary focus on oral sexuality. In so far as her hysteria
      was denial, it was a repudiation not only of the feminine position in the "primal scene," and the
      subordination it implied, but a continual, unsuccessful attempt to repudiate the "scene" itself and the
      sadistic meaning of the phallus. It was an attempt to deny patriarchal sexuality, and it was a protest against
      postoedipal femininity.
    


    Contradictions


    
      In 1897, three years before Ida Bauer's analysis, Freud wrote to Wilhelm Fliess:23
    


    
      I have found, in my own case too, falling in love with the mother and jealousy of the father, and I now regard it
      as a universal event of early childhood.... The Greek legend seizes on a compulsion which everyone recognizes
      because he feels its existence within himself. Each member of the audience was once . .. just such an Oedipus,
      and each one recoils in horror from the dream-fulfillment here transplanted into reality, with the whole quota of
      repression which separates his infantile state from his present one.
    


    
      Freud had discovered the Oedipus complex, the crucible in which a disparate, infantile sexuality is organized as
      masculine and feminine, and out of which a gendered personality emerges. For the boy, the incestuous desire for
      the mother is shattered by the recognition of the Father's Law, which prohibits incest, and the Father's
      punishment for transgressing the Law: castration. At this moment of the discovery of the Father-as-castrator, a
      childhood theory about the origins of sexual difference is transposed to another register to become the primal
      phantasy of castration. It is a stark crystallization of the dominant social meaning of sexual difference in
      patriarchal culture. And, while we do not wish to reduce this phantasy in any simple way to material reality,
      neither can we sever it from a historically developed ensemble of social relations that ultimately, and in a
      variety of ways, presents masculinity as an infinitely more desirable alternative than femininity.
    


    
      Freud's original concept of the Oedipus complex, and subsequent reformulations, were developed on the model
      of the little boy. The theoretical problems of the feminine Oedipus complex was not considered until over a
      quarter of a century after "Fragment of an Analysis" was written. When Freud finally did consider the
      issue, he found himself confronting a provocative problem.24
    


    
      Until about this time in Freud's work, the Oedipus complex, the shibboleth on which psychoanalysis stood or
      fell, had also by and large been the main starting-point of actual analysis. Without detracting from the
      significance of the Oedipus complex, Freud now established the importance of a new realm — the preoedipal phase,
      in particular for girls. Hitherto he had assumed a symmetry in the Oedipal moment: boys loved their mothers and
      consequently wished to get rid of their unfair rivals in love, their fathers; girls desired their fathers, hence
      directed their jealousy against their mothers. But very early on Freud realised there was no parity
      here.25
    


    
      The asymmetry refers to the fact that both sexes enter the Oedipus complex incestuously desiring the mother. For,
      while Freudian theory posits a preoedipal child with a polymorphously perverse sexuality, directing passive and
      active desires toward both parents, the tendency is for the mother to assume primary importance because of the
      intensity and importance of this relationship. Indeed, it is within the context of this relationship that human
      sexuality emerges, initially through activity focused on life preservation itself. It is also within this
      intersubjectivity that the child forms its first self-image, though not yet a gendered image, and that desire is
      born.26 The legacy of the
      preoedipal period is a tendency for sexual phantasy to be charted across the terrain of the woman's body, and
      for the desire of women and men alike to echo a primal childhood wish to decipher and satisfy the mother's
      desire.
    


    
      The question of the construction of the feminine Oedipus complex provoked considerable debate among
      psychoanalysts. Some chose to close Pandora's box and return to the pre-Freudian view that an innate
      heterosexuality inevitably pushes the girl toward the father.27 Those theorists who confront the contradiction and seek more complex solutions
      fall, somewhat schematically, into two divisions. The more orthodox follow the lines of Freud's own analysis
      which stressed the role of the castration complex.28 Whereas in boys the phantasy of castration destroys the Oedipus complex, in
      girls it makes the formation of a "positive" complex possible. The girl cannot tolerate the
      "fact" of her castration, which she discovers and slowly comes to accept during the phallic phase. She
      blames her mother for her condition and depreciates her for being castrated as well. No longer able to believe in
      the phallic power of her clitoris, she renounces masturbation and, repressing her active desires, turns her
      passive desires toward her father.29
    


    
      the girl's libido slips into a new position along the line ... of the equation "penis-child." She
      gives up her wish for a penis and puts in place of it a wish for a child: and with that
      purposes in view she takes her father as a love object. Her mother becomes an object of jealousy. The
      girls has turned into a little woman.
    


    
      The feminine position, according to Freud, is only really established if the wish for a penis is replaced by the
      wish for a baby. However, Freud suggested that the wish for a phallus persists in the unconscious in spite of
      attempts to renunciate it. He even contended that penis envy was very possibly impervious to analysis.30
    


    
      The other line of explanation, formulated mainly by object-relations theorists, finds the motivation for the
      girl's turn to the father primarily in the preoedipal mother-child relationship.31 Here, the phantasy of castration is evoked by an
      all-powerful mother, and penis envy and the transition to the father as love-object are viewed as being motivated
      primarily by the girl's wish to free herself from an omnipotent mother. Both sexes fear and suffer a
      narcissistic wound at the hands of the mother; the boy, however, overcomes this wound through the recognition of
      the masculinity his phallus represents. The girl, thus, seeks the phallus as a way of individuating from the
      mother. As Nancy Chodorow explains:32
    


    
      The penis, or phallus, is a symbol of power or omnipotence whether you have one as a sexual organ (as a male) or
      as a sexual object (as her mother "possesses" her father's). A girl wants it for the powers which
      it symbolizes and the freedom it promises from her previous sense of dependence, and not because it is inherently
      and obviously better to be masculine: "Basically, penis envy is the symbolic expression of another desire.
      Women do not wish to become men, but want to detach themselves from the mother and become complete, autonomous
      women." A girl's wish to liberate herself from her mother engenders penis
      envy.
    


    
      The notion of an omnipotent mother seeking to prevent her child's individuation has a material basis. The
      changing meaning and structure of the family, and the role of the mother within it, as they have developed in
      Western capitalist societies over the last two centuries, have resulted in exaggerated centripetal tendencies in
      the mother-child relationship. There appears, thus, to be a certain plausibility to the suggestion that the girl
      view the Father as a potential liberator.
    


    
      Ultimately, however, this explanation makes sense only if we abstract away from patriarchal social relations when
      constructing the analysis; and this is precisely what object relations theory does. In object relations theory
      the triadic structure (father/ mother/child) is replaced by the dyadic structure (mother/child) as the elementary
      relational structure within which gender identity and sexuality are formed. Because of this replacement,
      patriarchal social relations necessarily lie outside the basic unit of analysis and,
      therefore, play no determining part in the process of forming gender identity and sexuality. They are brought in
      only after the fact - after these formations have already been theoretically accounted for. Because the content
      and structure of actual social relations between women and men, and the symbolic representations of these
      relations, are left out of the analytical framework, because the fundamental dilemmas
      of feminine gender identity and heterosexuality have been defined solely in terms of the girl's preoedipal
      (read prepatriarchal) relationship to the mother, the scenario in which the Father appears as liberator seems to
      make sense.
    


    
      The obvious problem with this, however, is that even if we accept the reasonable proposition that the girl seeks
      to escape the centripetal and confining nature of her relationship to her mother through the socially acceptable
      and even socially required route of the turn to the Father, the Father and the phallus are not empty vessels that she can fill with whatever content she pleases - that is, with liberation.
      They are imbued with social meanings that are, above all, patriarchal and that,
      therefore, militate against liberation by confronting the girl with new and seemingly more permanent forms of
      imprisonment and dependency. It is precisely these meanings that each girl must come to terms with at the oedipal
      "moment," and it is these that any adequate theory of the formation of gender identity and sexuality in
      a patriarchal culture must have at the center of its theoretical framework.
    


    
      Although different in crucial ways these two tendencies in psychoanalytic theory also share certain common
      understandings vis-á-vis this particular issue. Both acknowledge that the transition is never really perfectly
      achieved. Because the feminine Oedipus complex is a secondary formation, women retain more of their original
      bisexuality. The desire for the mother cannot be totally renounced. Both theories also, however, ultimately
      stress an ambivalent attitude toward the mother, the legacy of which is a crippling
      ambivalence toward women and toward the self. This is in contrast to a relatively unambivalent coveting of the
      phallus, either as a means of escape, or because the phallus is all there is in a patriarchal culture.
    


    
      If this latter formulation is essentially complete, the barriers to the successful construction of a feminine
      Oedipus complex are considerably less formidable than they at first appear. The primary barrier, incestuous
      desire for the mother, is sufficiently overwhelmed by hostility toward her on the one hand, and by the desire for
      the phallus on the other.
    


    
      I suggest, however, that this formulation leaves out a crucial element that makes this process far more
      contradictory. Neither theory seriously considers the possibility of an essential ambivalence toward the phallus
      itself. However, a close analysis of the phantasies that are integrally intertwined with the Oedipus complex
      reveals that such ambivalence must be the case. Psychoanalytic formulations present
      the phallus alternatively as signifier of desire, as symbolizing protection, invulnerability, potency, or,
      freedom from an all-engulfing preoedipal mother. The phantasies of castration and of the Father-as-castrator
      force us to posit other meanings: violence, destruction, sadism. The primal phantasy of castration depends, on
      the one hand, upon the equation of femininity, masochism, and annihilation, and on the other, upon the sadistic
      meaning of the phallus/Father.
    


    
      These meanings are also clearly expressed in a second phantasy that takes form during the oedipal period and
      expresses the essential content of patriarchal sexual phantasy. In his analytic work Freud repeatedly discovered
      a phantasy in the unconscious of his analysands which he termed the "primal scene." The phantasy was
      the same for men and women; in it, heterosexual union, violence, and degradation were intertwined. J. Laplanche
      and J.B. Pontalis define Freud's notion of the "primal scene" as the "scene of sexual
      intercourse between the parents which the child observes or infers on the basis of certain indications or
      phantasies. It is generally interpreted by the child as an act of violence on the part of the
      father."34 Freud first
      used the term in his analysis of the Wolf Man, suggesting that sex between the parents is understood by the child
      as "an aggression by the father in a sado-masochistic relationship. . . ."35 In another work he noted: "Among the store of
      phantasies of all neurotics, and probably of all human beings, this scene is seldom absent."36
    


    
      Freud posited the centrality of the "primal scene" in unconscious mental life as a result of clinical
      evidence. Another way of pursuing this phantasy is through the study of pornography. What pornography reveals,
      today, as in the nineteenth century, is that this "scene" is a dominant theme in sexual phantasy.
      Marcus documents this in his classic study of sexuality and pornography in nineteenth-century England,
      The Other Victorians.37 After a discussion of a representative nineteenth-century pornographic novel,
      Marcus offers the following summary.38
    


    
      The chief sexual fantasies represented in The Lustful Turk can be rather simply
      outlined. They have largely to do with the sexuality of domination, with that conception of male sexuality in
      which the aggressive and sadistic components almost exclusively prevail. Each of the separate stories are in this
      sense identical with the others. Each begins with a virgin, reluctant, proud, chaste, a young women in whom
      Nature has not yet been awakened. She then undergoes a series of violent experiences, which ritually include
      beating, flogging, and defloration in the form of rape. By means of these sufferings, her pride is subdued, her
      chastity broken, and in their place Nature - responsiveness - is substituted. This conception of male sexuality
      is what I have earlier called the historically older or more traditional form, the form of aggressive domination.
      It is also the form in which male sexuality is represented in the overwhelming majority of pornographic works
      written during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.
    


    
      Let us consider the phantasy in more detail. First, the sex act, Marcus suggests, is conventionally represented
      as a "rape-murder-sacrifice," and typically involves the defloration of a young virgin. For
      example:39
    


    
      I quickly felt his finger again introducing the head of that terrible engine I had before felt, and which now
      felt like a pillar of ivory entering me.... My petitions, supplications, and tears were of no use. I was on the
      altar, and, butcher-like, he was determined to complete the sacrifice; indeed, my cries seemed only to excite him
      to the finishing of my ruin, and sucking my lips and breasts with fury, he unrelentingly rooted up all obstacles
      my virginity offered, tearing and cutting me to pieces, until the complete junction of our bodies announced that
      the whole of his terrible shaft was buried within me. I could bear the dreadful torment no longer, but uttering a
      piercing cry sunk insensible in the arms of my cruel ravisher.
    


    
      Stylistically outdated, the passage seems to us more a caricature than a representation of an erotic phantasy.
      Yet, as Marcus points out, the theme is a central one to nineteenth-century pornographic literature.
    


    
      There is a second part to this phantasy, however, which is both critical and problematic: the response of the
      young woman. Here is a typical example:40
    


    
      Never, oh never shall I forget the delicious transports that followed the stiff insertion;and then, ah me!, by
      what thrilling degrees did he, by his luxurious movements, fiery kisses, and strange touches of his hand to the
      most crimson parts of my body, reduce me to a voluptuous state of insensibility. I blush to say so powerfully did
      his ravishing instrument stir up nature within me, that by mere instinct I returned him kiss for kiss,
      responsively meeting his fierce thrusts, until the fury of the pleasure and ravishment became so overpowering
      that, unable to support the excitement I so luxuriously felt, I fainted in his arms with pleasure....
    


    
      Here we have the phantasy in its pristine form: the sex act is a sadomasochistic act that is enjoyed by both
      sexes. Clearly, there is an odd contradiction between the two parts of this phantasy. On the one hand the
      phantasy involves, even depends upon, the complete objectification and degradation of the woman, of course,
      against her will. On the other, it demands her erotic fulfillment.
    


    
      Linking these two parts is the phallus, referred to in this particular novel as "Nature's grand
      masterpiece," upon which, Marcus informs us, "pages of description and praise are
      spent."41 In fact, sexual
      union, as it is described in the above passages, and as it appears in Marcus's study, is above all a
      celebration of an ever-potent phallus. It is the "pillar of ivory," the "terrible engine,"
      "the ravishing instrument" that in ripping the woman apart inspires her admiration and awe. Its
      potency, affirmed through violence, seduces her and gives her pleasure.
    


    
      Psychoanalytic theory argues that the phantasy of the "primal scene" is in fact a misinterpretation on
      the child's part, due to the influence of a specific libidinal phase — the anal-sadistic stage.42 In contrast, I believe it is an
      accurate perception of the dominant patriarchal sexual phantasy. The phantasy, quite simply, expresses erotically
      the essential meaning of sexual difference in patriarchal culture.
    


    
      Although the content may vary, the form of "primal scene" phantasies remains constant. The
      "scene" is one of dominance and submission, and this is the essential erotic component. Further, gender
      defines the positions in the "scene." For, in its archetypal formulation, the phantasy is heterosexual;
      it is a "scene" between a man and a woman. Even when those acting out the phantasy are of the same sex,
      this is its essence. The "scene" depicts the submission and degradation of whoever is in the feminine
      position. That is to say, ultimately and always, a woman is being degraded. The phantasy may be mild in content,
      or it may reach to the extreme other end of the continuum to express a sadomasochistic desire that seeks ultimate
      satisfaction in the total annihilation of the woman — the feminine.
    


    
      If we view the Oedipus complex from this vantage point, we can see that the complex confronts the child not only
      with the sexual prohibitions of her or his culture, but also with the interconnected meanings of masculinity,
      femininity, and heterosexuality. Precisely at the "moment" that the girl confronts the demand that she
      turn from mother to father, the connections between activity, possession of the phallus, sadism, and masculinity,
      on the one hand, and passivity, castration, masochism, and femininity, on the other, come into sharp focus. After
      this "moment," sexual phantasy can never again exist ignorant of the implications of gender.
    


    
      These are the contradictions in barest outline. They are the product of social relations that determine sexuality
      will be created in relation to a woman, and that sexual phantasy will be molded by and interbound with the social
      meaning of sexual difference. To understand the ways in which these contradictions are posed to different races
      and classes of women in different periods, and the ways in which they are worked out, demands more specific
      levels of analysis. These are, ultimately, historical questions. In the remainder of this essay, I want to
      explore the way in which the dilemma was framed for Ida Bauer, and the way she sought resolution.
    


    Dora's Hysteria


    
      Unfortunately, Freud gives relatively little information about Ida Bauer's early childhood. We know that
      Ida's first clearly recognizable symptom — nervous asthma — began when she was eight and was accompanied by a
      character change. Prior to this time, she was a "wild-creature," "but after the asthma she became
      quiet and well behaved" and she began to fall behind her brother in her studies. Freud guessed that Ida had
      been masturbating until shortly before the nervous asthma appeared.
    


    
      Freud offers only fragmentary information as to the particular influences that resulted in the repression of
      Ida's masturbatory phantasies and the birth of her hysteria. He suggests, however, that Ida, whose bedroom
      was close to her parents' at this time, "had overheard her father in his wife's room at night and
      had heard him . . . breathing hard during coitus."43
    


    
      I maintained years ago that the dyspnoea and palpitations that occur in hysteria and anxiety-neurosis are only
      detached fragments of the act of copulation; and in many cases, as in Dora's, I have been able to trace back
      the symptom of dyspnoea or nervous asthma to the same exciting cause to the patient's having overheard sexual
      intercourse taking place between adults. The sympathetic excitement which may be supposed to have occurred in
      Dora on such an occasion may very easily have made the child's sexuality veer round and have replaced her
      inclination to masturbation by an inclination to morbid anxiety.44
    


    
      Yet if this was the precipitating event, it is not clear from Freud's account why Ida would replace "her
      inclination to masturbation by an inclination to morbid anxiety."
    


    
      Both changes in character of this kind observed in Ida and the end of masturbation are associated with the final
      stages of the Oedipus complex in girls. However, although clinical evidence supports the theory that girls cling
      to the preoedipal period much longer than do boys, eight seems a bit too long. Clearly, Ida Bauer had confronted
      and repressed the oedipal dilemma prior to the appearance of her hysteria. Her hysteria signaled a breakthrough
      of the repressed oedipal constellation.
    


    
      The early appearance of Ida's hysterical symptoms is somewhat unusual. The long latency period that separates
      the oedipal period and puberty can offer a temporary respite from oedipal conflicts. Thus, hysteria and other
      forms of unconscious conflict often first appear at puberty when resolution becomes mandatory.
    


    
      In this regard, Anna, the sister of the famous patient who Freud named the Wolf-Man, comes to mind. Like Ida
      Bauer, Anna was a spirited, intellectually curious child who during her childhood "behaved like a naughty
      boy."45 In her family
      "it had been said that Anna should not have been born a girl but a boy."46 Unlike Ida, however, whose hysterical attack of
      nervous asthma at eight signaled the inhibition of her precociousness, Anna was able to "resolve" her
      confrontation with the sexual phantasies of her culture in a different way.47
    


    
      As a child she was boyish and unmanageable, but she then entered upon a brilliant intellectual development and
      distinguished herself by her acute and realistic powers of mind; she inclined in her studies to the natural
      sciences, but also produced imaginative writings of which her father had a high opinion.
    


    
      It would seem that a family myth in which Anna was given permission to "be" the son, perhaps because
      she was the firstborn, allowed her to escape an ultimate confrontation with femininity until many years later.
      She could not, however, escape forever. In his memoirs her brother explained, in his characteristically
      unpsychoanalytic manner:48
    


    
      As she was growing up, Anna's feminine traits began to appear. Apparently she could not cope with them and
      they turned into pathological inferiority complexes. She was enchanted with the classical ideal of beauty with
      which she contrasted herself. She imagined that she had no feminine charm, which was not at all true....
    


    
      Anna was not able to resolve the contradiction. In her early twenties, she committed suicide by poisoning herself
      with mercury, which she kept in the laboratory she had set up at her home for her experiments in natural
      science.49
    


    
      In this particular case, a family phantasy of Anna allowed her to momentarily resolve her confrontation with the
      social meaning of the difference between the sexes, and with the sexual phantasies of her culture seemingly as a
      boy would — by repressing her preoedipal desires and love for the mother and by sublimating her sexuality through
      intellectual pursuits. In essence she and her family pretended she was a boy, although everyone knew she was a
      girl. For Anna, however, this only postponed the inevitable. At some point culture, as well as her family,
      demanded that she take her place as a woman. Her inferiority complex, her protestations that she was not
      beautiful enough to be a woman, suggest, however, that Anna did not and could not see herself as a woman.
    


    
      The situation was different for Ida Bauer. Her family's myths did not offer her the option of postponing
      ultimate confrontation with the contradiction that structures postoedipal femininity by imagining that she was
      not, in fact, a girl. At eight, Ida Bauer was trapped in her oedipal struggle and would remain so for life.
    


    
      We are now confronted with the problem of how Ida Bauer learned the meaning of heterosexuality. The most
      important source of information clearly was Käthe Bauer. If name and property were traced through patrilineal
      descent in Victorian Europe, phantasy was in large part matrilineal.
    


    
      Quite a few times during the course of the analysis Freud noted that Ida Bauer equated heterosexuality with
      contamination and self-destruction. Ida knew that her father was syphilitic and, more importantly, she knew how
      he had become so. She understood that "her father ... had fallen ill through leading a loose life, and she
      assumed that he had handed on his bad health to her by heredity."50 At the point in the analysis when this accusation began to
      surface, "for several days on end she identified herself with her mother by means of slight symptoms and
      peculiarities of manner."51 Ida remembered a visit she had made to Franzensbad with her mother who was
      suffering from abdominal pains and from a discharge. Ida, no doubt correctly, blamed her father for passing on
      his venereal disease to her mother. One important meaning of Ida's own vaginal discharge, which she
      periodically fretted over, was an identification with her mother.
    


    
      Käthe Bauer was clearly obsessed with a fear of contamination. "No one could enter the Bauer apartment
      without taking off his shoes; on Fridays and other occasions of "thorough" cleaning, the apartment
      frequently had to be avoided altogether."52 Rooms such as the salon, where Philip Bauer kept his cigars, were kept locked at
      all times to insure against contamination. To enter the room Käthe Bauer's permission was necessary, as she
      had the only key.
    


    
      It seems clear that Käthe Bauer's obsessional cleaning represented her wish to rid herself of contamination.
      In this regard, her demands that shoes be left outside the house and that cigars be locked in the study are
      fascinating. Perhaps in this way she sought control over the destructive phallus. We do not know when these
      symptoms began; however, the phantasy of heterosexuality as destructive to the woman no doubt began as early for
      Käthe Bauer as it did for her daughter. She appeared to have been able to sustain a sexual relationship with
      Philip Bauer for only a few years; by the time he contracted tuberculosis — when Ida was six — they were already
      estranged. Käthe Bauer's phantasy, of course, became reality, a fact that was not lost on Ida.53
    


    
      At one point in the case history Freud, in passing, makes the very same connection. Toward the end of the case,
      returning momentarily to Ida's response to Herr K's kiss, Freud noted that54
    


    
      Ida thought her father suffered from venereal disease - for had he not handed it on to her and her mother? She
      might therefore have imagined to herself that all men suffered from venereal disease.... To suffer from venereal
      disease . .. meant for her to be afflicted with a disgusting discharge. So may we not have here a further motive
      for the disgust she felt at the moment of the embrace?
    


    
      Ida Bauer's fear that all men suffered from venereal disease was not a foolish one. "Sexual
      diseases" were of epidemic proportions during the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, and
      middle-class women frequently were infected by their husbands. Unfortunately, statistics on the frequency of
      venereal diseases during this period are unreliable and fragmentary. In the early 1900s, Christabel Pankhurst
      suggested in a pamphlet reprinted from The Suffragette that from 75 to 80 per cent of
      British men were infected with gonorrhea, and a considerable percentage were infected with syphilis.55 The estimate is no doubt exaggerated
      for polemical purposes. Abraham Flexner's study of prostitution in Europe at the turn of the century found
      venereal disease to be most prevalent in the large European cities of Paris, Vienna, and Berlin, where
      prostitution was under government regulation. Although he cites no statistics for Vienna, he quotes a study which
      calculated that of the clerks and merchants in Berlin between 18 and 28 years of age, 45 per cent had had
      syphilis, and 120 per cent had had gonorrhea. Another study estimated that in Germany, one man in every five
      contracted syphilis and that gonorrhea averaged more than one attack per man.56 Clearly, one important source of the equation of
      heterosexuality and contamination for bourgeois women in Victorian Europe was the fact of venereal disease.
    


    
      Ida Bauer's responses to the two seduction scenes that are the focus of the case, and the hysterical symptoms
      that were their aftermath, illuminate both her attempted disavowal of and her preoccupation with the sadistic
      meaning of the phallus and the "primal scene." In the first seduction scene, which took place at Herr
      K's place of business when Ida was fourteen, Herr K's kiss aroused in Ida "a violent feeling of
      disgust." From this response Freud concluded:57
    


    
      In this scene ... the behaviour of this child of fourteen was already entirely and completely hysterical. I
      should without question consider a person hysterical in whom an occasion for sexual excitement elicited feelings
      that were preponderantly or exclusively unpleasurable; and I should do so whether or no the person were capable
      of producing symptoms.
    


    
      Freud indeed argues here that Ida Bauer was hysterical because she was disgusted by Herr K's kiss when, in
      Freud's opinion, she should have felt aroused. Even Freud was somewhat apprehensive about this proposition.
      He adds quickly: "The elucidation of the mechanism of this reversal of affect is
      one of the most important and at the same time one of the most difficult problems in the psychology of the
      neurosis. In my judgment, I am still some way from having achieved this end. . . ."58
    


    
      Freud also noted that the response displayed a displacement of sensation.
      "Instead of the genital sensation which would certainly have been felt by a healthy girl in such
      circumstances," Freud writes, "Dora was overcome by the unpleasurable feeling which is proper to the
      tract of the mucous membrane at the entrance to the alimentary canal — that is by disgust." In addition,
      "the scene left other consequences in the shape of a sensory hallucination in which she upon occasion could
      still feel upon the upper part of her body the pressure of Herr K's embrace," and a phobia which
      prevented her from walking past any man and woman engaged in "eager or affectionate
      conversation."59 Freud,
      quite correctly, deduced that60
    


    
      during the man's passionate embrace she felt not merely his kiss upon her lips but also the presence of his
      erect member against her body. This perception was revolting to her; it was dismissed from her memory, repressed,
      and replaced by the innocent sensation of pressure upon her thorax. . . . Once more, therefore, we find a
      displacement from the lower part of the body to the upper.
    


    
      Ida's phobia was also derived from her "remembrance" of Herr K's erection. She did not like
      walking past any man she thought might be in a state of sexual arousal.61
    


    
      Freud's brilliant analysis of Ida Bauer's hysterical symptoms clearly reveals that they were attempts to
      repudiate the memory of Herr K's erection, or, the memory of the phallus. The fact that the sensations are
      displaced upward to Ida's throat, which is also the focus of her other symptoms, is significant, as we shall
      see.
    


    
      Ida Bauer's response to Herr K's sexual overtures while she and her father vacationed with the K's at
      the resort lake two years later was equally unambivalent. Ida slapped his face and fled. She also attempted to
      defend herself from Herr K while she stayed at the K's vacation house by obtaining a key to her room from
      Frau K; and she took the first opportunity to leave the K's by accompanying her father when he left for home
      three days later. This last "scene" effectively ended her relationship with Herr and Frau K, and
      intensified her hysteria to such a degree as to precipitate her analysis with Freud.
    


    
      In the face of such consistent behavior, why should we follow Freud in his assertion that Ida Bauer's
      attitude toward Herr K was not what it appeared to be? That her symptoms revealed reversal
      of affect? Why should we be convinced that her behavior and her desire were at odds?
    


    
      Freud persistently attempted to demonstrate to Ida that she was in fact in love with Herr K. Freud noted that
      Ida's coughing attacks lasted from three to six weeks, and that this was precisely the length of time Herr
      K's frequent business trips out of town lasted. Freud claimed that if Ida's attacks coincided with Herr
      K's absences, then the hidden meaning of the attacks would be a longing for Herr K. Ida allegedly imitated
      Frau K, who was ill when Herr K was at home, and well when he was away. Ida, Freud argued, gave her illnesses the
      opposite meaning. Freud was not able to establish a clear correlation between Ida's attacks and Herr K's
      absences; however, he felt the correlation to be close enough to support his interpretation.62
    


    
      Freud viewed Ida's affection for Herr K's children as a "cloak for something else that Ida was
      anxious to hide from herself and from other people" .. namely,... "that she had all these years been in
      love with Herr K."63 While
      Ida for the most part did not accept this idea, she did tell Freud that other people had told her that she was
      "simply wild about the man!" And finally, under the influence of Freud's persistent prodding, Ida
      "admitted that she might have been in love with Herr K . . . but declared that since the scene by the lake
      it had all been over."64
    


    
      It would be foolish to deny that Ida Bauer formed an attachment to Herr K or that she was unaware of Herr K's
      growing erotic feelings for her. While it seems very doubtful that "it was possible for Herr K to send [Ida]
      flowers every day for a whole year while he was in the neighborhood, to take every opportunity of giving her
      valuable presents, and to spend all his spare time in her company, without her parents noticing anything in his
      behavior characteristic of lovemaking," it seems all but impossible that Ida herself did not
      notice.65
    


    
      It would be equally foolish, however, to overlook the utilitarian characteristics of this attachment. Ida
      Bauer's primary task as an adolescent woman was to resolve her sexuality, once and for all, in favor of
      heterosexuality. Given her hysteria and the refusal that lay at its core, her choice
      of Herr K was truly ingenious. It allowed her to comply with the demands her family and culture placed upon her
      while at the same time it allowed her to revolt against those demands — and to do so in the name of social
      propriety and social justice.66
      She could comply with her father's wishes and wear the cloak of femininity by receiving the romantic
      attentions of Herr K, while knowing full well that this was a doomed affair, for any respectable consummation
      demanded that Herr K divorce his wife and marry Ida, and this was highly unlikely, if not impossible, given the
      strictures of respectable fin de siecle Vienna.67 In this light, Herr K's attempts at seduction, which could not have been
      completely unexpected by Ida, seemed to be ample justification for her rejection of him, as indeed they were.
      However, this obscured the formidable injustice of patriarchal relations in Victorian Europe, as well as the
      almost tragic dimensions of her defiance.
    


    
      Ida Bauer's choice was ingenious in that it served another double function as well; and this function was
      probably her strongest unconscious motivation. Ida's flirtation with heterosexual romance, that is, plummeted
      her into an erotic triangle with Frau K while at the same time masking the fact that Frau K was her primary
      "object" of desire.68
      Freud, in fact, implicitly recognised this, despite his own formidable resistance. In a series of footnotes,
      Freud undid his entire analysis of Dora by suggesting that behind the "almost limitless series of
      displacements" that structured Ida Bauer's symptoms and dreams, "it was possible to divine the
      operation of a single simple factor" — Ida's "deep-rooted homosexual love for Frau
      K."69 He recognized that
      up until the "scene" by the lake, "the young woman and the scarcely grown girl had lived for years
      on a footing of closest intimacy. When [Ida] stayed with the K's she used to share a bedroom with Frau K, and
      the husband used to be quartered elsewhere." It was with Frau K, Freud surmised, that Ida had read
      Mantegazza's Physiology of Love. Frau K had also discussed with Ida the
      "intimate" problems of her married life, and Ida had often praised Frau K's "adorable white
      body" when she spoke of her to Freud in "accents more appropriate to a lover than to a defeated
      rival." She also told Freud with pleasure of a time when "evidently through the agency of Frau K she
      had been given a present of jewelry [by her father] which was exactly like some that she had seen in Frau K's
      possession and had wished for aloud at the time."70
    


    
      It seems quite clear that the intimate sexual discussions, which occupied so much of Ida and Frau K's time
      alone together, had erotic meaning to them both. While the discussions were unquestionably of heterosexual
      phantasies, these phantasies mediated the sexual relationship between the two women. In essence, the man, be he
      Philip Bauer or Herr K, who always stood between the two women, in phantasy and in reality, was necessary though
      superfluous: necessary because he masked the homosexual desires that found some degree of satisfaction in this
      roundabout way. Necessary also because desire, viewed backwards through the prism of the Oedipus complex, is
      always a triangular affair.
    


    
      Philip Bauer and Herr K were crucial to the possibility of the sexual relationship between the two women. Ida
      was, however, always the weak link in the incestuous triangles that the K's and the Bauers formed. When Herr
      K demanded that Ida's romantic fantasies succumb to his sexual desire, she blew the whistle, so to speak, on
      everyone's phantasy — including her own. Frau K responded by siding with her husband, revealing to him that
      Ida read Mantegazza and spoke of "forbidden topics." Freud suggested that beneath Ida's accusation
      of betrayal by her father lay a deeper sense of having been betrayed by Frau K, unconscious because her love was
      unconscious. And this betrayal echoed an earlier, primal betrayal.71
    


    
      Frau K had not loved her for her own sake but on account of her father. Frau K had sacrificed her without a
      moment's hesitation so that her relations with her father might not be disturbed. This mortification touched
      her, perhaps, more nearly and had a greater pathogenic effect than the other one, which she tried to use as a
      screen for it, — the fact that she had been sacrificed by her father. Did not the obstinacy with which she
      retained the particular amnesia concerning the sources of her forbidden knowledge point directly to the great
      emotional importance for her of the accusation against her upon that score, and consequently to her betrayal by
      her friend?
    


    
      In revealing Ida's "preoccupation" with sex to Herr K, Frau K not only betrayed Ida, but denied the
      sexual phantasy they had shared together. For it was not Ida alone who was preoccupied with sexual matters and
      who read Mantegazza, but Ida and Frau K together. Frau K did indeed sacrifice their erotic relationship in order
      to protect herself and to preserve her relationship with Philip Bauer. Frau K's actions reiterated with
      devastating clarity the sexual law of Ida Bauer's culture. Ida's father stood between her and Frau K as
      the symbolic Father stands between all women.
    


    
      Yet, in a sense, Ida Bauer was an outlaw. As Freud noted, Frau K was the one person whom Ida spared, while she
      pursued the others with an almost malignant vindictiveness. In sparing Frau K, Ida spared herself. In this way
      she denied both her love for Frau K as well as its futility.
    


    Dreams and the Dilemma


    
      Much of Freud's analysis centered around the interpretation of two dreams that Ida Bauer brought him during
      the course of the analysis. Both dreams related directly to the "scene" by the lake. In both cases,
      Freud's interpretation of the latent dream thoughts supported his thesis that Ida Bauer was summoning up her
      oedipal love for her father to protect her from her love for Herr K and her desire to surrender to him. A
      reconsideration of this latent content, even as Freud influenced it, reveals other possibilities. It is not
      difficult to find in Ida Bauer's two dreams the crystallization of her oedipal struggle: disavowal of the
      "primal scene" and the breakthrough of repressed lesbian desire.
    


    
      The first of these two dreams was a recurrent one that Ida remembered first having dreamt three nights in
      succession after the "scene" by the lake. Ida recounted the dream to Freud as follows:72
    


    
      A house was on fire. My father was standing beside my bed and woke me up. I dressed myself quickly. Mother wanted
      to stop and save her jewel-case; but father said: "I refuse to let myself and my children be burnt for the
      sake of your jewel-case." We hurried downstairs, and as soon as I was outside I woke up.
    


    
      Freud interpreted the dream as a resolution and, more importantly, as a wish. Ida had responded to Herr K's
      proposal on their walk by slapping him in the face and fleeing. Apparently, Herr K did not take Ida's
      rejection well. Ida recounted to Freud that later that day she awoke from a nap in her bedroom to find Herr K
      standing beside her. She asked him "sharply" what he wanted, and he replied that he "was not going
      to be prevented from coming into his bedroom when he wanted.. . ."73 Ida obtained a key to the bedroom from Frau K, in order to lock
      herself in while dressing. When she wanted to lock herself in to take her afternoon rest, she found that the key
      had been taken. Naturally she suspected Herr K. The dream occurred for the first time that night. Freud correctly
      deduced that in so far as the dream represented a resolution, Ida was in that way saying to herself, "I
      shall have no rest . . . until I am out of this house."74
    


    
      There were, however, deeper meanings to the dream which Freud interpreted through two lines of association. One
      led back to Ida's childhood memory of her father waking her and Otto up from sleep to take them to the
      bathroom. This association led Freud to the discovery of Ida's childhood habit of bed-wetting and his
      conjecture that it was associated with masturbation. A second line of association led to a dispute between
      Ida's parents that had occurred when she was fifteen in which her mother rejected a bracelet Philip Bauer had
      bought for her; she was angry because she had requested that he buy her a particular pair of pearl drop earrings,
      and he had refused. In association with this memory, Ida also remembered that a short time before Herr K had made
      her a present of an expensive jewel-case. The German word for jewel-case, schmuckkästchen, is also a slang expression for the female genitals. Thus Freud deduced that in
      Ida's dream jewel-case represented her vagina, her virginity, and sexual intercourse. Using these
      associations, he made the following analysis of the main dream wish:75
    


    
      The meaning of the dream is now becoming even clearer. You said to yourself: "This man is persecuting me; he
      wants to force his way into my room. My 'jewel-case' is in danger, and if anything happens it will be
      father's fault." For that reason in the dream you chose a situation which expresses the opposite — a
      danger from which your father is saving you. In this part of the dream everything is turned into its opposite;
      you will soon discover why. As you say, the mystery turns upon your mother. You ask how she comes into the dream?
      She is, as you know your former rival in your father's affections. In the incident of the bracelet you would
      have been glad to accept what your mother had rejected. Now let us just put "give" instead of
      "accept" and "withhold" instead of "reject." Then it means that you were ready to
      give your father what your mother withheld from him.... Now bring your mind back to the jewel-case which Herr K
      gave you. You have there the starting-point for a parallel line of thoughts, in which Herr K is to be put in
      place of your father just as he was in the manner of standing beside your bed. He gave you a jewel-case; so you
      are ready to give Herr K what his wife withholds from him. That is the thought which has made it necessary for
      every one of its elements to be turned into its opposite.
    


    
      And what is the upshot of this analysis? Freud concluded to Ida:76
    


    
      The dream confirms once more what I had already told you before you dreamed it — that you are summoning up your
      old love for your father in order to protect yourself against your love for Herr K. But what do all these efforts
      show? Not only that you are afraid of Herr K, but that you are still more afraid of the temptation you feel to
      yield to him. In short these efforts prove once more how deeply you loved him.
    


    
      Freud's analysis of the hidden dream wish did not strike a responsive chord in Ida Bauer; Freud conceded that
      Ida "would not follow me in this part of the interpretation."77 He held to it none the less.
    


    
      One can never, of course, disprove a dream interpretation, especially three-quarters of a century after the fact.
      However, I also find that I cannot follow Freud. The main problem lies with the role of the mother in the dream.
      The key part of the dream is presented as a contradiction. "Mother wanted to stop and
      save her jewel-case, but father said: 'I refuse to
      let myself and my children be burnt for the sake of your jewel-case'."78 Freud suggested that in one important sense Frau K is
      really the mother in the dream, and on one level, the suggestion makes sense. No doubt Ida wished that her father
      would end his barter with Herr K by saying similar words to Frau K. But the fact that the mother is trying to
      save her jewel-case in the dream needs further explanation. If we consider this phrase in light of the suggestion
      that for Käthe Bauer, as for Ida, heterosexuality equalled contamination and destruction, the dream takes on
      another meaning. The mother's attempt to save her "jewel-case" can have no other meaning given this
      shared phantasy - than an attempt to escape heterosexuality and annihilation. Beneath Ida's wish that her
      father save her jewel-case lies the recognition that he, in fact, demands its destruction, as he demands the
      destruction of her mother's. The association leading back to Ida's bed-wetting is relevant. It is
      possible that the memory of Philip Bauer waking Ida to take her to the bathroom may have hidden another memory of
      her being awakened by her parents' "lovemaking." Freud does argue that this was the trauma that
      initiated Ida's hysteria. Certainly Ida Bauer understood only too well the meaning such sexual encounters had
      for Käthe Bauer, and it was a meaning she appropriated as her own. This is underscored by the association to the
      argument between Käthe and Philip Bauer over his gift of jewelry. In so far as this scene was a metaphor for sex,
      as Freud argues, the most significant aspect of the scene is Käthe Bauer's rejection of her husband's
      "gift."
    


    
      The association leading back to Ida's bedwetting and masturbation is also important because it refers to the
      last period in which Ida expressed sexuality in an active, conscious way. In the dream, Ida's father is
      presented as saving her from fire, from sexuality, as he did when he awoke her and her brother as children. But,
      in fact, her father, in so far as he represented the symbolic Father, forced Ida to relinquish her preoedipal
      sexuality and to renounce its object. At the deepest level of meaning in the dream, Ida's father is
      represented as the enforcer of the (hetero)sexual laws and phantasies of Ida Bauer's culture.
    


    
      A few sessions before Ida terminated the analysis she brought Freud her second dream.79
    


    
      I was walking about in a town which I did not know. I saw streets and squares which were strange to me. Then I
      came into a house where I lived, went to my room, and found a letter from Mother lying there. She wrote saying
      that as I had left home without my parents' knowledge she had not wished to write to me to say that Father
      was ill. "Now he is dead, and if you like? you can come." I then went to the station and asked about a
      hundred times: "Where is the station?" I always got the answer: "Five minutes." I then saw a
      thick wood before me which I went into, and there I asked a man whom I met. He said to me: "Two and a half
      hours more." He offered to accompany me. But I refused and went alone. I saw the station in front of me and
      could not reach it. At the same time I had the usual feeling of anxiety that one has in dreams when one cannot
      move forward. Then I was at home. I must have been travelling in the meantime, but I know nothing about that, I
      walked into the porter's lodge, and inquired for our flat. The maidservant opened the door to me and replied
      that Mother and the others were already at the cemetery. I saw myself particularly distinctly going up the
      stairs. After she answered I went to my room, but not the last sadly, and began reading a big book that lay on my
      writing-table.
    


    
      Among the most important associations Ida made are these:
    


    
      1. Wandering in a strange town related to a memory of a brief visit to Dresden. "On that occasion she had
      been a stranger and had wandered about, not failing, of course, to visit the famous picture gallery. [A] cousin
      of hers ... had wanted to act as a guide and take her round the gallery. But she declined
      and went alone, and stopped in front of the pictures that appealed to her. She remained two hours in front of the Sistine Madonna, rapt in silent admiration. When I asked her what had
      pleased her so much about the picture she could find no clear answer to make. At last she said, 'The
      Madonna.'"80
    


    
      2. The evening before the dream occurred, the Bauers had entertained. Ida's father had asked her to fetch him
      brandy which he needed to sleep. During the gathering a guest had toasted her father and "had expressed the
      hope that he might continue to enjoy the best health for many years to come. At this a strange quiver had passed
      over her father's face, and she had understood what thoughts he was having to keep down. Poor sick man! Who
      could tell what span of life was still to be his?"81
    


    
      3. The letter in the dream refers both to Ida's own suicide note and to the letter she had received from Frau
      K inviting her to the resort lake. In that letter Frau K had placed a question mark in the middle of a sentence
      after the phrase "if you would like to come" just as it appeared in the dream.
    


    
      4. The thick wood in the dream was like the wood by the shore of the lake where Herr K made his proposal. Ida had
      also seen the very same wood the day before in a picture at the Secessionist exhibition. In the background of the
      picture, however, there had been nymphs.
    


    
      Freud suggested that two phantasies structured the dream. The first was a phantasy of revenge against Ida's
      father, represented by his death in the dream. Freud argued that the associations relating to the thick wood in
      the dream suggested a second phantasy of defloration — "the phantasy of a man seeking to force an entrance
      into the female genitals."82 In German the same word "nymphae" represents both "nymphs,"
      which were in the background of one of the paintings at the Secessionist exhibition, and "Nymphae," the
      technical term for the labia minora. Thus at the core of this dream is the "primal scene" - but a
      particular version appropriate to Ida Bauer's circumstances. Here the scene is a phantasy of defloration.
    


    
      Freud concluded that Ida could only have gotten the technical term "Nymphae" from reading anatomical
      textbooks or from an encyclopedia — the big book she goes to her room in order to read in the dream. Freud
      connected the two phantasies — revenge and defloration - this way:83
    


    
      Parents are very much in the way while reading of this kind is going on. But this uncomfortable situation had
      been radically improved, thanks to the dream's power of fulfilling wishes. Dora's father was dead, and
      the others had already gone to the cemetery. She might calmly read whatever she chose. Did not this mean that one
      of her motives for revenge was a revolt against her parents' [father's] constraint? If her father was
      dead she could read or love as she pleased.
    


    
      Ida did not wish just to read about the "primal scene," however; she also wished to experience it,
      Freud suggested that an important key to the meaning of the dream is the association to the Sistine Madonna. The
      Madonna, Freud argued, was obviously Ida herself. The identification revealed Ida's concern with her
      virginity; it also, however, represented her wish for a child. Ida had won Herr K's
      affection by the motherliness she had shown toward his children and "she had had a child though she was
      still a girl."84 This last
      reference is to Ida's false appendicitis attack, which occurred shortly after her aunt's death and nine
      months after the "scene" by the lake, and left Ida with a limp that periodically returned, Freud
      interpreted the attack as a phantasy of childbirth. Ida, he argued, regretted not having surrendered to Herr K at
      the lake and in her unconscious phantasy life acted as though she had. The limp symbolized her
      "false-step." Once again Freud concluded to Ida: "So you see that your love for Herr K did not
      come to an end with the scene, but that (as I maintained) it has persisted down to the present day — though it is
      true that you are unconscious of it."85
    


    
      Writing of hysteria thirty years later, Freud made a very different argument.86
    


    
      ... it is not hard to show that another regression to an earlier level occurs in hysteria.... The sexuality of
      female children is dominated and directed by a masculine organ (the clitoris) and often behaves like the
      sexuality of boys. This masculine sexuality has to be got rid of by a last wave of development at puberty, and
      the vagina ... has to be raised into the dominant erotogenic zone. Now it is very common in hysterical neurosis
      for this repressed masculine sexuality to be reactivated and then for the defensive struggle on the part of the
      ego-syntonic instincts to be directed against it.
    


    
      I do not want to discuss Freud's notion that the clitoris is a "masculine" organ, and that the
      sexuality attached to it is "masculine." Freud was, of course, well aware that we cannot really talk of
      masculinity and femininity as we know it as adults until after the Oedipus complex. What Freud calls
      "masculine sexuality" is really preoedipal sexuality in which the "primal scene" and the
      meaning of the difference between the sexes are not yet fully comprehended, and in which the mother or mother
      surrogate is the primary object of desire. During the later stages of this period, during the phallic phase, both
      girls and boys direct a genital sexuality with passive and active aims toward their mother:87
    


    
      In regard to the passive impulses of the phallic phase, it is noteworthy that girls regularly accuse their
      mothers of seducing them. This is because they necessarily received their first, or at any rate their strongest,
      genital sensations when they were being cleaned and having their toilet attended by their mother.
    


    
      The little girl wants not only to be seduced by the mother, but also to seduce her in turn:88
    


    
      ... intense active wishful impulses directed towards the mother also arise during the
      phallic phase. The sexual activity of this period culminates in clitoridal masturbation. This is probably
      accompanied by ideas of the mother, but whether the child attaches a sexual aim to the idea, and what the aim is,
      I have not been able to discover from my observations. It is only when all her interests have received fresh
      impetus through the arrival of a baby brother or sister that we can clearly recognize such an aim. The little
      girl wants to believe that she has given her mother the new baby, just as the boy wants to.
    


    
      By Freud's own admission, the deepest level of meaning of hysterical symptoms is not a thwarted desire for
      the father, but a breakthrough of the prohibited desire for the mother. If we consider the dream from this point
      of view, it is immediately obvious that the dream is a crystallization of Ida Bauer's oedipal struggle. On
      one level, the dream is a clear symbolization and rejection of the "primal scene" and the feminine
      position Ida must assume in it. It is clear, however, that she does not assume this position in the dream. As
      Freud pointed out, "what was most evident was that in the first part of the dream she was identifying
      herself with a young man. This young man was wandering about in a strange place, he was striving to reach a
      goal... it would have been appropriate for the goal to have been the possession of a woman."89 Freud argued that in this part of the
      dream Ida is identifying with a young suitor of hers who had sent her a picture of the town in which he had
      accepted a job as engineer. The picture forms the imagery of the strange town in which Ida is wandering in the
      beginning of the dream. In so far as the underlying phantasy is one of defloration, Freud is suggesting that, to
      the extent that Ida takes a place in the "scene," she takes the place of the man.
    


    
      The letter from Ida's mother telling her "now he [Ida's father] is dead, and if you like? you can
      come," was directly associated with Frau K's letter inviting Ida to vacation with her and Herr K in the
      Alps. Certainly the obvious underlying thought was that if her father disappeared she would have Frau K to
      herself. In so far as Frau K's betrayal of Ida, which was precipitated by Herr K's proposal, replayed an
      earlier oedipal scenario, Ida's wish that her father die was not only a phantasy of revenge, as Freud
      suggested, but also a wish to create another sort of reality. This is one of the meanings of the Sistine Madonna
      in Ida's dream. For the image of the Madonna and Child is a preoedipal phantasy that suggests oral sexuality.
      This image, as well as the location of Ida Bauer's hysterical symptoms — chronic cough, gastric paints, mild
      anorexia — indicate that the conflict, which was framed in terms of genital sexuality, was transposed to and
      played out on the oral terrain. Ida's phantasy of Frau K and her father's mode of lovemaking, which
      customarily took the form of fellatio, also suggests this.90 This transposition was an attempt to deny the phallus and the Father by
      constructing a mythical world where the mother/child dyad could exist undisturbed by the implications of sexual
      difference.
    


    
      The phantasy of the Madonna denies the phallus in another way as well. Freud pointed out that the phantasy is one
      of a virgin mother. We could put the point another way, however, and call it a
      phantasy of the immaculate conception; that is, a conception in which the phallus and
      the "primal scene" play no role.91 Is this not the solution to Ida Bauer's dilemma? The Madonna found her way
      into Ida Bauer's dream precisely because she represented the negation of the "primal scene" — the
      negation of masculinity and femininity.
    


    
      Ida's second dream reveals that her attempts to escape the implications of femininity oscillated between
      attempted retreats to oral sexuality and hysterical identifications with masculinity (identification with her own
      suitor). Neither provided the possibility of a real resolution, however. These efforts to escape were contrasted
      with efforts to comply — that is, with hysterical identifications with femininity. These are revealed not only in
      Ida's identification with her mother, but also in her false appendicitis attack.
    


    
      The attack occurred shortly after the death of Ida's favorite aunt, and nine months after Herr K's
      proposal at the lake.92 Freud
      interpreted the attack as representing Ida's wish that she had surrendered to Herr K, and that she were
      having his child. Freud interpreted the limp, which periodically appeared after the attack, as a metaphor for the
      impropriety of her desire. Her desire to yield to Herr K demanded that she make a "false-step." The
      fact that Ida's hysterical attack occurred nine months after Herr K's proposal does indeed indicate that
      one crucial meaning of the attack was a phantasy of childbirth. The question is whether this phantasy necessarily
      implies that Ida Bauer had in fact regretted her response to Herr K's proposal.
    


    
      At the beginning of a session that Freud planned to devote to the interpretation of Ida's second dream, she
      announced that she was terminating the analysis. She had made the decision two weeks earlier, but had said
      nothing to Freud. Freud suggested that "that sounds just like a maidservant or governess — a fortnight's
      warning." The suggestion proved illuminating. Ida remembered that during her stay at the lake, a governess
      in service with the K's gave notice to Herr K. The governess told Ida that Herr K
      had "made advances to her at a time when his wife was away for several weeks; he had made violent love to
      her and had implored her to yield to his entreaties, saying that he got nothing from his wife.
      ..,"93 Herr K had used the
      very same words when he propositioned Ida. The governess had had an affair with Herr K who quickly tired of her.
      She told her parents, who at first demanded that she return home. When she waited a while before giving notice,
      hoping that Herr K's attitude toward her would change, her parents disowned her.
    


    
      Freud concluded, correctly I think, that much of Ida's conduct after the "scene" by the lake, and
      an important element in her phantasies, represented an identification with this particular servant as well as
      with servant women in general. Ida told her parents about Herr K's proposal just as the servant had written
      to her parents; and Ida waited two weeks before telling them, just as the governess had waited before giving Herr
      K notice. In the dream, the letter inviting Ida home was the counterpart to the letter to the governess from her
      parents forbidding her to come home. Ida's false appendicitis attack nine months after the "scene"
      by the lake was also an identification with this female servant. The identification suggests that in Ida's
      unconscious, servitude and femininity formed a symbolic equation.
    


    
      This symbolism was not idiosyncratic and had a material basis in historical circumstances. Freud recognized in a
      letter of Wilhelm Fliess in 1897 that his female analysands often identified in this way:94
    


    
      An immense load of guilt, with self-reproaches (for theft, abortions, etc.) is made possible for the woman by
      identification with these people of low morals, who are so often remembered by her as worthless women connected
      sexually with her father or brother. And, as a result of the sublimation of these girls in phantasies, most
      improbable charges against other people are made in these phantasies. Fear of prostitution (i.e., of becoming a
      prostitute), (fear of being in the street alone), fear of a man hidden under the bed, etc., also point in the
      direction of servant-girls. There is a tragic justice in the fact that the action of the head of the family in
      stooping to a servant girl is atoned for by his daughter's self-abasement.
    


    
      The passage reveals, as does Ida Bauer's identification, that femininity was linked with service specifically
      with regard to sexuality. That is, what lies at the heart of these identifications is a particular phantasy of
      heterosexuality as service due men, and one explicitly based on submission and degradation.
    


    
      Leonore Davidoff has suggested that the striking tendency in Victorian bourgeois ideology to an exaggerated dual
      vision of women had a material basis not only in the larger class structure, but also in the division of labor
      within the Victorian bourgeois family itself. During the latter half of the nineteenth century, domestic service
      became an almost exclusively female profession. Increasingly, domestic servants, who were predominantly young and
      unmarried, took over tasks involving manual labor and the routine aspects of child care from bourgeois
      wives:95
    


    
      It was the nurse or maid who fed, nappied, washed, dressed, potted, put to bed, and directly disciplined the
      infant and small child. Within the nursery domain she had total power over her charges; yet middle-class children
      learned very quickly that she was their inferior and that they were both ... subject to higher authority. It was
      very often these girls and women who first awakened sexual as well as other feelings in the child.
    


    
      Davidoff is fundamentally concerned with the impact this actual split had on bourgeois male sexuality and
      psychology. This included not only the tendency to create the polar oppositions of desexualized Madonna and
      erotic Magdalen, but also to search for a degraded erotic object; that is, phantasy of sexuality as debasement.
    


    
      If we consider what implications such splitting might have for bourgeois women, we can perceive at once the
      paradox. Bourgeois women enjoyed the same prerogatives of command and dominance that being members of the ruling
      class afforded their husbands, fathers, and brothers. They found self-affirmation in the deference showed them by
      servants who96
    


    
      stood when spoken to and kept their eyes cast down, they moved out of a room backwards, curtsied to their
      betters, and were generally expected to efface themselves; doing their work and moving about the house so as not
      to be visible or audible to their employers. In an extreme case they were made to turn their faces to the wall
      when the employer passed by.
    


    
      But gender and class, femininity and service, were at the same time conflated - in so far as the question posed
      was sexuality. Bourgeois sexual phantasy did not distinguish between classes of women. In this historical
      circumstance, class and gender intertwined to magnify dramatically the content of the "primal
      scene."97
    


    
      Freud argued that, in her identification with the K's governess, Ida Bauer revealed her desire to submit to
      Herr K. Yet the logic of Ida's personal history suggests that Ida's identification stemmed not from
      desire, but from the unconscious belief that femininity, bondage, and debasement were synonymous. In her
      hysterical identification with the K's governess, Ida Bauer acted out the drama of femininity. She
      impersonated the young servant woman whom she imagined had been seduced by her desire for Herr K, and in exchange
      for satisfaction, had suffered a woman's fate. If her identification symbolized a wish, perhaps she wished
      she could reconstitute her desire as patriarchy demanded, so that she might reclaim sexuality. But Ida
      Bauer's frigidity marked the depth of her protest.
    


    
      In Freud's analysis, the reason for Ida Bauer's protest is repressed. However, in his choice of a
      pseudonym for Ida Bauer, Freud revealed his own unconscious understanding of one contradiction that aided in the
      birth of her hysteria. In "The Psychopathology of Everyday Life," Freud disclosed that when he searched
      for a name for Ida Bauer, "Dora was the only name to occur."98 Dora was the name of a servant in the Freud family who had been
      his sister's nursemaid. She had been forced to give up her own name, Rosa, as it was also his sister's
      name. Through his choice, or lack of choice, Freud revealed his recognition that in his mind, as in Ida
      Bauer's, servitude was a metaphor for femininity. At the very same moment, however, Freud also confessed his
      wish that like Rosa, the servant woman who gave up even her name, Ida Bauer make her peace with servitude. To
      escape a feminine fate is the prerogative of the son, and not the daughter.
    


    Freud's Dora


    
      Assessing the reasons for Ida Bauer's abrupt termination of the analysis, Freud concluded: "I did not
      succeed in mastering the transference in good time."99 As some reviewers of the case have pointed out, however, Freud's
      countertransference was the crucial determinant. Writing "Dora" was Freud's defense against facing
      what was "largely a negative countertransference — an unanalyzed part of himself."100
    


    
      Freud arrived at his hypothesis of Ida's secret erotic love for Herr K very early in the case and, as we have
      seen, her pursued it with a vengeance. Each of Ida's rejections of this analysis was met by Freud with
      feigned disregard and even more elaborate displays of his intellectual prowess.
    


    
      At the beginning of the case, Freud assumed that he was replacing Ida's father in her imagination:101
    


    
      But when the first dream came, in which she gave herself the warning that she had better leave my treatment just
      as she had formerly left Herr K's house, I ought to have listened to the warning myself. "Now," I
      ought to have said to her, "it is from Herr K that you have made a transference onto me. Have you noticed
      anything that leads you to suspect me of evil intentions similar... to Herr K's?"
    


    
      It would indeed appear that by the time of the first dream Ida was identifying Freud with Herr K. But what is
      even more evident as the case progresses is that Freud was identifying himself with Herr K as well, and he was doing so with a passion. Although Freud's early high opinion of Ida's father
      changed considerably as the case unfolded, Herr K was spared all criticism. Freud did not find it unusual that
      Herr K had, somewhat deviously, set the scene for the seduction of his close friend's fourteen-year-old
      daughter. He found Ida at fault for not responding. After all, as Freud pointed out, Herr K "was still quite
      young and of prepossessing appearance."102 Herr K's total denial of the "scene" by the lake, his speaking of
      Ida to her father "with disparagement," his "reflection that no girl who read such books and was
      interested in such things could have title to a man's respect," were not seen by Freud as indications
      that something was terribly wrong with Herr K. In fact, Freud took Herr K's side and considered Ida
      maladjusted because she did not keep the whole matter to herself:103
    


    
      I looked upon her having told her parents of the episode as an action which she had taken when she was already
      under the influence of a morbid craving for revenge. A normal girl, I am inclined to think, will deal with a
      situation of this kind by herself.
    


    
      Freud did not find Herr K's seduction and abandonment of the family governess shortly before he propositioned
      Ida of any concern. Nor did the fact that Herr K used the very same line on Ida as he had on the governess rouse
      Freud's suspicions. Freud could not understand Ida's "having been so deeply injured by Herr K's
      proposal... as I was beginning to realize that Herr K himself had not regarded the proposal... as a mere
      frivolous attempt at seduction."104
    


    
      Ida's termination of the analysis was a serious blow to Freud. In the postscript to the case, he reproaches
      Ida in a tone that reveals his narcissism. "Her breaking off so unexpectedly, just when my hopes of a
      successful termination of the treatment were at their highest, and her thus bringing my hopes to nothing - this
      was an unmistakable act of vengeance on her part." Freud then ponders whether "I might perhaps have
      kept the girl under my treatment if I myself had acted a part, if I had exaggerated the importance of her staying
      on, and had shown a warm personal interest in her." His identification with Herr K is revealed in his very
      next thought: "Nor do I know whether Herr K would have done any better if it had been revealed to him that
      the slap Dora gave him by no means signified a final 'No'."105
    


    
      If this were Freud's story, we would have to go beyond feminist polemics and search for the sources of the
      negative countertransference — the unanalyzed part of Freud — that brought the analysis to an abrupt end. The
      search would lead to the conjecture that Freud's identification with Herr K was really only secondary; that
      it was a defense against a more fundamental identification with Ida Bauer's hysteria. The search would lead
      to the many relationships with men in which Freud acted out his own passive desires - his femininity: Maynert,
      Charcot, Breuer, and Wilhelm Fliess. It would lead in short to Freud's hysteria.106
    


    
      But here, we are only concerned with the implications this negative countertransference held for Ida Bauer. When,
      fifteen months after the termination of the analysis, Ida returned to Freud, "to finish her story and ask
      for help once more," Freud declined her request. "One glance at her face ... was enough to tell me that
      she was not in earnest over her request."107
    


    
      Freud had finished writing "Fragment of an Analysis" over a year before Ida Bauer's return.
    


    
      Each time I reread Freud's study, I am struck, as others have been, by one statement Freud makes in the
      postscript. After tying up every loose end in the analysis, after skillfully introjecting the same meaning into
      Ida Bauer's every symptom, every action, every unconscious and conscious thought, Freud acknowledges, "I
      do not know what kind of help she wanted from me...."108 Because of the meaning Freud gave to Ida Bauer's desire, she remained a
      mystery to him.
    


    
      Writing of hysteria in our own time, a disciple of Freud's voices a similar sentiment. "Hysteria,"
      he writes, "still poses similar difficulties to those of the past, though they are perhaps more
      sophisticated."109
    


    
      Hysteria still provides the analyst with the illusion of power which the patient takes away after having tempted
      him to believe he possessed it. Hysteria's subtle intrigue obliges one to overcome a prejudice, to solve a
      mystery, but, in the end, this is perhaps the mystery of femininity.
    


    
      But is the mystery really so insoluble, or is it perhaps that its solution would demand the shattering of a
      precious phantasy?
    


    
      Precious to some, painful to others.
    


    
      Notes


      
        I would like to thank Robert Brenner, Shirl Buss, Lynn Fonfa, Stella Menatos, and Victor Wolfenstein for their
        critical comments on earlier versions of this essay. In particular, I am indebted to Dawn Baker and Temma
        Kaplan for countless fascinating and fruitful discussions about "Dora" and about psychoanalysis in
        general. Of course, the errors are mine alone.
      


      
        1Adrienne Rich, "Sibling
        Mysteries," Chrysalis 1 (1977): 117-18.
      


      
        2The phantasy that determined Freud's
        choice of the name, Dora, is explained below.
      


      
        3Sigmund Freud, "Fragment of an
        Analysis of a Case of Hysteria," in The Standard Edition of the Complete
        Psychological Works of Sigmund Freud, ed. James Strachey, 24 vols. (London: Hogarth Press and the
        Institute of Psycho-Analysis, 1973), 7: 3-112.
      


      
        4Sigmund Freud, Dora: An Analysis of a Case of Hysteria, ed. Philip Rieff (New York: Collier Books, 1971).
      


      
        5See, for example: E.H. Erikson,
        "Reality and Actuality," Journal of the American Psychoanalytic
        Association 10 (1962): 451-74; M.M. Gill and H.L. Muslin, "Transference in the Dora Case,"
        Journal of the American Psychoanalytic Association 26 (1978): 311-32; Robert Langs,
        "The Misalliance Dimension in Freud's Case Histories: I. The Case of Dora," International Journal of Psychoanalytic Psychotherapy, 5 (1976): 301-17; Karl Lewin, "Dora
        Revisited," Psychoanalytic Review 60 (Winter 1973-74): 519-32. Samuel Slipp,
        "Interpersonal Factors in Hysteria: Freud's Seduction Theory and the Case of Dora," Journal of the American Academy of Psychoanalysis 5 (1977): 359-76, offers a stimulating
        interpretation of the case based on a modified version of Freud's seduction theory. An interesting summary
        of contemporary Psychoanalytic views on hysteria is reported by J. Laplanche, "Panel on 'Hysteria
        Today,'" International Journal of Psycho-Analysis 55 (1974): 459-69.
      


      
        6Steven Marcus began the feminist
        critique of this case history with his perceptive article, "Freud and Dora: Story, History, Case
        History," in Representations (New York: Random House, 1976). This essay has
        influenced my reading of the case considerably. Recent feminist rereadings of the case include Hdldne Cixous,
        Portrait de Dora (Paris: Editions des Femmes, 1976); Hannah S. Decker, "Freud
        and Dora: Constraints on Medical Progress," Journal of Social History 4
        (Spring 1981); 445-64; Temma Kaplan, "Female Nature and Nurturance: Freud and the Dora Case,"
        (unpublished ms, 1979); and Jacqueline Rose, "'Dora' - Fragment of an Analysis," m/f 2 (1978): 5-21.
      


      
        7Juliet Mitchell, Psychoanalysis and Feminism (New York: Pantheon, 1974). Mitchell's important contribution
        to feminist theory was her insight that classical psychoanalysis, which has as one object of study the
        formation of gender identity and sexuality in patriarchal culture, is a useful tool for feminism. The critical
        task is to separate those aspects of the theory that are ideological from those that are insightful and useful
        - if incomplete.
      


      
        8Arnold A. Rogow, "A Further
        Footnote to Freud's "Fragment of an Analysis of a Case of Hysteria,'" Journal of the American Psychoanalytic Association 26 (1978): 342.
      


      
        9Freud, "Fragment of an
        Analysis," p. 20.
      


      
        10These symptoms are associated with
        advanced stages of untreated gonorrhea in women. Most likely, Philip Bauer had contracted gonorrhea, as well as
        syphilis.
      


      
        11Freud, "Fragment of an
        Analysis," p. 19.
      


      
        12Rogow, "A Further Footnote."
      


      
        13Henri F. Ellenberger, The Discovery of the Unconscious (New York: Basic Books, 1970) and Ilza Veith, Hysteria: The History of a Disease (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1965) both argue that
        hysteria increased significantly in the mid- to late nineteenth century and afflicted predominantly upper-class
        women. It is not clear at present to what extent working-class women suffered from hysteria during this period.
        They were not, however, immune. The SalpStri4re, where Charcot and Janet studied hysteria, was a mental
        hospital for the poor. Carroll Smith-Rosenberg notes that in the United States in the late nineteenth century,
        physicians connected with almshouses and urban hospitals reported hysteria to be common among immigrant and
        tenement-house women. Carroll Smith-Rosenberg, "The Hysterical Woman: Sex and Role Conflict in 19th
        Century America," Social Research 39 (Winter 1972): 659.
      


      
        14Freud, "Fragment of an
        Analysis," p. 29.
      


      
        15Ibid., p. 28.
      


      
        16Ibid., p. 34.
      


      
        17Ibid.
      


      
        18Marcus, "Freud and Dora," p.
        256.
      


      
        19Gill and Muslin, "Transference in
        the Dora Case." The authors present an interesting discussion of the transference/countertransference
        relationship. Following Freud, they argue that Ida Bauer's abrupt termination of the treatment signaled her
        total identification of Freud with Herr K and her fear of surrendering to the temptation to give in to Freud
        sexually. They further argue that Freud's countertransference was highly eroticized as well.
      


      
        20Ida Bauer remained a chronic hysteric.
        For a discussion of her life after leaving the analysis, see Felix Deutsch, "A Footnote to Freud's
        Fragment of an Analysis of a Case of Hysteria," Psychoanalytic Quarterly 26
        (1957): 159-67.
      


      
        21Marcus, "Freud and Dora," p.
        309.
      


      
        22Freud, "Fragment of an
        Analysis," p. 88.
      


      
        23Freud, Letter to Wilhelm Fliess,
        Complete Psychological Works, no. 71, I: 265.
      


      
        24Freud's main essays on female
        sexuality and femininity are: "Some Psychical Consequences of the Anatomical Distinction Between the
        Sexes," "Female Sexuality," and "Femininity," all in Complete
        Psychological Works, vols. 19 and 21.
      


      
        25Juliet Mitchell, "On Freud and the
        Distinction Between the Sexes," in Women and Analysis, ed. Jean Strouse (New
        York: Dell Publishing Co., 1974), p. 46.
      


      
        26See Jean Laplanche's masterful
        work, Life and Death in Psychoanalysis, trans. Jeffrey Mehlman (Baltimore: Johns
        Hopkins University Press, 1976).
      


      
        27See, for example, Karen Horney,
        Feminine Psychology, edited with Introduction by Harold Kelman (New York: W.W.
        Norton, 1967); and Ernest Jones, Papers on Psychoanalysis (Baltimore: Williams and
        Wilkins Co., 1950).
      


      
        28This line of argument is presented by
        Mitchell, Psychoanalysis and Feminism, and by Gayle Rubin, "The Traffic in
        Women: Notes on the 'Political Economy' of Sex," in Toward an Anthropology of
        Women, ed. Rayna R. Reiter (New York: Monthly Review Press 1975).
      


      
        29Freud, "Anatomical Distinction
        Between the Sexes," Complete Psychological Works, 19: 256.
      


      
        30Freud, "Analysis Terminable and
        Interminable," Complete Psychological Works, 23: 250-1.
      


      
        31This line of argument has found favor
        with North American psychoanalytically oriented feminist theorists. It is cogently presented by Nancy Chodorow,
        The Reproduction of Mothering: Psychoanalysis and the Sociology of Gender
        (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1978), and by Dorothy Dinnerstein, The Mermaid
        and the Minotaur: Sexual Arrangements and Human Malaise (New York: Harper Colophon Books, 1977). Also,
        Jane Flax, "The Conflict Between Nurturance and Autonomy in Mother-Daughter Relationships and Within
        Feminism," Feminist Studies 4, no. 2 (June 1978): 171-89. The argument is made
        in popular form by Nancy Friday, My Mother/ My Self (New York: Delacorte Press,
        1977).
      


      
        For prominent examples of object relations theory, see Melanie Klein, Contributions to
        Psycho-Analysis, 1921-1945 (London: Hogarth Press, 1948); W.R.D. Fairbairn, An
        Object-Relations Theory of the Personality (New York: Basic Books, 1952); Margaret Mahler, On Human Symbiosis and the Vicissitudes of Individuation, vol. 1: Infantile Psychosis (New
        York: International Universities Press, 1968); D.W. Winnicott, Playing and Reality
        (New York: Basic Books, 1971); and Michael Balint, ed., Primary Love and Psycho-Analytic
        Technique (New York: Liveright Publishing, 1965).
      


      
        32Chodorow, Mothering, p. 123. Chodorow is citing Janine Chasseguet-Smirgei, "Feminine Guilt and the
        Oedipus Complex," 1964, in Female Sexuality, ed. J. Chasseguet-Smirgei (Ann
        Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1970), p. 118.
      


      
        33This "slippage" leads these theories, and the feminists who use them, to
        focus primarily on mother-daughter and mother-son ambivalence. At the same time, this focus results in a
        tendency to explain crucial aspects of the social whole as being fundamentally determined by the dynamics of
        this single relationship. Thus Chodorow and Dinnerstein locate the origins and
        reproduction of misogyny in the mother-child relationship.
      


      
        34J. Laplanche and J.B. Pontalis,
        The Language of Psychoanalysis, trans. Donald Nicholson-Smith (New York: W.W.
        Norton and Co., 1973), p. 335.
      


      
        35Ibid. See Freud, "History of an
        Infantile Neurosis," Complete Psychological Works, 17: 3-123.
      


      
        36Laplanche and Pontalis, Language of Psychoanalysis, p. 335.
      


      
        37Steven Marcus, The
        Other Victorians (New York: Basic Books Inc., 1964).
      


      
        38Ibid., pp. 211-12.
      


      
        39Ibid., p. 198.
      


      
        40Ibid., p. 206.
      


      
        41Ibid., p. 199.
      


      
        42Laplanche and Pontalis, Language of Psychoanalysis, p. 421.
      


      
        43Freud, "Fragment of an
        Analysis," p. 79.
      


      
        44Ibid., p. 80.
      


      
        45Muriel Gardiner, ed., The Wolf Man (New York: Basic Books, 1971).
      


      
        46Ibid., p. 24.
      


      
        47Freud, "Infantile Neurosis,"
        17: 21.
      


      
        48Gardiner, ed., Wolf Man, p. 24.
      


      
        49Ibid., p. 23.
      


      
        50Freud, "Fragment of an
        Analysis," p. 25.
      


      
        51Ibid.
      


      
        52Rogow, "A Further Footnote,"
        p. 343.
      


      
        53Käthe Bauer's phantasy also
        affected Otto Bauer's sexuality. His low libidinal drives would seem to have been, in part, a response to
        his mother's abhorrence of sex (see Rogow, "A Further Footnote").
      


      
        54Freud was not content to leave it at
        that, however, and went on to argue that ultimately Ida's disgust was related to her own leukorrhea which
        he linked to her childhood masturbation (Freud, "Fragment of an Analysis," p. 84).
      


      
        55J.A. Banks and Olive Banks,
        Feminism and Family Planning in Victorian England (Livetpool: Liverpool University
        Press, 1964), p. 112.
      


      
        56Abraham Flexner, Prostitution in Europe (New York: The Century Co., 1914), p. 367.
      


      
        57Freud, "Fragment of an
        Analysis," p. 28.
      


      
        58Ibid.
      


      
        59Ibid., p. 29.
      


      
        60Ibid., p. 30.
      


      
        61Many analysts who have commented on
        this part of Freud's analysis have argued that Freud's main deficiency was his inability to place Ida
        Bauer developmentally.
      


      
        Marcus notes that "at one moment in the passage [Freud] calls her a 'girl,' at another a
        'child' - but in point of fact he treats her throughout as if this fourteen-, sixteen-, and
        eighteen-year-old adolescent had the capacities for sexual response of a grown woman." (Marcus,
        "Freud and Dora," p. 286). Another reviewer has suggested that Freud's libidinous
        countertransference prevented him from recognizing the absurdity of his expectations that Ida, at fourteen,
        respond sexually to Herr K as would a "mature woman" (Gill and Muslin, "Transference in the Dora
        Case," p. 324).
      


      
        Although objections along this line have validity, particularly with regard to this scene, they prove
        problematic in light of Ida Bauer's prior and subsequent development. At what age, we may ask, should Ida
        the "girl" have become Ida the "mature woman," sexually speaking? If Ida Bauer had been
        repulsed at Herr K's embrace when twenty-one, would she then, by this theory have been hysterical? If
        Ida's symptoms were the result of her inability to deal with the unspoken pressure that her father exerted
        to make her submit to Herr K, her hysteria might have begun when she first understood the nature of the barter.
        It would have abated once she had asserted her will in the matter. But, in fact, Ida's symptoms began when
        she was eight and continued to plague her throughout her life. The point is that we must interpret the meaning
        of Ida Bauer's response to this particular scene within the context of her entire history of hysteria.
      


      
        62Freud, "Fragment of an
        Analysis," p. 39.
      


      
        63Ibid., p. 37.
      


      
        64Ibid,
      


      
        65Ibid., p. 35.
      


      
        66Recent feminist discussions of hysteria
        stress its element of compliance. See, for example, Hannah S. Decker, "Freud and Dora," pp. 453-54.
        Hysteria as simply compliance is argued by Luce Irigaray, Speculum. De l'autre
        femme (Paris: Editions de Minuit, Collection Critique, 1974). For an excellent critique of
        Irigaray's position, see Monique Plaza, "'Phallomorphic' Power and the Psychology of
        'Woman,' "Feminist Issues 1 (Summer 1980).
      


      
        67See Marcus, "Freud and Dora,"
        pp. 305-7.
      


      
        68Jacqueline Rose points out that
        "in his analysis of the hysterical symptom-aphonia or loss of voice, Freud is forced towards the
        beginnings of a concept of component sexuality (a sexuality multiple and fragmented and not bound to the
        genital function), since the symptom is clearly not only a response to the absence of Herr K (impossibility of
        communication desired), but also a fantasied identification with a scene of imagined
        sexual satisfaction between Dora's father and Frau K" (my italics). Rose, "Dora," p.
        11.
      


      
        69Ibid., footnote, p. 105. On page 120,
        in a final footnote to the case, Freud writes: "The longer the interval of time that separates me from the
        end of the analysis, the more probable it seems to me that the fault in my technique lay in this omission: I
        failed to discover in time and to inform the patient that her homosexual... love for Frau K was the strongest
        unconscious current in her mental life..."
      


      
        70Ibid., p. 61.
      


      
        71Ibid., p. 62. This betrayal by Frau K
        duplicated at least one prior betrayal by a woman. Ida had been on intimate terms with her governess who
        "used to read every book on sexual life and similar subjects, and talked to the girl about them,"
        while demanding secrecy from Ida about these goings-on. When Ida discovered that the governess was secretly in
        love with her father and, she supposed, indifferent to her, Ida had her fired. Freud noted that Ida's own
        behavior toward Frau and Herr K's two children owed something to an identification with this governess. She
        was the first of two servant women with whom Ida would make such an identification (Freud, "Fragment of an
        Analysis," pp. 36,60).
      


      
        72Ibid., p. 64.
      


      
        73Freud, "Fragment of an
        Analysis," p. 66.
      


      
        74Ibid., p. 67.
      


      
        75Ibid., pp. 69-70.
      


      
        76Ibid.
      


      
        77Ibid.
      


      
        78Ibid., p. 64.
      


      
        79Ibid., p. 94.
      


      
        80Ibid., p. 96.
      


      
        81Ibid., p. 97.
      


      
        82Ibid., p. 100.
      


      
        83Ibid.
      


      
        84Ibid., p. 104.
      


      
        85Ibid.
      


      
        86Freud, "The Disposition to
        Obsessional Neurosis," Complete Psychological Works, 12: 325-26.
      


      
        87Freud, "Female Sexuality,"
        21: 238.
      


      
        88Ibid., p. 239.
      


      
        89Freud, "Fragment of an
        Analysis," p. 96.
      


      
        90Freud noted that Philip Bauer was
        impotent and that fellatio was the primary form their lovemaking took (Freud, "Fragment of an
        Analysis," p. 47).
      


      
        91Juliet Mitchell, reviewing Karl
        Abraham's work on femininity, makes a passing reference to phantasies of immaculate conception as
        representing an unconscious attempt to deny the importance of the phallus. Such disavowal reveals, of course, a
        protest against the social meaning of sexual difference (Mitchell, Psychoanalysis and
        Feminism, p. 124).
      


      
        92Unfortunately, our ability to interpret
        the attack at all its levels of meaning is hindered by the fact that Freud was unable to unearth the line of
        association that must have existed linking Ida's attack and her aunt's death. This aunt, who Freud
        informs us in the beginning of the case had been the model upon which Ida patterned her hysteria, is
        conspicuous by her absence in Ida's unconscious. Yet, she must have had important meaning to Ida if Ida
        copied her unconscious metaphors so closely. Freud noted that part of the material for Ida's second dream
        was derived directly from Ida's memory of her aunt's death; yet, the meaning of this memory is not
        evident (Freud, "Fragment of an Analysis," p. 126).
      


      
        93Ibid., p. 105.
      


      
        94Sigmund Freud, Letter to Wilhelm
        Fliess, 1897, no. 61, Complete Psychological Works, 1: 248.
      


      
        95Leonore Davidoff, "Class and
        Gender in Victorian England: The Diaries of Arthur J. Munby and Hannah Cullwick," this volume.
      


      
        96Ibid., p. 97.
      


      
        97Recently, the stereotype of the
        sexually frigid bourgeois woman has been challenged by F. Barry Smith, "Sexuality in Britain, 1880-1900:
        Some Suggested Revisions," in The Widening Sphere: Changing Roles of Victorian
        Women, ed. Martha Vicinus (Bloomington, Indiana: University of Indiana Press, 1977); and Carl Degler,
        "What Ought to Be and What Was: Women's Sexuality in the Nineteenth Century," American Historical Review 79 (December 1974): 1469-90. Such critical questionings of
        traditional stereotypes are crucial. However, it will be essential, I think, to bring to the historical
        evidence some theory of the genesis and nature of human sexuality in general, and of female sexuality in
        particular. If we discover that hysteria did indeed occur among this class of women often enough to warrant
        considering it a historically significant phenomenon, then, we will have to explore the conjecture that the
        historical circumstances in which Victorian bourgeois women found themselves tended to exacerbate problems
        inherent in the development of female sexuality. Hysteria would represent an extreme response.
      


      
        98Freud, "The Psychopathology of
        Everyday Life," Complete Psychological Works, 6:241.
      


      
        99Freud, "Fragment of an
        Analysis," p. 118. See, for example, Gill and Muslin, "Transference in the Dora Case"; and
        Marcus, "Freud and Dora."
      


      
        100Marcus, "Freud and Dora," p.
        309.
      


      
        101Freud, Fragment of an Analysis,"
        p. 118.
      


      
        102Ibid., footnote, p. 29.
      


      
        103Ibid., p. 95.
      


      
        104Ibid., p. 115.
      


      
        105Ibid., p. 109.
      


      
        106See Rene Major, "Revolution of
        Hysteria," International Journal of PsychoAnalysis 55 (1974). Also, Henry
        Ellenberger, The Discovery of the Unconscious (New York: Basic Books, 1970).
      


      
        107Freud, "Fragment of an
        Analysis," p. 120.
      


      
        108Ibid., p. 122.
      


      
        109Major, "Revolution of
        Hysteria," p. 391.
      

    

  


  
    3 Servants, Sexual
    Relations and the Risks of Illegitimacy in London, 1801-1900


    
      JOHN R. GILLIS
    


    
      For Victorians, illegitimacy was a moral litmus test. Although less obviously censorious, historians have used
      the incidence of bastardy in a similar manner, as one of the few available means for exploring the otherwise
      obscure relationship between the sexes in past generations. Illegitimacy statistics provide the principal
      evidence for Edward Shorter's well-known thesis concerning female emancipation in the nineteenth century. His
      critics, including Joan Scott and Louise Tilly, use virtually the same evidence to come to the opposite
      conclusion that women, while acting in new ways dictated by their new industrial and urban circumstances,
      continued to be motivated by traditional values.1
    


    
      What follows will not settle this dispute. On the contrary, the evidence presented here suggests that the above
      participants are wrong in assuming that there is a single general cause of illegitimacy. Concepts of
      "modernization," "urbanization," and "industrialization" will scarcely suffice as
      explanations for a phenomenon which has always been, and remains, immensely complex and diverse. In
      nineteenth-century Britain, bastardy varied enormously by region, culture, and by class; its character and
      implications differed according to the specific circumstances and values of the women and men involved. The
      experience of the pregnant Banffshire dairy maid differed strikingly from that of the unwed mother in a
      Lancashire cotton town. The events which added a London servant's child to the Registrar General's annual
      bastardy count had yet another configuration.2 In each case factors peculiar to the backgrounds, work, and class positions of
      the women and men shaped the outcome of sexual relations. The study of London servants suggests the limits of
      generalization. But at the same time, it provides a mode of analysis that, when applied to other groups of women,
      could ultimately provide a fuller understanding not only of the causes of historical illegitimacy but also of
      relations between the sexes, as these have been transformed in capitalist industrial societies.
    


    
      Understanding illegitimacy among servants requires careful attention to their work, leisure, income, and
      especially their social relations with their employers. Service differed from other female employments not only
      because of its live-in character, but also because the servant was involved in the elaboration of the
      employer's life-style-a role that required not only discipline and specific skills but also unique character
      traits and demeanor. Among higher servants in particular, the work demanded a conformity to upper-class standards
      of respectability, rules of behavior which, even when not wholly internalized, had important effects on
      servants' social relations in and outside the household. Examination of these factors, together with the
      unique conditions of London life, casts new light on servants' sexual relations and their peculiar
      vulnerability to illegitimacy.
    


    
      Country girls, humble in station, innocent in the ways of the world and seduced by predatory city men, socially
      their superior—these are the images of fallen servants that embellished charity appeals and provided material for
      didactic novels throughout the nineteenth century. The plot is familiar enough, owing much to the
      eighteenth-century literary theme of seduction arid betrayal and to the realities of master-servant relations of
      earlier periods.3 By the
      nineteenth century, however, literary convention no longer comprehends the full reality of unwed motherhood,
      which by then included many mature women in respectable domestic employment; women experienced in the ways of the
      city, conscious of its risks as well as its opportunities. Equally, the description of the seducer must be
      revised in light of the fact that sexual relations leading to illegitimacy were now rarely between servant and
      master but between persons similar in background and social standing.
    


    
      Victorians found it difficult to understand how respectable servants could find themselves in such a predicament.
      Dinah Mulock Craik was puzzled by what she and her friends observed:
    


    
      Another factor, stranger still to account for is, that women who thus fall are by no means the worst of their
      station. I have heard it affirmed by more than one lady, and by one in particular whose experience is as large as
      her benevolence, that many of them are the very best—refined, intelligent, truthful, and affectionate. ... Some
      of my most promising village girls have been the first to come to harm; and some of the best and most faithful
      servants I have ever had have been girls who have fallen into shame, and who, had I not gone to the rescue, and
      put them on the way to do well, would invariably have become lost women.4
    


    
      The first systematic study of illegitimacy in Britain, published by Dr. William Acton in 1857, confirmed the
      worst fears of Victorians. Utilizing records of births in the workhouses of London's St. Marylebone, St.
      Pancras, and St. George's (Southwark) parishes, Acton found domestic servants constituted the majority of
      unwed mothers in all three, despite significant differences in the social and employment structures of their
      respective locations. Servants averaged 57.2 percent of all the single women confined there, a proportion
      considerably higher than that of servants in the parishes' population of unwed, fertile women.5 An 1883 survey of ten thousand unwed
      mothers in Scotland found forty-seven percent to be servants. High percentages of servants were most common in
      commercial, residential cities such as London, where Queen Charlotte's Hospital, one of the major maternity
      charities, reported that 71.3 percent of the single women in its wards were servants. When another general survey
      was made in 1911, it was found that 46 percent of the illegitimate children in Britain were born to women who had
      been in service.6
    


    
      Unlike France, where registration of bastards was required, the legal record is of only minimal assistance in
      providing a more precise profile of servants' backgrounds and ranks. Bastardy orders, workhouse records, and
      settlement examinations tell us more about the males than the females, but not enough about either to provide a
      really satisfactory account of urban illegitimacy.7 The problem in part is one of faulty registration of births, in error as much as
      30 percent in London before 1874. But even if the past were accessible to direct sociological investigation,
      reconstruction of maternities legally defined as illegitimate, especially those involving married women, would be
      a formidable, if not impossible, task.8
    


    
      Fortunately, the newly opened records of the London Foundling Hospital provide a remarkably abundant source for
      the study of urban illegitimacy during the nineteenth century. The information contained in approximately five
      thousand successful petitions for admission of infants corroborates the findings of Acton and others that London
      illegitimacy was primarily, if not exclusively, a problem involving domestic servants. In the twelve hundred
      cases on which this study is based, servants of all types accounted for 65.6 percent of the women successfully
      applying to the Foundling Hospital. The servants' proportion varied somewhat over time, but never did the
      next largest category of women—those employed in the clothing trades—ever come close to their percentage. The
      admission requirements of the Hospital, limiting applicants to single women and emphasizing demonstrated need and
      good character, undoubtedly inflated the servants' proportion to some extent.9
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      As an occupational title, domestic service can obscure almost as much as it reveals. The lowly kitchen
      "skivvy" had scarcely anything in common with the dignified lady's maid, except perhaps a common
      mistress or master. The higher ranks of female servants (cooks, housekeepers, nurses, lady's maids, and
      governesses) were considered, and considered themselves, to be significantly superior both socially and
      culturally to the lower ranks of general servants: kitchen- and housemaids, parlor-, laundry-, and scullery-
      maids. It comes as something of a surprise, therefore, that the petitioners to the Foundling Hospital should have
      included so many of the better type of London servant, as measured not only by rank, but also by age, social
      background, and literacy level. Table 2 shows that
      higher servants, including cooks, lady's maids, governesses, and others who served in capacities "above
      stairs" tended to be proportionally more numerous among the Foundling Hospital applicants than among the
      London servant population at large. The ages of the applicants also indicates that servant petitioners were an
      exceptionally experienced group. The group's superior literacy is another indication that a surprisingly
      large number were a cut above the ordinary working woman.10
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      The social background of these women corresponds to what one would expect of a group containing so many ranking
      domestic servants. Overwhelmingly, they were from either the ranks of the lower-middle class or the upper levels
      of the working classes. The single largest group were daughters of artisans and other skilled laborers;
      shopkeepers, small farmers, and similar small property owners also saw their daughters enter service. We cannot
      determine geographical origins before 1850, but it is likely that rural women were even more predominant then
      than they were after mid-century. However, whether rural or urban in origin, these women remained consistently
      superior in status and training to servants as a group and the London female population at large. It is
      reasonable to assume that the Foundling Hospital rules of admission favored higher servants over lower servants
      to some extent. Nevertheless, it is clear that illegitimacy among ranking servants was by no means exceptional;
      and it provides an opportunity to investigate how domestic service, together with the economic and social system
      of which it was a part, affected sexual relations.
    


    
      Domestic service was by far the largest employer of women in the metropolis. Unlike England's northern
      industrial centers, factory work was exceptional. Young women bent on London employment had really only one major
      alternative to service; namely, the highly unstable, casualized occupation of the numerous clothing trades.
      Abundant opportunities as shop assistants, secretaries, or minor clerks did not open up until the very end of the
      century and traditional types of nonmanual work, mainly teaching, accounted for only about 5 percent of the total
      volume of London employment for women. With few exceptions, women's work beyond service was poorly paid,
      subject to seasonal unemployment and, in the absence of trade union organization, vulnerable to the worst type of
      exploitative practices. Access to the clothing trades was highly dependent on personal contacts within intricate
      channels of subcontracting that constituted its basic structure.11 To many women, particularly those from outside the metropolis, domestic
      service was not only more accessible, but considerably more attractive. There was no worry about finding a place
      to live or eat; the wages of service kept pace with the rise in the cost of living; and there was, of course, the
      promise of greater job security for those willing to put up with the loss of freedoms service inevitably
      involved.12
    


    
      Service in nineteenth-century London incorporated an immense variety of situations and conditions, bisected by a
      reasonably clear division between the higher and lower ranks of the occupation. Housekeepers, cooks, nurses,
      lady's maids, and (depending on the household) governesses, were separated from general servants, kitchen
      maids, housemaids, parlormaids, and maids of the scullery and laundry by certain clearly defined social
      boundaries, derived in part form the differences in function but also from the higher social origins and
      pretensions of the women occupying the higher ranks. The position of governess required a certain level of
      education and social respectability, however much this might clash with the essential servility of the
      position.13 Women recruited as
      cooks or lady's maids were less likely to feel the ambiguity of their situation; but they too were recruited
      in part for the graces and steady habits that employers could expect to find in girls from the lower-middle or
      upper-working classes. They might start with the less promising girls at the level of house- or kitchenmaids, but
      by their twenties they were likely to be promoted. In London this subtle distinction was paralleled to a large
      degree by the division between the rural-born and native-born. The higher ranks were more likely to be of rural
      origin, not only because gentry households brought their help with them from the country, but also because the
      resident middle-classes preferred well-bred country girls for their reputation for reliability.14
    


    
      The lower ranks were more likely to be born in London. Daughters of working-class families, they might start in
      the kitchen or laundries of the wealthy West End, but rarely stayed very long. They were found in great numbers
      in the working-class districts of the East End or, after 1860, in the expanding suburbs north and south of the
      Thames, to which the lower-middle class and better off laboring men were migrating. These were primarily
      single-servant households, the lowest paid and probably hardest worked situations in London. Yet the young London
      girls who occupied these places did not usually intend to make a career of service. Most left it when in their
      late teens or early twenties, either to seek other employment or to marry.15
    


    
      There were women, London-born and of working-class backgrounds, who moved up the ranks, becoming nurses or cooks
      in the West End households where such employment was most available, but they were probably the exception. In any
      case, advancement in wage and rank usually involved change of place, even location. Promotion within a household
      was rare and when women advanced to higher ranks, usually in their early twenties, they often went from a small
      household, employing one or perhaps two girls, to one of the larger establishments with its full complement of
      male as well as female staff, including butler, footman, cook, parlormaid, and housemaid. In London, these larger
      establishments, which in 1891 employed almost 30 percent of the city's female domestics, were located
      primarily in the West End. It was there that women bent on making a "career" of service were most
      heavily concentrated.
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      The structure of domestic service in the metropolis was different from that of England and Wales as a whole.
      London servants were not only older, but higher ranking. While the city had only a slightly higher proportion of
      servants over thirty-five years of age and noticeably fewer in the ranks under age twenty, its peculiarity lay in
      the disproportionate number of cooks, nurses, lady's maids and others in their early twenties to early
      thirties, women at the peak of the wage and position scale. After age thirty-five, a woman's wages did not
      increase with her experience; and the position of "old maids," in the double sense of that term, was an
      unenviable one. If the proportion of older women among the London servant population is any indication, however,
      it would appear that most managed to escape this fate. They may have married somewhat later than the London
      population at large, but most had departed service by their early thirties.
    


    
      In this almost exclusively celibate occupation, marriage marked a definitive end to a female servant's
      career. Occasionally a woman would return to service upon the death of a husband; but for the most part it was
      premarital employment, an opportunity to accumulate savings and domestic skills, though among servants in
      general, and the higher ranks especially, there was precious little else that was directly transferable as
      earning power or seniority in any other respectable trade. Particularly among the higher levels, the woman who
      entered service did so with the ultimate objective of marriage clearly in mind. Wages of London's higher
      servants were sufficient so that, with equal portions of luck and thrift, modest amounts could be accumulated. In
      the later nineteenth century, a woman beginning at age fifteen, with seven pounds, two shillings per annum could
      expect to be earning at least nineteen pounds, eighteen shillings by her mid-twenties, assuming she proved
      capable, acquired the necessary character references, and moved up through the ranks with sufficient
      alacrity.17 To wages must be
      added free room and board, gifts from employers and trades people, and the considerable value of
      "perks," leftovers and castoffs, to which the higher servants normally had claim. According to
      contemporary estimates, the total value made service the best paid of all women's employment during the
      nineteenth century and explains why this occupation, despite its obvious drawbacks, remained popular almost to
      1900.18
    


    
      Living in the place of employment, wearing uniform dress, hair plainly cut and forbidden cosmetics or jewelry,
      servants were the least subject to the temptations of consumption. Therefore savings in the range of five to
      twenty pounds were not uncommon. One Foundling Hospital applicant had even managed to accumulate almost fifty
      pounds in gifts and wages, an amount equal at the time to more than a year's income of a skilled
      worker.19 "There can be
      little doubt that from a monetary point of view the advantages of a servant's life are great," wrote an
      observer, "and it is not uncommon to find girls who dislike its restraints and suffer much from
      homesickness, willing to endure it for a long time in order to be able to send home the help which its
      remuneration enables them to spare."20
    


    
      A servant's hours were not necessarily longer than those of women otherwise employed, but her time was rarely
      her own, always at the command of the mistress or, as in large establishments, the authority of ranking servants.
      Higher servants might enjoy somewhat more leisure, but this too was hedged by many limitations. Part of Sunday
      was usually free, and there might be another half day during the week; but it was not until the very end of the
      century that longer holidays were usual. Then, too, the servant was subject to a great deal of involuntary
      mobility. The wealthy household would be in London for "The Season" from February through August, then
      back to the country or off to the Continent for the rest of the year. Acquaintances outside a large household
      were difficult to make and even harder to maintain.
    


    
      In lesser places there was less traveling and, as a consequence, stronger bonds with the neighborhood. Almost
      certainly the lower servant had greater contact with people outside the household. Elizabeth Thomas, a
      maid-of-all-work to an Upper Thames Street timber merchant, met Thomas Pullen, a weekly jobbing carpenter,
      because, as her employer testified, "they necessarily mixed their employment." Mary George, servant to
      a Lambeth baker, was much in the company of Horace Coville, his journeyman, before Coville made love to
      her.21
    


    
      By contrast, the larger places tended to restrict a woman's acquaintances to male servants, members and
      guests of the master's family, and those tradesmen who were permitted to call at the house for business
      reasons. Life in London's larger households was more interior, and subject to greater scrutiny and censure.
      Friendship with any man aroused suspicion. Eliza Howard lost her place as cook in Islington because Frederick
      Repnell came once too often to her kitchen; and a Regents Park linen draper felt justified in sacking both his
      porter and cook for what he regarded as undue "familiarity of conduct."22 "No Followers" was the iron rule in many
      places. One housekeeper in a place near St. James insisted that nursemaids were "not supposed to visit the
      Park, as they generally do, without someone to attend them—on account of Red Coats and Music which are tempting
      things to in-experienced girls. ... As an example of what was commonly called "scarlet fever," there
      was poor Mary Rose, seduced by a musician in the Horse Guards band.23
    


    
      Violation of house rules frequently meant dismissal without a character reference; and prudent servants learned
      to avoid all situations, however innocent, that might appear suspicious to employers or arouse the latent
      jealousy of fellow servants. Bored, restless women were forced to resort to back alley rendezvous; secretive,
      closet courtships were the inevitable result of employer vigilance. No less constricting were, the restraints
      that servants, particularly the higher ranks, imposed on themselves to protect their jobs, reputations, and
      self-respect.24
    


    
      Domestic service is sometimes called an anomaly in the developing industrial capitalist society of the nineteenth
      century. Eric Richards has described it as an aspect of female underemployment, a temporary phase that would
      disappear with the passage of time. Certainly service bore but slight resemblance to industrial occupations. It
      involved no production for a market; the work was neither centralized nor mechanized; and wages constituted only
      a part of the reward. On the other hand, the conditions of work bore close resemblance to those of industrial
      captialism. Both the means of production and the control of the labor process were in the hands of the employer.
      One can even speak of the proletarization of service, a gradual shift from eighteenth-century conditions, when
      the servants, male and female, had a greater degree of control over their work time, the labor process, and even
      the means of production. Servants had previously tended to be more like intermediaries between their masters and
      the larger world, in the eighteenth century, they had access to a much wider range of additional sources of
      income, both through the recognized custom of "vails" (tips) and by quasi-legal appropriation of goods
      in dealings with tradesmen and the like.25
    


    
      Complaints about the liberties and acquisitiveness of servants were heard with increasing frequency during the
      late eighteenth century, and the whittling away of their intermediate position was well-advanced by the beginning
      of the next century. The feminization of service was one way masters sought greater control, but both male and
      female servants were by 1850 closely supervised. Wages were regularized and many forms of appropriation defined
      as felonious. Vails, a symbol of servants' earlier right to additional sources of income, were suppressed.
      Certain perquisites remained, particularly to the butler, cook, and those servants most likely to have dealings
      with tradesmen; but employers had gained tighter control over both the means of production and the labor process
      itself.26 The locked pantry and
      minute-by-minute daily schedule had become standard in most larger households.
    


    
      The new labor discipline was accomplished by direct supervision, either by the employer or by superior servants.
      It was also furthered by the reorganization of the work process itself, a division of labor that created a more
      sharply defined hierarchy within the household. This effectively separated the lower-ranking servants from the
      superior employees. Kitchen maids, housemaids, and unskilled general servants were restricted to the manual
      elementary processes of food production, cleaning, and laundering. Their work required little training, and their
      roles were easily interchangeable. Among what were called general servants there was considerable turnover; both
      because they were so easily replaced and because their work, being unskilled, could be applied just about
      anywhere, not just in large but in small households, in hotels as well as private homes, and, of course, in
      marriage itself. The lower-ranking female servants were not only likely to change places more frequently, but to
      marry early. They were attractive brides to men of the unskilled working class, where the tendency toward early
      marriage was strongest. It was from this group that most lower servants came; and it was to that class that they
      would return.27
    


    
      The situation of higher-ranking servants was distinctly different. Their role was not in basic material
      production as such, but in the elaboration of the social and cultural symbols appropriate to the social status of
      their employers. Lady's maids, cooks, and governesses were regarded as specialists, whose skills in
      hairdressing, haute cuisine, and elementary French were rewarded with higher wages
      and superior status. They were recruited from the lower-middle or upper-working classes, and were expected to be
      more refined in speech and manners. Their training accustomed them to command the less-polished lower servants,
      whom they were taught to regard as their inferiors.28
    


    
      As the new urban upper classes expanded and codified the standards and rituals appropriate to acceptance in their
      ranks, the demand for higher servants increased. High demand in the mid-nineteenth century did not mean, however,
      that these higher ranks were any more independent than the inferior general servants. Their relationship to
      masters or mistresses may have been more intimate and their tenure more secure, but they were cut off from
      alternative employments in ways general servants were not. Because their skills were appropriate to a certain
      kind of household, their employment opportunities were more limited. Although better paid, they were subject to
      stringent discipline because their work was so much more personal and visible to their employers. The protection
      of being distinctly "below stairs" was not available to them. They were more a part of the middle- or
      upper-class world, yet unable to transform that experience into any real material asset. Fancy cooking or the
      arts of dress and speech had little application outside the upper-class household; such skills did not lead to
      other employments and had little usefulness in working-class life generally. It was not their skills that made
      these women attractive as brides; rather it was the status and savings that they accumulated. Therefore the
      higher ranks tended to stay in service longer and marry later, if they married at all.
    


    
      Thus, everything about the upper servants' position in Victorian society, including their sexual relations,
      must be seen in light of these specialized roles in the upper-class household, especially their peculiar position
      in the elaboration of a distinctive class culture that, while not their own, had a powerful effect on their
      behavior and, to a lesser extent, their values.
    


    
      It would appear (according to Table 2) that the vulnerability of upper
      servants was greatest in the period 1850-1880, at precisely the historical moment when the elaboration of the
      servant-keeping middle class was at its peak. The number of upper servants was expanding at this time, but not
      sufficiently to explain the increased vulnerability of that group. The reasons lie instead in both the conditions
      of employment and the aspirations which women brought to careers in service. Chief among the latter was the hope
      for respectable marriage, and for this reason careful selection of husbands was perhaps more important to
      servants than to any other group of women apart from the daughters of the propertied classes. Because, as wives,
      they would become almost wholly dependent on their mates' earning power, it is not at all surprising that
      servants were attracted to men in steady employment: either skilled workers among the laboring classes or clerks,
      shopkeepers, and small farmers among the nonmanual strata. Although detailed examination of the marriage patterns
      of individual occupational groups remains to be done, general marriage data would seem to indicate that the class
      of women who appear so frequently in the Foundling Hospital records could normally expect to occupy a kind of
      marital middle ground between the lower-middle class and upper-working class. There appears to have been
      considerable marital interchange between the children of these two groups both nationally and within London
      itself.29 On occasion, higher
      servants might even wed members of the lesser professions, notably teachers. However, they rarely aspired to
      husbands much higher than this on the social scale, and only at the risk of the kind of scorn heaped on Ann
      Marsden when she announced herself engaged to a Scottish gentleman. Mrs. Hewetson, a distant relation, saw it her
      duty to protect Ann against what she called the "foolish vanity of becoming a Lady," and effectively
      terminated the relationship.30
    


    
      On the other hand, higher servants rarely sought mates much below the skilled working class, and almost never
      wittingly among the casually or menially employed. They were traditionally wary of men such as soldiers and
      sailors. One servant refused to marry a seafarer even after she became pregnant: "He would have married her
      after seduction, but she had no opinion of him after having seduced her and besides he had no way of getting his
      livelihood."31 Susanah
      Carter's master warned her against Joseph Weaver, a former silk dresser, now a seaman, because of his
      "not being of any trade."32 Soldiers were similarly avoided.
    


    
      Conversely, there was a strong tendency for men of both lower-middle class and skilled working-class background
      to seek brides among upper servants. Similarity of background, certified character and steadiness of habit were
      qualities that the respectable artisan, shopkeeper, or minor clerk would look for. Scarcely less important was
      the nest egg that many servants were presumed to have, an amount considered sufficient to launch a journeyman
      tailor or butcher's apprentice in his own business.33 In London, marriage meant the establishment of a new household; and when Henry
      Cockcraft borrowed eight pounds from his fiancée it was to set up their future home.34 Quarrels over money were common. It was John Wave's
      eagerness to have Betsy Andrew's inheritance of one hundred and fifty pounds to set himself up in the
      carpentry business that caused a rift between them. Betsy refused him and was abandoned.35
    


    
      The stakes were rarely so high, however, and most couples were satisfied if they had a little left over after
      anticipated expenses. The old cliché "two can live cheaper than one" applied. In 1850 the estimated
      cost of living of one adult was seven shillings per week, but a couple could live for eleven shillings. However,
      once the first child arrived, often less than nine months after the marriage, the costs became considerably more
      taxing. Maternity costs, the expense of baby linen, additional food and space, all these raised the couple's
      costs 42 percent according to one estimate.36 Most of the working classes and even a portion of the lower-middle strata could
      expect to fall below the poverty line until the time their children were old enough to earn for
      themselves.37 Avoidance of this
      fate was to some degree a matter of luck, although the right choice of partner was viewed as a guarantee against
      future destitution.
    


    
      Romantic attraction played its part, but by necessity courtship was a serious, intricate matter of mutual
      assessment, with a strong element of shrewd bargaining on both sides. It would appear that women and men were
      deliberately cautious in arriving at any final decision. Their relatively high age is one measure of this prudent
      character; another is the extended, ritually protracted nature of their courtships, in which long acquaintance
      was followed by formal (sometimes written) betrothal pledges, and only then the final preparations for
      marriage.38 Jane Watson was a
      housemaid in West End service when she met a Hoxton watchmaker, Alexander Hay. For seven months they met
      regularly on Sundays after church. It appeared a good match. He was one of the minority of working men who could
      afford an engagement ring, and, furthermore, he took care to put his promises in writing:
    


    
      Dear Jane Watson
      

      I solemnly promise to marry you
      

      my dear girl.
      

      18 December 1840
    


    
      Yours affec.
      

      Alex Hay
    


    
      Jane began to accumulate household items. She resisted intercourse at first, but once the banns were promised she
      gave in on two occassions. Then things began to turn sour. Jane was pregnant and Alex was experiencing
      difficulties of his own. Obviously distressed, he wrote to her that he was going to America: "Although I
      have basely seduced you under a solemn promise of marriage yet circumstances which I cannot explain to you will
      not permit me to redeem my promise. I write then to end all suspeance [sic] on your part and I pray God to
      support you in the trouble in which you are involved by my shameful rascallity."39
    


    
      Such extreme formality was not exceptional and was a reflection of the cautious, eminently practical cast of mind
      that typified not only the nineteenth-century lower-middle class but the higher grades of working men and women
      as well. The language is that of contract. Promises are given and redeemed in a market of social exchange that is
      subject to its own tight rules. Solemn bethrothal was apparently viewed, as it had been for centuries, as a
      significant commitment which permitted considerable intimacy.40 Women like Jane Watson resisted intercourse until they were sure of the
      man's intentions. The cook at one Hyde Park establishment knew that the lady's maid had slept there with
      her lover seven or eight times over a three-month period, but "did not think [it] was wrong as she expected
      they would have been married."41
    


    
      According to the women's own testimony, the incidence of intercourse after bethrothal was probably less
      frequent than this example would suggest. Servants reported an average of only four instances of intercourse
      prior to pregnancy, a relatively low frequency and one not likely to produce very many pregnancies.42 There appears to have been a good deal
      of self-restraint on the part of both men and women. A Finsbury Park grocery clerk wrote to his fiancée: "I
      am grieved at the thought of loosing [sic] self-control, but as to the consequences in the future I am thoroughly
      satisfied. I think that there is no cause to trouble about that."43 Conditions of employment, especially the lack of time and privacy
      also inhibited sexual intimacy.
    


    
      The question of how these women viewed sexual intercourse is not easy to determine. However, there is very little
      evidence of obsessive prudery or intense anxiety, at least during the first decades of the century. Fertility was
      still regarded as an asset and there is little evidence that before the 1860s many servants attempted to
      terminate pregnancy by abortion.44 Several used their sexual attractiveness to encourage and, when necessary,
      retain the affections of a potential husband. In the case of Emma Stoke, relations began with a sexual assault by
      a fellow servant. She slept with him again, however, "this in the hope that he would marry her."
      Similarly, Priscilla Perk, a Marylebone general servant, continued to encourage Charles Banks: "Fearing I
      should be in the family way, I kept up the acquaintance but there was no repetition of the criminality. . .
      ."45 Steady and deliberate
      by nature and training, most servants approached pregnancy, even when unwanted, with surprising composure.
    


    
      Chagrin was more frequent than remorse; only a few were paralyzed by self-recrimination; even then, there were
      only one or two instances of attempted suicides. Many continued to count on the marriage promise. If servants
      rarely invoked public pressure to redeem a man's vow, this had less to do with ingrained guilt-ridden
      passivity than the fact that it was to the servant's advantage to keep the pregnancy from the employer and
      fellow servants for as long as possible. Betrothed couples arranged for the woman to stay in service up to the
      last possible moment, thereby allowing the master to absorb the costs of room and board. The wedding date would
      be arranged at the convenience of both partners, often, in London at least, at holiday times like Christmas and
      Whitsun, when couple, family, and friends would have adequate time for celebration.46
    


    
      Sexual relations were not planned with a wedding date in mind and therefore brides were prepared to arrive at the
      altar at various stages of pregnancy.47 Conception did not stampede couples into sudden marriages. Instead, they appear
      to have kept their own time and counsel, waiting for the right moment from the financial point of view, even if
      this should occur after the birth of the child. Under these conditions, even the best intentions could go awry.
      Herbert Walker, a traveling photographer, found himself unable to marry Bessie Clark when she became pregnant in
      1894. His business had been depressed by a long stretch of rainy weather and he had no money. He wrote to her
      father: "I assure you my intentions are honorable and we wish to be married as soon as possible. ... I am
      always travelling and what has been the principal thing, I have had scarcely any money having had such severe
      weather." Mr. Clark, a carpenter in Tunbridge Wells, who had eight children in addition to Bessie, was
      impatient, however, and threatened to summon Walker to the bench once the baby was born. An infant ultimately
      arrived and Herbert, disowned by his own father, pleaded for time: "I don't see that a few months
      difference in the time we are married can matter much, as that cannot alter the birth of our dear little
      girl." Despite his letters, the summons was served, Walker fled, and the child was given up to the Foundling
      Hospital.48
    


    
      Most of the couples behaved initially as if pregnancy were a prelude to eventual marriage. Where courtship had
      been prolonged and marriage possible, as it was in most of the cases involving higher servants, many men
      continued to support the women up to birth and even afterwards. The stereotype of the cruel seducer applies
      mainly to those cases where interclass liaisons' were involved. As for the majority of the servants, their
      relations up to abandonment are scarcely distinguishable from those of similar background who successfully
      completed courtship and marriage. Only the outcome was different.
    


    
      Why then was a group as sober and experienced as the higher domestic servants so peculiarly vulnerable to
      illegitimacy? The answer lies in their efforts to combine customs of courtship and marriage appropriate to women
      of their class backgrounds with the standards of conduct expected of them by their employers. The contradictions
      were inherent in servants' conditions of employment, especially the restrictions on their social and economic
      autonomy. Away from home and subject to strict supervision, it was rare for them to meet men in the traditional
      settings of courtship, namely dances, hiring fairs, and festivals or at home and among friends. Foundling
      Hospital mothers were more likely to have met the man on their own, either at their place of work (fellow
      servants, jobbing tradesmen, local shopkeepers) or, by chance, on the street and while traveling. First meetings
      were almost never arranged and subsequent relations were rarely attended by the publicity associated with
      traditional courtship.49
      Conditions of employment dictated a peculiarly private kind of liaison. Couples met "by appointment" on
      days off; and then, unobtrusively, out of the way of employers and fellow servants. Courtship was necessarily
      furtive and clandestine, particularly where the "No Followers" rule applied. Coffee houses, stables,
      and railway carriages provided a minimum of privacy. One couple's intimacy was regulated by the metropolitan
      railway schedule, their lovemaking confined to the few minutes when the train stopped at a dark
      siding.50 Similarly, the
      necessity of secret betrothals restricted the kind of public interest and pressure to which courting couples were
      normally subjected.
    


    
      Servants had the opportunity to meet a wide range of men, but almost always under restrictive circumstances.
      Furthermore, while most of the partnerships were between equals, a distinct minority were disparate in one way or
      another. Servants were often enough thrown into proximity with men clearly socially superior to themselves. At
      the same time, they found themselves associating with men who were their inferiors. In both cases, such
      relationships made for instability and faulted courtships.
    


    
      The class distribution of males was clearly dissimilar to that of the women (see Table 2). At the upper end of the scale, males were five times more frequent than
      females, though it is important to note that, contrary to literary convention, the disparate liaison between
      servant girl and gentleman was a statistical rarity. Far more significant is the fact that the greatest number of
      female servants were from Class III, while their partners were concentrated among groups of semi-skilled workers,
      shop assistants, and lower servants, all of whom belong to groups a step below them. Liaisons with male servants
      were particularly frequent, though not always by choice and certainly not to the women's advantage. An
      unusually large number of the relationships with such men began with some kind of forced seduction. Because a
      portion of men in service were married (although often keeping it secret) there was an additional hazard. But
      even among that majority of servant liaisons in which there was no impediment to marriage, there were other
      inherent dangers. Service was not a man's career in the usual sense. Except for a few butlers and senior
      coachmen, most male servants were young and highly transient. Better wage and position required frequent change
      of place and John Brooks, a hotel servant, owned up that "his wandering mode of life would not allow him to
      marry. . . ."51
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      Another problem lay in the fact that male servants were not well-matched socially with their female counterparts.
      On the whole, they tended to be recruited from a slightly lower social station and lacked the chances for social
      mobility possessed by other males. A few remained in service their entire lives; others, also a minority,
      accumulated sufficient capital to start their own small drink or service enterprises. But a greater part appear
      to have dropped into the world of casual labor once they had lost the youthful appearance that was a prime
      requirement of male service. Like their female counterparts, their prior role in social production for a
      particular class provided them with few transferable skills and thus only slim prospects as breadwinners and
      husbands.52
    


    
      Because female servants outnumbered male in London five to one in 1891, this type of liaison was highly
      unfavorable to women. When the partners were both in service, it was not uncommon for the women to be older and
      of more elevated backgrounds than the men. Although this disparity was perhaps not out of the ordinary in earlier
      centuries, the pattern in the nineteenth century was for women to marry men older than themselves.53 Men sought brides slightly younger and
      socially inferior to themselves, a conthat, together with London's extremely unfavorable sex ratio, worked to
      the disadvantage of servants generally, but especially those of higher age and rank. When such women took up with
      men below them in age or status, they not only violated the custom of their peers but risked parental
      disapproval. One family sent its daughter to the London Female Penitentiary to get her away from a farm laborer;
      and Caroline Lane's father refused to press her seducer, a mere laborer, because, as he put it, "there
      was no good to be got out of him."54
    


    
      If female servants were likely to be thrown together with men inferior to them, they were also unusually
      accessible to men of clearly superior age and rank. Although exploitation of servant girls by their masters
      appears to have been far from common, nevertheless, the lecherous employer or rakish lodger did present a
      danger.55 Cautious and
      realistic, servants would rarely overreach themselves by falling for an older gentleman. When these women became
      involved with middle-class men it was usually with the young and the unsettled, men still struggling for status:
      commercial travelers, clerks, students, apprentices to the lesser professions; the sort of bachelors who
      inhabited the hotel and lodging house world of the metropolis, lonely men, who had little access to women of
      their own age and background, and who were naturally attracted to those women who served in these establishments.
      Some were notorious seducers, con men or rapists, but the majority to whom these women gave any encouragement
      appear to have been more self-deceived than deceiving, men who sought a steady, promising relationship as a
      counterweight to the transience imposed by their work or education. The previously mentioned Herbert Walker, a
      traveling photographer, was not free to marry because of his job. Charles Hamilton, an engineer's secretary,
      encountered a different kind of impediment when he announced his intention to marry Esther Long, a laborer's
      daughter. Hamilton recognized he was superior by birth, but told her that "he didn't want a fine lady
      for a wife as he could not afford it." Unfortunately, his father thought differently and packed him off to
      America before the marriage could take place.56
    


    
      In all, disparate relationships accounted for less than one-quarter of the relationships involving female
      servants. The greater part of servant illegitimacy was generated by couples apparently well-matched and genuinely
      betrothed. The percentage of relationships involving promise of marriage remained relatively constant throughout
      the century, averaging 55 percent. By contemporary standards, these were couples with superior marital prospects.
      If their expectations differed not at all from those who successfully married, then the causes of separation lie
      not in their sexual behavior, which appears indistinguishable from that of others of similar background, but
      rather in the contradictions between the marked immobility of women in service and the contrasting rapidity of
      movement of the men to which such women most frequently found themselves attached. Movement of job and place was
      particularly accentuated among the kind of men who made up more than one-third of the partners, namely, the
      aristocrats of labor, the skilled workers. Quite apart from seasonal and trade cycles of employment, the careers
      of skilled men were accompanied by a high degree of movement from job to job, area to area. This was particularly
      true of artisans in their twenties, journeymen and even young masters, who gained their greatest bargaining power
      by changing jobs frequently. These were men who began their extended training in their teens at wages lower than
      those obtained by semi-skilled and even common laborers of a similar age. However, while the earnings of other
      working men had peaked by the time they were in their late teens or very early twenties, the maximum earnings of
      the skilled man were still ahead of him. This was one of the reasons why the aristocracy of labor tended to delay
      marriage longer than other working men.57 Movement became even more rapid as marriage approached and men looking for
      maximum wages often went on the road. One witness explained the separation of Mary Wright and Joseph Reynolds by
      the fact that, as he was a journeyman baker, young men "in that trade are so frequently shifting
      about."58 In the first
      half of the century, when so many of the skilled trades were facing devastating competition from industry
      organized on a factory basis, artisans were often compelled to move just to survive. After 1860, it was more
      common to find men like Charles Howard, a housepainter, shifting about, as he put it, to "get better
      money."59 Either way, the
      results were much the same.
    


    
      In London in particular there was a strong correlation between skill and geographical mobility. Unskilled, casual
      laborers were tied to locales such as the dockland of the East End, where they depended on local employers or, in
      the absence of work, the credit of the corner shopkeeper. This type of economy produced a high degree of endogamy
      and a pattern of relatively early marriage. Skilled workers ranged further afield and were more likely to be
      found in the West End and those suburban areas where their work was to be found. There, where the majority of
      female servants were also concentrated, the age of marriage was higher and partners were less likely to be from
      the same parish or even the same district.60
    


    
      The type of skilled worker with whom the servant was most likely to become involved was the type connected with
      the building trades: carpenters, masons and bricklayers, men mainly on temporary assignment, working on houses in
      the more affluent neighborhoods. In a similar situation were gardeners and landscape workers. A large number of
      relationships began soon after the men arrived on the job and only began to suffer difficulties when work was
      completed and the man moved on, either to another part of London or beyond the city. Charles Brown's
      movements as a house painter never brought him back to his fiancee. The same happened when Walter Howard, a
      jobbing gardener, courted Sarah Stoner when he was working during the summer of 1866 at her Kensington place. He
      wrote in December complaining that winter weather had put him out of work. With no money and dependent on his
      brother, it was impossible for him to marry.61
    


    
      Another kind of contact, though less frequent among servants, was with men employed in the skilled trades of
      tailoring, shoemaking, and furniture finishing, all of which normally serviced fashionable households. These men
      were more likely to be resident in the servant-keeping districts of London, but they too were subject to the
      vagaries of season and trade cycle that caused the perpetual motion of London's most skilled workmen. Couples
      caught up in cycles of economic depression present particularly poignant cases. When Ann Westmoreland met William
      Richey he was a promising young tailor's journeyman in the Barbican district. They lived as husband and wife
      for a time in 1809 before he was called for the Hereford militia. Their problem was complicated still further
      when Richey's mother fell ill. He might have supported both had not trade collapsed in 1810 and he wrote to
      Ann: "For I am very Short at Present and any Business is Extremly [sic] Dead. So that is all against mee
      [sic] for my Mother has been verry [sic] ill, and almost lost her eye Sight. . . ."62
    


    
      Ironically, workers who had lost their independent standing as artisans and were employed in the sweated, mass
      production work concentrated in London's East End seem to have been better situated as suitors. Sweated East
      End tailors do not appear in the Foundling Hospital record as frequently as do employees of the better Oxford
      Street establishments, probably because they were more likely to seek brides from their own locales. The
      structural underemployment and periodic destitution of slop work may have wrought their own particular kind of
      marital havoc, but it was in the proletarian East End that young marriages were most frequent and illegitimacy
      rates the lowest.63 Poverty,
      caused by low wages and casualized employment, was not a direct cause of illegitimacy. More significant than
      actual wages were those conditions of employment which, by encouraging male mobility, posed a hazard to stable
      relationships. The very characteristics that made the skilled worker respectable in his own eyes and in the
      estimation of society; namely, ambition, mobility, and the willingness to postpone immediate gratification for
      future reward, were accompanied by the necessity of delaying marriage to the point that illegitimate birth was
      sometimes the regretable result.
    


    
      Much the same set of causes operated in the case of the other group of men with whom servants were most likely to
      become involved, namely clerks, shopkeepers, and other men of the lower-middle class. Here again a certain degree
      of geographical mobility was prerequisite to success, encouraging delay of marriage in order to complete an
      apprenticeship or accumulate enough money to begin a small business. In order to finish his engraver's
      apprenticeship, twenty-two year-old John Bucking put off marriage until it was too late to patch things up with
      his fiancée.64 Few men of his
      status would accept the idea of a wife working and it was therefore imperative that he reach his full potential
      as a breadwinner before marriage. Similarly, the junior clerk or assistant butcher was faced with an intolerable
      dilemma should his fiancée become pregnant. To marry prematurely meant possible forfeit of that which these men
      prided themselves on being able to bring to a marriage: secure livelihood and a measure of status associated with
      the attainment of superior position. Anything less was shameful and irresponsible, as bad, if not worse, as
      outright abandonment. For them, the choice was not between good and evil, but between alternatives equally
      disastrous socially and economically.
    


    
      That great expectations and superior prospects could have led to the gates of the Foundling Hospital seemed
      inconceivable to contemporaries. They preferred to believe sexual promiscuity and loose morality was the major
      cause. However, the incidence of intercourse reported by the mothers is not at all suggestive of erotic
      abandon.65 Even had servants
      wished more frequent sexual relations, their conditions of employment would not have made it possible.
      Nevertheless, these same conditions, and especially the severe moral regime to which servants were subjected,
      were also major factors contributing to illegitimacy because extreme emphasis on propriety often prevented
      couples from realizing their original intentions. Employers tended to be concerned mainly with the appearances of
      morality, and, as such, did not bother to inquire into the context of sexual relations once a pregnancy was
      revealed. Their reflex was likely to be punitive, resulting in dismissal or, what was often worse from the point
      of view of servants' marriage prospects, a form of social quarantine, preventing the girl from seeing the man
      involved. Knowing this, Charlotte Richards revealed her pregnancy to no one because she feared losing her place.
      But she was no better off than Elizabeth Rayum, whose mistress forbade her lover to visit once the pregnancy was
      known. Both women lost contact with their lovers.66
    


    
      The real feelings of the couple scarcely mattered to the busy master confronted with the unpleasant news of a
      pregnant kitchen-maid. Yet, paternalism was not always reflected in punitive actions. Sometimes pity, coupled
      with financial aid, was offered to the woman. A helping hand was rarely extended to her partner, however. Men
      were expected to be responsible and self-sufficient; charity, especially if it lifted the man's burden, was
      regarded as inappropriate. Therefore, the men were the first to be turned away by employers. Robert Grimby, a
      twenty-two-year-old gardener, was in tears when he was told he must leave the household; and when Herbert Strong,
      a grocer's foreman, refused to marry Harriet Meadows on the spot, he was ruined by their mutual employer, who
      withdrew his letters of recommendation.67 Although a number of women were kept on until soon before the birth and their
      confinements paid for or a ticket of admission to a charity hospital provided, the man, if he were a fellow
      employee, was invariably sent off without a recommendation, thereby condemned to a very uncertain future. In the
      name of female virtue, masters felt no reluctance to sacrifice the public reputation of the men involved. Even
      John Kingman, a groom of six years good standing, was packed off with a "certificate of reserved
      character," making it virtually impossible for him to get another place and support his fiancée.68 The women were sometimes accomplices in
      this defamation, but most were aware of the fact that moral condemnation, when pushed too far, was disastrous.
      For this reason, they struggled to keep matters quiet, especially from gossiping fellow servants.
    


    
      Once any kind of separation was imposed, contact was very difficult to reestablish. In other circumstances, in
      which the courtship was public and personal expectations were reinforced by those of family, friends and
      community, the chances of eventual marriage were far better. Sometimes employers would confront the man, demand
      that he marry or, at the very least, support the child. Toward the end of the century, when a larger proportion
      of servants were London-born, the girl's parents were more actively involved, alternately threatening and
      cajoling the prospective husbands. However, this kind of pressure could backfire, for instead of reinforcing the
      man's sense of honor it could just as easily call it into question, with adverse results. Harry Crown, a
      coachman, admitted to getting Annie Balham "in trouble" and was willing to work out a settlement with
      her parents. But when Mr. Balham threatened him with a summons his pride erupted and he wrote to the father:
      "Fellows of my breed won't stand that kind of pressure and you seldom find them a
      coward."69 George Singly
      and Emily Marshall's master offered to buy the marriage license and set them up, but he absconded.70 A builder, Joseph Radnor, had moved on
      to another job and had begun to court another girl when he was told of Mary Brady's trouble. He told Mary
      that he would not have abandoned her "if he had known my condition," but now the publicity of the
      situation had become intolerable and "he could not face her and those around him that were acquainted of the
      way she was in."71 James
      Willard, a coppersmith, became so angered at his fiancée's mother that he declared he would not come to her
      house in the future.72 The fear
      of public exposure that would result from a court appearance concerning a bastardy order was Herbert Walker's
      greatest anxiety: "Of course, it matters little to you as you were not born and brought up in the
      place," he wrote to his Bessie, "but to me it means complete disgrace and I'm unable to help
      myself."73 Even more
      dramatic was the response of William Muller, a married cabinetmaker, who was willing to support Emma Rowley, but
      could not risk marriage to her because unable to afford divorce, he could then be charged with bigamy. He posted
      his last letter to her from Victoria Station: "Had you not persisted in that [the marriage demand], I would
      have remained here and seen you through your trouble. . . . I have had quite enough of you to drive a man to do
      something worse that [sic] I do."74 Shame, transformed into resentment, caused William to leave town.
    


    
      A surprisingly large number of men supported the women through their confinements. It was more common for the
      expectant mother to stay in service as long as possible, then to exist on her savings, thereby using up the
      capital basis of possible marriage. We have already noted that the moment the woman left service for home or
      lodgings her main source of earnings was behind her. Needlework or other home employment might cover some
      expenses, but these were difficult to obtain on short notice. Jane Raines, a servant with six years'
      experience and a savings of five pounds, found herself, unable to get work, destitute after three months in
      lodgings.75 Maternity cost,
      even without complications, was rarely less than one guinea, a reason why ever-larger numbers of women were
      resorting to public or private charitable institutions as the century progressed.76 The financial advantages of the workhouse or charity
      ward were off-set, however, by the loss of status and freedom attendant on entering them. Begging a charity
      ticket to Queen Charlotte's was perhaps a little less humiliating than workhouse confinement; but in both
      cases women were virtually imprisoned during the birth and recovery, a period often stretching to two weeks. It
      was Queen Charlotte's Hospital policy to isolate unwed mothers, permitting them no visitors for ten
      days.77 The more
      self-respecting the man, the more likely he was to be repelled by the humiliating conditions of charity. However
      well-meaning, hospital and workhouse personnel provoked reactions of shame and fear among both men and women,
      thus making separation more likely.
    


    
      Even after the birth there was still the chance of marriage. Wedding could not legally legitimize the child, but
      it could prevent abandonment of the child.78 Once again, however, servants were at a disadvantage in maintaining a
      relationship after birth. A woman in another occupation could continue to work, supporting herself and her child
      until a convenient time for marriage. But servants had not the accumulated skills or prior experience in the
      broader labor market; and many were forced to rely on family and friends, or, when this failed, to accept the
      most restricted form of service, namely, wet-nursing. Among the unwed mothers applying to the Foundling Hospital,
      servants were the most likely to become wet nurses. Until the 1880s, this occupied an average of 12 percent of
      the women leaving their children. It paid well above the wages available to the ordinary domestic, but it
      virtually prohibited further contact with the father and thus diminished the chances of marriage.79
    


    
      Needlework, washing, and casual prostitution also supported unwed mothers, but with equally sad
      results.80 When health failed,
      savings were exhausted, and the last piece of respectable clothing was pawned, the workhouse became almost
      inevitable. Only a few women resorted to the courts for child support. The New Poor Law of 1834 had made bastardy
      orders difficult to obtain and even when successful legal action was brought the amount of support was
      discouragingly small.81 Most
      women were simply put off by the court costs and the attendant publicity, but there was an additional reason why
      even those women who bore the shame and expense so rarely got a favorable judgment. Women who had been correct
      and discreet in their relations with the man had no proper witnesses to call. As one court officer explained:
    


    
      The more respectable the women, the less likely she is to be able to produce the corroborative evidence in a
      material point which is essential in obtaining an order, and for the simple reason that in all probability she
      had more carefully concealed her condition with the attendant circumstances, from the knowledge of everyone who
      would be likely to be of assistance to her at the hearing of the summons.82
    


    
      The contradictions inherent in the status of respectable domestic servant were manifest at every point from the
      beginning of courtship, through pregnancy, to abandonment. Of course, many other women of lesser stations,
      lodging out and casually employed, also found themselves pregnant outside marriage. However, London evidence
      suggests that the poor and transient were more likely to find some kind of support, if not in legal marriage or
      in some form of common-law arrangement, then among friends and relations. This is not the place to inquire into
      these differences; that must await the kind of investigation of specific economic and social circumstances that
      has been applied here only to servants as a group. The problems of women employed in the better places and most
      intimately involved in the elaboration of the life-styles of their employers had their own unique and desperate
      dimensions. They were the women who were supposed to represent, even internalize, the stern moral values of the
      upper classes. Although it is doubtful that servants adopted upper-class attitudes with the same alacrity that
      they appropriated the masters' external symbols of wealth and status, it is nevertheless clear that years in
      service did raise a woman's expectations and inculcate a prim, superficially correct form of behavior.
      London's servants, particularly at the higher levels, appear to have been reasonably chaste and, when given
      their choice of men, quite discerning, if not a little snobbish. However, no amount of caution could compensate
      for the peculiar contradictions inherent in the servant's conditions of employment and residence. Regretably,
      these turned pride into shame and transformed private virtue into public disgrace.
    


    
      Appendix A


      
        I have adopted the classification used by G. Stedman Jones in his Outcast London: A Study
        in the Relationship between Classes in Victorian Society (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1971), pp.
        350-57. The following is his brief description of the five classes:
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      In 1853, Eliza Gallie, a middle-aged, free black woman of Petersburg, Virgina, was arrested and charged with
      stealing cabbages from the patch of Alexander Stevens, a white man. She was tried in Mayor's Court and
      sentenced to thirty-nine lashes. There was nothing unusual in this; free black women were frequently accused of
      petty crimes, and for free blacks, as for slaves, whipping was the punishment prescribed by law. What made the
      case a minor spectacle was that Eliza Gallie had resources, and she fought back. She filed an appeal immediately,
      and two weeks later she hired three of Petersburg's most eminent attorneys and one from Richmond as well.
      "If the Commonwealth, God bless her, has not met her match in Miss Liza," a local newspaper commented,
      "it won't be for lack of lawyers." The case came up in Hustings Court in March 1854. Gallie's
      lawyers argued first of all that her ancestors were of white and Indian blood and that she should therefore be
      tried as a white person. The court was unconvinced. On the trial's second day, her counsel argued that she
      was innocent of the theft. The court was again unconvinced. Gallie was pronounced guilty and sentenced to
      "twenty lashes on her bare back at the public whipping post. . ." At first she set another appeal in
      motion, but deciding that the case was hopeless, Eliza Gallie dismissed her lawyers and took her
      punishment.1
    


    
      Gallie's case was in many ways an unusual one, and yet her story cuts straight to the central contradiction
      in our common image of the historic black woman. Eliza Gallie was, relatively speaking, a powerful woman,
      propertied, autonomous (divorced, actually), and assertive. But she was helpless in the end, the victim of the
      kind of deliberate humiliation that for most of us is past imagining. So it is with our perception of the history
      of black women as a group. On the one hand, we have been told that black women, in slavery and afterward, were
      formidable people, "matriarchs" in fact. On the other hand, we know that all along, black women were
      dreadfully exploited. Rarely has so much power been attributed to so vulnerable a group.
    


    
      The contradiction can be ironed out, with sufficient attention to definition and evidence. All the evidence used
      here comes from Petersburg, Virginia, and it comes mainly from the Petersburg of Eliza Gallie's youth, when
      the first generation out of slavery, the women emancipated in the wake of the American Revolution, established a
      pattern of female responsibility radically different from that prevailing among whites. Petersburg had fewer than
      seven thousand residents in 1820, but for its time and region, it was a city of some consequence. Flour milling,
      tobacco manufacture, and the commerce generated by the farmers of Southside Virginia sustained Petersburg's
      growth, while the horse races and the theater gave it touches of urban glitter. Only two cities in Virginia had
      larger populations, and no other Virginia town had a higher proportion of free blacks among its people. Before
      the statute of 1806 brought manumissions to a near standstill, Petersburg's free black population grew at a
      prodigious pace, its size swelled by a high rate of emancipation in the town itself and by the hundreds of
      migrants from the countryside who came in search of kin, work, and community. By 1810, there were over one
      thousand free blacks in Petersburg; nearly one-third of Petersburg's free people (31.2 per cent) were
      black.2
    


    
      Some definitions are called for. The term "matriarch" has been used in so many different ways that it
      has become almost useless as a descriptive term. But it should be understoof that the word "matriarch"
      would never have been applied to black women in the first place were it not for our culture's touchiness over
      reduced male authority within the family. It is a telling fact that "matriarchy" has most often been
      used as a relative term. That is, women are called matriarchs when the power they exercise relative to men of
      their own group is in some respect greater than that defined as appropriate by the dominant culture. Given this
      standard, women need not be the equals of men, much less men's superiors, in order to qualify as matriarchs.
      The acquisition by women of just one commonly masculine prerogative will do, and hence it becomes possible to
      attribute matriarchal power to some of society's most disadvantaged people. The woman who had no vote, no
      money, and no protection under the law was nonetheless a "matriarch," so long as she also had no
      husband present to compete with her for authority over her children.
    


    
      Concern over the reduction of male authority has also been the touchstone of scholarship on black family life
      (relatively little has been written on the history of black women per se). For all the disagreements among
      scholars on the character of the historic black family, it has been assumed on almost all sides that
      female-headed families are, and were, pathological. There were two key assertions in the classic thesis advanced
      by E. Franklin Frazier four decades ago and revived in 1965 in the Moynihan Report. First, as a result of slavery
      and continued discrimination, an alarming proportion of black families were "matriarchal," that is, the
      husband/father was either absent or (Frazier added) he was present, but of negligible influence. Second, the
      woman-dominant family was unstable and disorganized, at once the symptom and cause of severe social pathology
      among black people.3 The
      Frazier-Moynihan thesis came under heavy fire in the 1970s when scholars began to check the matriarchy image for
      historical accuracy. And yet the historians, too, reinforced the prevailing prejudice against female-headed
      households. Working for the most part with census data from the second half of the nineteenth century, several
      historians found that female-headed households were outnumbered by two-parent households. This, along with
      additional evidence of the statistical insignificance of the woman-headed household, was offered in defense of
      the Afro-American family: Black families were not generally matriarchal/matrifocal/ female-headed (the term
      varies), therefore they were not disorganized, unstable, or otherwise pathological after all.4
    


    
      This is a dangerous line of defense, and its problems are highlighted when we encounter evidence like that for
      early Petersburg. Here was a town in which well over half of the free black households were headed by women.
      Shall we therefore label it a nest of social sickness? It would make better sense to disentangle our evidence
      from conventional, androcentric value judgments on what is healthy and what is not.
    


    
      For the time being, it would seem wise to set aside the issue of the integrity of black family life (by what
      standard, after all, are we to judge it?) and to concentrate instead on the impact of racial oppression on the
      status of women and on the distribution of power between the sexes. When we do this for Petersburg, we are
      confronted once again with the dual image of strength and exploitation. Women were prominent among
      Petersburg's free blacks. They outnumbered the men three to two, they headed more than half of the town's
      free black households, and they constituted a large segment of the paid labor force of free blacks. Yet this was
      for the most part the product of wretched poverty and persistent discrimination. The "matriarch" and
      the victim, it turns out, were usually the same woman.
    


    
      Still, the fact remains that among free blacks there was less inequality between the sexes than there was among
      whites; when black women of the present say they have always been liberated, they have a point. Among those free
      blacks who managed to accumulate property in early Petersburg, a high proportion —about 40 per cent — were women.
      And because they were more likely than their white counterparts to refrain from legal marriage, free black women
      were more likely to retain legal control over whatever property they did acquire. It may well have been that free
      black women valued their relative equality and did their best to maintain it.
    


    
      How all this came to be is not entirely clear, for census data are sketchy, measures of wealth are crude,
      evidence on the occupational structure is thin, and vital records do not exist. It seems likely, however, that
      the preponderance of women in the free black population began with the cumulative decisions of emancipators:
      Women slaves stood the better chance. Before the Virginia legislature tied the hands of would-be emancipators in
      1806, 173 slaves were manumitted in Petersburg.5Ninety-four of them (54.3 per cent) were female. Of the manumitted adults,
      meanwhile, 59.3 per cent (54 of 91) were female. Sexual intimacy, antislavery principle, and economic calculation
      could all have been responsible for women's easier access to emancipation.
    


    
      That a number of manumissions resulted from sexual unions would seem to be a good bet for a town full of
      well-to-do bachelors, many of whom were a long way from home. Documentable cases, however, are few. Only one
      white emancipator was known to have acknowledged his kinship with his former slaves, and in only two instances is
      there strong circumstantial evidence of a sexual connection. In 1814, Mary Moore, a "great, large, fat,
      bouncing-looking" Irish woman, manumitted Sylvia Jeffers, as she was authorized to do by the will of her
      late brother John Jeffers. Sylvia was apparently John's daughter; in any case, in 1853 she talked the local
      court into escorting her across the color line, claiming descent from Indians and whites only.6 Betsy Atkinson, too, won the special
      affection of her owner. A week after James Gibbon freed her, he wrote his last will. To Atkinson, he left a slave
      and furniture already in her possession, some livestock, and three hundred dollars.7
    


    
      Anti-slavery principle may also have accounted for the women's edge in emancipation. Under Virginia law, the
      child inherited the status of the mother. To free a man, therefore, was to guarantee the freedom of but one
      person. The emancipation of a woman in her childbearing years might secure the freedom of generations.8
    


    
      In the short run, meanwhile, the emancipation of a woman meant a lesser loss of income for the owner. Women
      suffered a distinct disadvantage in earning power, a disadvantage that began in slavery and that showed in the
      inability of slave women to purchase themselves. Hiring oneself out was illegal, but both women and men did it,
      and most of them got away with it.9The women who hired themselves out did not, however, command wages equivalent to
      those of men, or so it appears from the incidence of self-purchase. Self-purchase was uncommon in this period;
      from 1784 to 1820, just nine of the two hundred slaves emancipated bought themselves. Amy Jackson, who paid her
      master $410 in 1819, was the sole woman among them.10
    


    
      The same disparity in earning power limited the numbers of slaves whom emancipated women managed to free in turn.
      Altogether, free blacks themselves were responsible for thirty-three manumissions (one-sixth of the total to
      1820), and although about one-half of the black emancipators were women (7 of 15), no woman was able to liberate
      more than one slave. Graham Bell showed what could be done with a remunerative skill (shoemaking), hard work, and
      business sense. In 1792, Bell set free his wife, or possibly his daughter, and five sons. From 1801 to 1805, he
      emancipated his brother, two women, one of whom he had purchased "for the express purpose of manumitting or
      emancipating her," and a child.11 No one else came near Bell's record, but four of the other men did manumit
      at least two slaves. In the years after 1820, several women would join the ranks of the multiple emancipators.
      Meantime, one apiece was the best they could do.12
    


    
      Emancipation was itself a step up on the economic ladder; the woman at last owned her person and her labor. In
      Petersburg, she was not likely to own anything else, not in the beginning anyhow. White emancipators expected
      their former slaves to fend for themselves. James Campbell made it explicit in 1802 when he freed
      forty-two-year-old Sally, "whom I have reason to believe is an honest woman, and one that will earn by her
      labour a proper support for herself."13 A few emancipators may have granted their former slaves some kind of economic
      assistance, but in only one deed was something promised in writing. Persons manumitted by will did not fare much
      better. Of the twenty-seven slaves whose freedom was directed by will, only four were staked by their masters,
      and three of the four were men.14
    


    
      The emancipators no doubt believed they were giving their former slaves an even chance. Given the circumstances
      under which many of the women were freed, however, making a living would be an uphill struggle. Some emancipators
      freed the children with the mother, and while this spared the women from trying to save to buy their children
      (and from the pain of being unable to save enough), it did mean extra mouths to be fed. Most of these women had
      one child or two, but three or four or five was not unusual.15 Age was important as well. The emancipators who stipulated the ages of the
      persons they freed were too few to provide a reliable sample, but the ages that were recorded suggest that
      relative to the men, the women were disproportionately middle-aged. A large proportion of the women set free
      were, or would soon be, past their best wage-earning years.
    


    [image: Image]


    
      The most significant handicap, however, was the near absence of occupational options. The vast majority of free
      black women engaged in domestic employment of one kind or another. This was not a matter of choice, and it was
      more a matter of sex than of race. Nothing made the women's occupational bind plainer than the apprenticeship
      orders issued by the court for free black children. Among the masters who took on free black boys as apprentices
      were a carpenter, a cabinetmaker, a painter, a cooper, a barber, a blacksmith, a hatter, a boatman, and a baker.
      So limited were the girls' options that the clerk hardly ever wasted ink on specifying the trade. The few
      specific orders contained no surprises. In 1801, Lucy Cook was ordered bound "to learn the business of a
      Seamstress & Washer." On the same day Polly Flood was "bound to Abby Cook, to learn to Sew &
      Wash &c untill of lawful age — being now about 9 years of age." Polly was bound to a second master
      "to learn Household business" five years later. And Polly White, an orphan just five years old, was
      apprenticed "to Mrs. Brewer to learn the duties of a House Servant."16
    


    
      There were some women who broke the mold and engaged, at least part time, in more specialized occupations. Betty
      Morris and Aggy Jackson were nurses, Judy Denby and Judy Darvels were midwives. A few engaged in legitimate
      commerce. Amelia Gallé ran a bath house, Lurany Butler operated a dray, Nelly White was a baker, and Elizabeth
      Allerque and Sarah Elliott were licensed storekeepers.17 As with white women, just as many pursued illegitimate commerce. At least five
      black women were nabbed by the Petersburg Grand Jury for keeping a "tippling house" or for selling
      liquor without a license.18 The
      fact that specific occupations can be identified for only a dozen black women is testimony to the predominance of
      domestics among them. Cooks, cleaning women, washerwomen, seamstresses, and child-nurturers did not advertise,
      nor were they likely to surface in any of the public records.19
    


    
      If the gentlemen of the Grand Jury had been asked, they would probably have identified prostitution as a major
      enterprise of free black women. In 1804, the Grand Jury registered a grievance against the invasion of free black
      "strangers," many of whom "come only for the purpose of Prostitution. . . ."20There is no telling whether or how often
      free black women in fact resorted to prostitution, but the Grand Jury was right about the invasion. Dismal as
      economic opportunities were in Petersburg, they were apparently worse in the countryside, particularly for women.
      Black migration from the country was thus spearheaded by women. By 1820, the sex ratio among free blacks aged
      fourteen and above was 85.0 (males per 100 females) for eastern Virginia as a whole. In Petersburg it was
      64.5.21
    


    
      Petersburg was, relatively speaking, a land of opportunity, and a few of the women emancipated there did register
      gains. Betty Call was freed on Independence Day, 1786, and within four years she managed to buy her grown son,
      London, from an Amelia County owner. After ten years, she set him free. Betty Call never did own any real estate,
      but she was taxed on a female slave (evidently hired) for years, and when she died in 1815, the sale of her
      household goods netted just over seventy dollars.22 Emancipated on the same day as her mother, Teresa Call saved for nine years. In
      1795, she purchased a small lot and continued to live there for decades.23 Dolly Clark acquired a female slave five years after her
      manumission. On the other hand, women like Nancy Hall and Sally Steward accumulated no traceable property.
      Emancipated in 1799 and 1805, respectively, their continued residence in Petersburg was confirmed by entries in
      various public record books, but neither of them owned the land or slaves or horses or carriages that would have
      resulted in their appearance on the tax lists.24
    


    
      New arrivals fared worse than the natives. Only nine free black women were among the town's taxpayers in
      1810, and most of them were old-timers. All but one had lived in Petersburg as free women for at least six years.
      Betty and Teresa Call had both been free for twenty-four years, while Sarah Vaughan held the record for longevity
      on the tax lists. Vaughan owned real estate when Petersburg's first land tax book was assembled in 1788, and
      thirty years later she still held, and presumably rented out, her "4 small tenements."25 On the average, the nine women had been
      paying taxes for almost nine years, and they held on to what they had. In the decade after 1810 three of them
      died, but the remaining six, all landowners, were still paying real estate taxes in 1820.
    


    
      By that time they had more company. In 1820, there were thirty-eight free black women among the taxpayers.
      However one chooses to measure it, this was an impressive relative increase. In 1810, black women constituted but
      2.2 per cent of (9 of 413) of the town's taxpayers. In 1820, their proportion was 5.5 per cent (38 of 687).
      The increase is not attributable to any relative growth in the free black female population. A count of the
      percentage of taxpayers among heads of families does help control for possible population shifts; similarly, it
      indicates a doubling of property holding among free black women. In 1810, 5.1 per cent (7 of 138) of the black
      women designated as heads of families in the census schedules were also listed in the tax books; by 1820, the
      proportion had risen to 10.1 per cent (17 of 168). All in all, blacks were gaining on whites, women were gaining
      on men, and black women were gaining on black men.26
    


    
      At least three developments accounted for the sudden economic ascent of a portion of the free black female
      population. With the deaths of propertied men, a few black women claimed their inheritances. More important were
      the hard-won savings of the women themselves. And third, it looks very much as though the Panic of 1819 forced
      slaveholders to put their slaves on the market at prices more women could afford.
    


    
      Among the black female taxpayers of 1810, only Molly James had acquired her property by inheritance. James was
      the heir to the house and lot her husband had owned at his death in 1804. By 1820, two more legacies marked the
      passing of the first generation of prosperous black men. Graham Bell in 1817 left to his wife, Mary, a life
      estate in one of his town lots, while Elizabeth Graves was daughter and one of two surviving heirs of Richmond
      Graves, a livery stable operator.27 Mary Ann Vizonneau and Amelia Galle, meanwhile, were heirs of white merchants.
      Vizonneau's Scottish father, John Stewart, had threatened to disown her when she married Andre Thomas
      Vizonneau. But moments before his death in 1813, Stewart relented and directed that Mary Ann be given "all
      the money he then had in the Bank and the house & Lot he then lived on," on the condition "that her
      husband . . . might have no manner of Controul over, or right, to the same." This was a considerable
      bequest, worth over eighteen thousand dollars, and it made Mary Ann Vizonneau one of the wealthiest women in
      Petersburg.28
    


    
      Amelia Gallé was also the heir of a white merchant. She had earned her inheritance. Amelia Gallé was still a
      slave when she first arrived in Petersburg, and she was known by a slave name, Milly Cassurier. In 1800, French
      merchant Jean Gallé bought her for eighty pounds, and he emancipated her four years later, after she had borne
      him a son. Jean Galle died in 1819, and while in his will he termed Milly "my housekeeper," it was
      clear from the provisions of the will that she had been his wife in every sense but the legal one. He
      acknowledged her son Joseph as his natural son. He left to the two of them the greater part of his estate. And he
      enjoined Milly to act as mother to his "mulatto Girl slave" Catherine Gregory, charging her "to
      support the said Catherine and bring her up to lead a moral and religious life."29
    


    
      Jean Gallé also left to Milly Cassurier his bathhouse, a business she had apparently been running for years. When
      she assumed sole management of the bathhouse in the spring of 1820, she became the first black businesswoman in
      Petersburg to exploit the full possibilities of newspaper advertising. At first she settled for a two-sentence
      announcement that the bathing season had arrived. By midsummer, however, her appeal was more effusive.
    


    
      The character of this bath, is so well known that it needs no comment. The subscriber is resolved if possible to
      improve it, by consulting the comfort and convenience of the visitants — and to enable her to do so more
      effectually, she humbly solicits a continuation of that patronage which has so liberally supported the
      institution till this time. Having had several years experience in this business, the subscriber believes she
      will generally succeed in pleasing — and therefore, with stronger confidence humbly solicits a portion of the
      public support. . . .
    


    
      For several years thereafter, she opened the season with just a brief announcement. Two or three months later, as
      the heat of the Virginia summer grew tediously oppressive, she would follow with greater fanfare. "She has
      the pleasure of tendering to her patrons," came the notice of May 1823, "her most grateful thanks for
      their former encouragement, and begs a continuance of the same." August brought the harder sell.
    


    Health


    Purchased Cheap!


    
      In consequence of Small Change being scarce, and wishing to contribute towards the
      health of the ladies and gentlemen, the subscriber has the pleasure to inform her patrons and the public, that
      she has reduced the price of her baths to 25 CENTS for a single one. She will make no comments on the necessity
      of Bathing in warm weather: — suffice it to say, that with Mr. Rambaut's FAMILY MEDICINES, and some Cold or
      Warm BATHS, the health of her friends will keep at a proper degree of the thermometer, without the aid of Calomel
      or any other mineral Medicines.30
    


    
      These advertisements were not just a means of drumming up business. They were also the means by which a free
      black claimed for herself the respect due a propertied widow. In her first advertisement, she signed herself
      "Milly Cassurier." In the second, she was "Milly Galle." She signed the third "Amelia
      Galle." In the fourth, she was "Amelia Galle, widow." How far others accorded her the respect she
      asked for is an open question. She made some progress with the census taker, who listed her as "Milly
      Gallie," but to the tax collector she was still Cassurier, "cold at Galle's."31
    


    
      Amelia Gallé, Mary Ann Vizonneau, Elizabeth Graves, and Mary Bell were the only black female taxpayers of 1820
      whose property was (documentably) acquired by inheritance. More significant was the economic maturation of the
      women themselves, and here the foremost success story belonged to Elizabeth Allerque. "Madame Betsy,"
      she was called, "a French colored woman" who was probably a refugee from St. Dominigue. She was, in any
      case, well connected with Petersburg's French immigrant community, and the connections in combination with
      her commercial talent spelled steady financial progress. Allerque first opened a store in 1801. At some point she
      added a partnership with French merchant Andre Vizonneau (Mary Ann Vizonneau's father-in-law), who in 1809
      made sure that Allerque would be paid her full share of the proceeds when the firm was dissolved by his death:
      "I declare that the partnership which I had entered into with Elizabeth Alergues was joint and equal both as
      to capital and profit. . . ." Five years later, French physician L.J. Hoisnard wrote his will, charging
      Allerque with the care and legal guardianship of his daughter. Moreover, "in consideration of her good
      attention to me during the latter part of my life," Hoisnard left to Allerque and her two children a legacy
      of a thousand dollars.32 Even
      without this bequest, Elizabeth Allerque would have done well for herself. She first invested in real estate in
      1806 and improved it several times thereafter. In 1806, too, she became a slaveholder for the first time.
      Allerque was one of Petersburg's few black commercial slaveholders; in 1806 she advertised in the Richmond
      and Norfolk newspapers for the return of her runaway woman Charlotte. Madame Betsy died in 1824, free of debt and
      the owner of land and six slaves.33
    


    
      Most free black women had neither the skills nor the connections of an Elizabeth Allerque, but a few had enough
      savings to take advantage of the Panic of 1819. While the general economic dislocation that surrounded the Panic
      must have caused great suffering among many black women, it also afforded the betterplaced the opportunity to
      hire or purchase slaves for the first time. (The tax lists, unhappily, do not indicate whether the taxpayer owned
      or hired the slave.)34 As more
      and more whites scrambled to find the money to pay their debts, more and more slaves were put up for hire or
      sale, and probably at bargain prices. There is no estimating just how many slaves changed hands during the Panic
      years. In 1819 and 1820 alone, however, Petersburg owners mortgaged over 240 slaves; these slaves would be sold
      at auction for whatever they would bring if the owners failed to pay their creditors on schedule.35
    


    
      For the master class the time was unnerving, for the slaves it was potentially disastrous, but for the free black
      woman with some savings, here was a rare opportunity, a chance to acquire a loved one or a laborer.
      Three-quarters of the black women taxed in 1820 (27 of 38) made their debuts on the tax lists in 1819 or 1820.
      And all but two of the newcomers were taxed on one or more slaves.
    


    
      It was in slaveholding that black women registered their greatest gains by 1820 and in slaveholding that they
      came closest to economic parity with black men. In 1820, forty-six slaves were held by black men, forty-five by
      the women. Women were farther from equality in other measures of the black sex ratio of wealth, but they were
      gaining on the men. Two-fifths (13 of 32) of the black landowners of 1820 were women, a somewhat larger fraction
      than in 1810.36 Two-fifths of
      the black taxpayers of 1820 were women, up from one-fourth in 1810. And two-fifths of the tax collected from free
      blacks in 1820 was collected from women, again, up from one-fourth in 1810.
    


    
      Measured against comparable figures for whites, these were stunning proportions. In 1820 women were but 12.8 per
      cent of the white taxpayers (76 of 593), and they accounted for only 3.5 per cent of the tax money collected from
      whites.
    


    
      This glaring disparity in the status of black and white women relative to men of the same race fades somewhat
      when sex ratios are taken into consideration. It should also be said that free black women were more likely than
      were white women to maintain their legal eligibility to control property. Virginia was a common-law state, and
      the common law made razor-sharp distinctions between single and married women. Single women and widows had the
      same property rights and obligations as men. But the instant a woman married, she surrendered both her rights and
      her obligations to her husband; if she had owned taxable property, the surrender was manifested in her summary
      disappearance from the tax lists.37
    


    
      It is impossible to estimate how many of Petersburg's free black women shunned lawful matrimony, but the
      qualitative evidence suggests that the proportion was high, higher than among whites. The sex ratio, the law,
      poverty, and preference conspired to keep a great many free black women single, and to the extent that women
      remained single, they remained free agents in the economic realm.
    


    
      The sex ratio and the law together dictated the single life for one-third of Petersburg's free black women.
      Because blacks were not permitted to marry whites, and slaves were not permitted to marry anyone, the pool of
      marriageable men was restricted to free blacks, and there were simply not enough of them to go around. A few
      black women did take up with whites, and more, apparently, were coupled with slaves. These matches yielded some
      interesting economic arrangements. Milly Cassurier, when she was still known by that name, acquired property in
      her own right while she was living with Jean Gallé, something she could not have done had the two of them been
      married.38 When a free woman
      cohabited with a slave, meanwhile, here were the legal materials for a complete sex-role reversal, for the woman
      assumed all legal rights and responsibilities for the pair. In 1800, a slave named David White was jailed for
      going at large and trading as a free person. The fine for White's misdeeds fell on his wife, Polly Spruce, a
      free woman who had hired White for the year and who was therefore legally answerable for his behavior. Nearing
      her death years later, Jane Cook found it necessary to make special provision for her slave husband, Peter
      Matthews. Cook had purchased two small boats, "the Democrat and the experiment," as her husband's
      agent and with his money. These she bequeathed to Matthews, appointing a free black man to act as his agent and
      to stand guardian to her daughter, to whom she left her own property.39
    


    
      The women whose mates were white or enslaved had no choice but to remain technically single, but it is by no
      means certain that all of them would have married had they been given the chance. When free black women entered
      into partnerships with men who were also black and free, legal wedlock was not the inevitable result. For one
      thing, marrying did cost money. Ministers were authorized to charge one dollar for their services, and the
      clerk's fee was a quarter. If a poor couple found that amount an obstacle, they likely found it well-nigh
      impossible to locate a third party willing to post the $150 bond required to obtain the license.40
    


    
      Nonmarriage among free blacks, however, was evidently as much a matter of ethics as of expenses, for even the
      propertied showed no consistent tendency to make their conjugal ties legal ties. Christian Scott was hardly
      well-to-do, but he did own some animals and a goodly stock of household furniture; "having for some time
      past lived with Charlotte Cook by whom I have a son called Jesse Mitchell. . .," Scott explained, "And
      being desirous from the friendship & Regard I bear to the said Charlotte Cook
      & affection to my said Son, to convey the property aforesaid to them," Scott deeded them the property,
      dividing it exactly as it would have been divided had Scott married Cook and then died intestate (without a
      will). James Vaughan was far wealthier than Scott. He was also in trouble. In 1806 Vaughan was tried for the
      murder of "his supposed wife," Milly Johnston. After his conviction, a contrite Vaughan was permitted
      to write a will to direct the distribution of an estate that included cash and bonds worth over two thousand
      dollars, a town lot, three horses, and four slaves. Vaughan gave half of his estate to Sarah Vaughan, his
      daughter by Polly Hull. The other half went to John Vaughan, his son by Ann Stephens. Whether James Vaughan's
      relationships with Johnston, Hull, and Stephens were simultaneous or sequential is both unclear and beside the
      point. The point is that he did not marry any of them.41
    


    
      So much the better for the women's control over their property and wages. Polly Hull, for example, bought a
      town lot a few months before James Vaughan wrote his will and was taxed on it for more than a decade
      thereafter.42 There were other
      free black women in roughly similar circumstances. Charlotte Rollins was part of an uneasy triangle that included
      a free black named Captain Billy Ash and a slave named Julius. Ash was tried for "shooting and
      wounding" Julius in 1802, and Rollins's sister and brother-in-law were examined in the case: "On
      their being asked if Charlotte was wife of the prisoner, it was answered, that they both, the prisoner &
      Julius, resorted where she was." It is unclear what became of Billy Ash, but Charlotte Rollins never married
      him or anyone else. In 1810, she was listed as the head of a three-person family, and in 1817, she disposed of
      her household furniture and kitchen utensils by deed of gift, a probable substitute for the writing of a
      will.43 Nelly White, unhappily,
      was unable to enjoy the property she had acquired in her baking business. In 1811, White was examined on
      suspicion of knifing a free man named Tom, and a witness described their relationship. "Tom & the
      Prisoner had lived in the same House, in different apartments — and been considered as man & wife but lived
      badly together after wrangling." White was convicted in District Court and sent to the penitentiary. She
      left behind "some property & Estate," and the town sergeant was ordered to look after it while she
      served her sentence.44
    


    
      A member of one of Petersburg's most prominent free black families, Molly Brander married once, but opted for
      cohabitation the second time around. The first time, she married Nathan James. After his death in 1804, Molly
      began a new family, taking James Butler "as her husband tho not lawfully married," and adopting her
      orphaned niece. Because she did not marry Butler, Molly James retained her rights to the house and lot she had
      inherited from her first husband, and when she died intestate in 1812, her mother and brothers inherited the
      property in turn. Before her death, however, Molly James had told her family that she wanted the lot to pass to
      James Butler and her adoptive daughter; the family complied in 1815 by means of a deed of gift.45
    


    
      Just how commonly black women acquired some kind of property and retained legal control over it by not marrying
      the men in their lives is a mystery, for evidence surfaces only sporadically in trial reports (hence the
      prevalence of violent crime in the preceding paragraphs) and in a very occasional deed. Moreover, these few
      documents give no clues as to whether the women deliberately refused marriage for the sake of maintaining their
      property rights. The legacy and continued presence of slavery no doubt provided cause enough. Slave marriages
      were necessarily based on mutual consent; for a good many black couples, consent was sufficient in freedom as
      well, an attitude that the black churches would combat with mixed success in the decades that
      followed.46 Still, it may have
      been that women so recently emancipated, and women accustomed to providing for themselves, did not give up their
      legal autonomy lightly.47
      Certainly free black women had unique incentive for staying single. For the woman who hoped to buy an enslaved
      relative, legal wedlock meant that her plan could be sabotaged at any time by her husband or by her husband's
      impatient creditors. The common-law disabilities of married women added an ironic twist to chattel slavery's
      strange fusion of persons and property: Matrimony could pose a threat to the integrity of the free black
      woman's family.
    


    
      Whether by necessity, deliberation, or default, sufficient numbers of free black women avoided legal marriage to
      constitute a major departure from the white norm. The contrast with the experience of white women was sharper
      still in the extent to which black women shouldered the burden of supporting their families. If most of the women
      listed by the census taker as "heads of families" were primary breadwinners, then the magnitude of
      economic responsibility borne by free black women was truly staggering. In 1810, 56.3 per cent (138 of 245) of
      the free black households of Petersburg were headed by women. For 1820, the figure was 58.1 per cent (168 of
      289). In 1820, these female-headed households sheltered over one-half (52.3 per cent) of all free black persons
      living in black households and an even larger proportion (57.3 per cent) of free black children under fourteen.
    


    
      So uninformative are these early census returns, and so suspect the given numbers, that no satisfactory
      reconstruction of household composition is possible.48 From the unembellished hashmarks that made up the 1820 schedules, the one safe
      conclusion is that there was no typical free black household structure. The most commonplace household type (87
      of 289) was, it appears, the female-headed family containing one woman and her (?) children. Further guesswork
      suggests that the second most frequent arrangement was the male-headed household containing an adult couple and
      their children (51 of 289).49
      Thirty-seven households were composed of but one person, twenty-nine of them female, and there were apparently
      twenty-four childless couples. The remaining households, about one-third of the total, contained persons of ages
      and sexes that defy categorization. Worth noting, however, is the incidence of extended or augmented families.
      One-fifth of all free black households contained at least one "surplus" person over the age of
      twenty-five.50
    


    
      It should be emphasized that there was no typical household structure among whites either.51 The difference was that
      Petersburg's multiform white households were overwhelmingly male-headed. The proportion of white households
      headed by women was 15.7 per cent in 1810 and 17.0 per cent ten years after. In addition, a disproportionately
      small number of whites lived in these female-headed households. The census taker of 1820 found only 13.3 per cent
      of white children under sixteen resident in female-headed households, while 12.8 per cent of all white persons
      lived in households headed by women.52
    


    
      Nineteenth-century census data usually raise more questions than they answer, and this is particularly true of
      the early returns. It is impossible to discern the precise family structure within households, much less assess
      the meaning of familial roles played by neighbors and nonresident kin. This last blind spot is especially
      troublesome given the probability that for numerous free blacks, spouses and close kin remained the slaves of
      white owners. Least of all does the census tell us anything about love, commitment, giving children a chance in
      life — those qualities that despite our disclaimers usually lurk behind our reading of the numbers.
    


    
      These problems only begin the list of the source limitations that frustrate any attempts to recapture the
      experience of the mass of free black women. We do know that there was a flourishing free black Baptist church in
      Petersburg before 1820 and that in 1820 a Sunday school run by free blacks had girls as well as boys among its
      two hundred students.53 But
      there are no records for the church in this period and none at all for the Sunday school. Newspapers reported
      next to no local news. The whites whose correspondence is preserved wrote of their own kind; only rarely did they
      discuss their slaves, and free blacks were never mentioned. While the local public records are surprisingly rich,
      they are decidedly slanted toward the property owners. The majority of free black women thus appear to us only as
      names —or worse, as numbers — on the census schedules.
    


    
      The conclusion nevertheless stands. In a slave society of the early nineteenth century, there developed among
      free blacks a relatively high degree of equality between the sexes. There is not much material here for
      romanticizing. For free black women, the high rate of gainful employment and the high incidence of female-headed
      households were symptoms of oppression. Neither was chosen from a position of strength; both were products of a
      shortage of men and of chronic economic deprivation. The high incidence of female property holding, meanwhile,
      was largely the consequence of a system that limited the achievement of black men.
    


    
      Yet there was autonomy of a kind, and the fact that its origins lay in racial subordination should not detract
      from its significance. The autonomy experienced by the free black women of Petersburg was relative freedom from
      day-to-day domination by black men. We cannot say for certain how free black people looked on this. The fact that
      so many couples refrained from legal marriage, however, at least suggests that the women valued their autonomy
      and that one way or another the men learned to live with it. The tragedy for the nineteenth century — or one of
      many tragedies — was that white people were unable to use the free black example to call their own gender
      arrangements into question, that no one outside the free black community took anything positive from the free
      black experience. Perhaps we can do better.
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      One of the first impulses of the feminist historians in the early 1970s who set about discovering women's
      past was simply to chart the course of sexual inequality and the oppression of women. The advances of women's
      scholarship since then have raised more complicated historical issues. Women's historians are now looking to
      the past for evidence of women's power and autonomy rather than their simple subordination. Within segregated
      female spheres and women's networks they have discerned evidence of the ability of women to maximize their
      freedom and exert considerable social influence. This trend in women's history has given new currency to Mary
      Beard's notion, first enunciated in the 1940s, that contrary to being oppressed and victimized, women have
      acted throughout the American past to shape events and to make history. This scholarly perspective has given us a
      richer, multi-dimensional picture of women's history. There are, at the same time, some hazards inherent in
      this emphasis on women's culture and women's power. The first possible risk is that by exonerating the
      women of the past from the charge of being eternal victims and passive objects of history, we will also lose
      sight of the societal inequality which has consistently marked womanhood and been a central component of nearly
      every sex/gender system. Secondly, we are in some danger of oversimplifying the historical process. If women are
      a force in history, if they make their own history, then we must also face the possibility that females have
      participated in creating and reproducing the less-sanguine aspects of the gender system. We are now in a
      position, after scarcely a decade of intense research, to recognize women as full agents in history, who for all
      their power and freedom have not circumvented the constraints, ironies, and contradictions that confront human
      beings in the past and into the future.1
    


    
      This paper explores one manifestation of this more complex historical relationship drawn from the annals of
      antebellum American reform movements. The American Female Moral Reform Society seems to represent women entering
      history in a powerful, militant, some have said feminist posture. More than 400 chapters of the national moral
      reform association grew up throughout New England and the Middle-Atlantic States in the 1830s and 40s. Their goal
      was to reform standards of sexual morality and regulate sexual behavior in their communities. They assailed the
      double standard, forcefully pursued and exposed licentious men, and extended their protection to seduced women
      and reformed prostitutes. In Female Moral Reform, Carroll Smith-Rosenberg has found expressions of women's
      discontent with their assigned sphere, contempt for tyrannical males and militant defense of members of their own
      sex. More recently, Barbara Berg has relied heavily on the records of the American Female Moral Reform Society to
      argue that the origins of American feminism lay not in the abolitionist movement but in the women's
      benevolent organizations that flourished in the nineteenth-century city and often dated from an earlier
      period.2 At the same time any
      casual reader of the Society's periodical, The Advocate of Moral Reform, will
      also notice a contrary tendency. The Advocate reveled in portraying the innate
      purity, domestic virtue, and maternal priorities of the female sex. In fact they were among the earliest and most
      enthusiastic exponents of these features of the nineteenth-century stereotype of "true womanhood."
      Female Moral Reform, in other words, presents two apparently contradictory uses of woman's power: to attack
      the double standard, on the one hand, and to celebrate a domestic feminine stereotype, on the other. Thus the
      case of Female Moral Reform offers an excellent opportunity to examine the relationship between women's power
      and the history of the sex/gender system. It may illuminate the nature, sources, and ambiguous historical impact
      of women's efforts to exert influence on society at large.
    


    
      This historical objective is best achieved by minute analysis at the level of local reform organization. This
      narrow but sensitive compass can locate the specific origins of the female moral reformers' power. The focus
      of this inquiry is a chapter of the American Female Moral Reform Society founded in Utica, New York in 1837. The
      Utica Society was also served by rural tributaries, including chapters in such satellite farming and factory
      villages as Whitesboro, Clinton, New York Mills, and Westmoreland. In the 1830s and 40s, Utica and these
      surrounding towns of Oneida County were alive with moral reform, and consequently prolific of documents for
      historians of women.
    


    
      Female moral reform grew up in the interstices of the expanding agricultural market economy which centered in the
      village of Utica. As late as 1800, Utica was merely a river crossing and trading post situated in the midst of a
      few pioneer homesteads. The commercial preeminence of the town was established in the 1820s when it became a port
      along the Erie Canal, bustling with trade and exploding with a population of eight thousand. By the mid 1830s,
      the canal boom had subsided and the population stabilized at around twelve thousand people. The majority of the
      employed males of the newly incorporated city made their livelihoods as small merchants or
      manufacturers—shopkeepers and artisans who served the nearby commercial farmers. Utica also boasted a number of
      banks and insurance companies; many stockholders in the nearby railroads and textile factories; and a bevy of
      ambitious entrepreneurs, large and small, who proudly announced themselves as capitalists. Just on the outskirts
      of the town stood the industrial village of New York Mills, one of the nation's largest textile producers
      outside of New England. Yet neither large-scale manufacturing nor wage labor dominated local economic activity.
      Rather the small independent producer, whether a farmer or artisan, characterized the regional economy and made
      Utica a bustling, open marketplace.3
    


    
      At this precise historical moment-while still a small, youthful, preindustrial, but flourishing, market
      economy-Utica earned its place of moderate renown in American social history. The plethora of religious revivals
      and reform activity which Whitney Cross protrayed in his classic study, The Burned-Over
      District, originated in and around Oneida County. The region had been overrun with evangelism since the
      first settlers arrived from New England in the late eighteenth century. The inaugural Christian benevolent
      association, a missionary society, was founded in Utica in 1806, and the long, lively, revival cycle ensued soon
      thereafter: beginning in 1814, peaking in 1826, and dissipating late in the 1830s. It was in the 1830s and 40s
      that the "Burned-Over District" spawned the species of reform organization to which female moral reform
      properly belongs. The city directory for 1832 listed no less than forty-one voluntary associations. These groups
      performed a multitude of community functions; care of the poor, instruction of children, self-improvement of
      young men, and simple conviviality for their members.4
    


    
      The first associations, founded at the turn of the century, generally united men or women of elite status in
      order to perform community services, such as providing relief for the poor in a condescending fashion. The
      voluntary associations of the 1830s were set up for a different purpose—to reform individuals and
      institutions-and exhibited a new mode of organizing. Most were congregations of peers: members of similar age
      groups, occupations, and ethnic backgrounds. Most rejected a rigid governing hierarchy and condescending manners.
      The Washingtonian Temperance Union was the most extreme expression of this leveling tendency, enthusiastically
      welcoming even acknowledged inebriates into its fraternal embrace. All these associations occupied a distinctive
      space in the social order of the community, somewhere along a muted boundary between private and public life. The
      "association" or "society" as it was alternately called, was clearly not an enclosed private
      space. Yet it was not exactly public, at least not in the way Utica's New England founders used the term: to
      designate the formal institutions of town and church where male heads of households met to exercise official
      authority. Rather, the association relied on informal but expansive social ties, a voluntary network of
      like-minded individuals, as its organizational machinery and political leverage. Combined, these associations
      actually functioned as a major structure of social organization for Utica in the 1830s and 40s. Whatever the
      community need—be it police or fire protection, a new industry, poor relief, education, an orphanage-some
      association rose to meet it.
    


    
      Social organizations of this nature are particularly receptive to female participation. Sex, first of all, was a
      legitimate common characteristic around which to form an association of peers. Furthermore, the blurred
      distinction between private and public space which characterized the association effectively removed a barricade
      which so often consigned females to domestic confinement. Finally, the social organization of the 1830s and 40s
      worked through informal personal associations, the sustained, everyday contacts between neighbors and kin, social
      networks which were especially familiar and comfortable to women. Thus it is not surprising that one in three of
      Utica's associations was a congregation of females. Women's associations were formed, beginning in the
      first decade of the nineteenth century, for a variety of purposes: to support the frontier ministry, to educate
      poor children, to circulate religious tracts. Soon women began to organize in a more democratic manner and in a
      spirit of mutuality rather than noblesse oblige. Groups such as the Maternal Association, the Daughters of
      Temperance, and the Female Moral Reform Society were all dedicated to serving the reciprocal needs of the members
      themselves, especially in rearing their children and ridding their homes of vice. All these groups assumed a
      basic commonality between their members and those they might serve. The victims of alcohol or lechery were all
      perceived as errant children of the same Protestant, native-born, industrious and respectable culture. In sum
      women were among the most active participants in the rich social life that transpired within the voluntary
      associations, that American mode of antebellum social organization that so fascinated De Tocqueville. It could
      also be argued, in the case of Utica at least, that women played a formative role in creating the associational
      system. The region's first voluntary benevolent organization was the Female Charitable Society. The prototype
      of the more democratic associations was the Maternal Association which predated its male analogue, the
      Washingtonian Temperance Union, by over a decade. At any rate, the social order of antebellum Utica and environs
      was replete with women's organizations, of which the Female Moral Reform Society was only one special case.
    


    
      The immediate antecedent of Female Moral Reform appeared in Oneida County early in the 1830s when John McDowall
      of New York City alerted the local population to the need to control seduction, prostitution, and obscenity. The
      very first issue of McDowall's Journal, appearing in 1833, recorded a ground
      swell of support in the city of Utica. The Journal reported individual donations from
      city residents as well as contributions from associated women, such as the "Female Benevolent Society of
      Utica." Moral as well as financial support soon followed. Mrs. Abigail Whitellsey, the editor of the
      Mother's Magazine, another offshoot of the women's organizations of Utica,
      also sent her appreciation and endorsement. Tokens of support also came from anonymous women, such as, "a
      Lady from Utica" who poignantly offered up "Two rings and a breast pin" to help finance the cause.
      The small towns outside Utica were the first to mobilize behind moral reform. Whitesboro had a chapter of the
      American Female Moral Reform Society as of 1835 which enrolled approximately 40 members. By 1837 when the Utica
      Society was formally established, the chapters in Clinton and Westmoreland had acquired a membership of 84 and
      181, respectively. The 100-member Utica association pledged to wage a pious women's crusade: "we do feel
      dear sisters" announced the first annual report of the Utica Female Moral Reform Society, "that we have
      enlisted in the warfare for life and that we are not at liberty to lay down the armor till called upon by death
      to other services."5
    


    
      The names of only a handful of the Utica reformers have been recorded on an occasional circular or newspaper
      account. These few identifiable members, however, represented a relatively wide range of women from the middling
      and upper classes. Wives of artisans joined those of merchants and prominent attorneys. Two seamstresses brought
      the interests of wage-earning women into the society. Although veterans of evangelical reform based in the Utica
      First Presbyterian Church formed the core of the Female Moral Reform Society, women of Baptist affiliations also
      joined the ranks. The single and the widowed, furthermore, joined with middle-aged wives and mothers in the moral
      crusade.6 Finally, it should be
      noted that the rural areas of Oneida County, including both farming communities and industrial villages,
      displayed equal, if not greater, enthusiasm for female moral reform than did the city proper.
    


    
      What then stimulated women from such a broad spectrum of the population to take an interest in moral reform? It
      might be expected that these women were simply reacting to a sudden upsurge in the incidence of "adultery
      and seduction," the species of vice which they were most determined to eradicate. Yet a survey conducted by
      the Utica Society in 1843 uncovered a paltry record of sexual offenses: nine cases of illegitimacy and two
      arrests for prostitution. Although no more refined estimate of the frequency of sexual relations outside of
      marriage is available for Oneida County, there are some indications that the rate of sexual license was actually
      on the decline in the Northeastern United States. Analysis of vital statistics and church records suggest that
      the proportion of births conceived before marriage had peaked in the late eighteenth century and actually reached
      its nadir in the era of moral reform.7 These statistics, however, hint at more complex changes in sexual behavior than a simple
      decrease in premarital sexual relations. These cases of premarital sex were exposed by examining genealogical
      records, proceeding, couple by couple, to simply subtract the number of months between the date of marriage and
      the date of first birth. Premarital sex which did not culminate in a marriage record, then, is not recorded by
      these statistics. Hence, it may be that the young women and men of Oneida County and the Northeastern United
      States were engaging in sex outside of marriage at the same, or even a higher rate than in previous decades, but
      were now evading marriage to their sex partners. If this were true then the decline in "early births"
      may indicate not a lower incidence of premarital sex, but, rather, the breakdown of those methods of social
      control which formerly insured that illicit intercourse and conception usually culminated in matrimony.
    


    
      This second interpretation of changing sexual behavior in antebellum America is substantiated by evidence from
      Oneida County. Although the actual level of premarital sex cannot be accurately determined, it is quite clear
      that the community's ability to monitor and regulate such behavior had eroded substantially. After 1830,
      neither the church nor the family retained its former control over private sexual activity. Before then the local
      churches, Baptist, Methodist, and Presbyterian alike, regularly called their members to account for committing
      fornication and adultery. Seducers and adulterers were brought before the elders of the church to confess their
      sins, vow to change their ways or be excommunicated. Early in the 1830s, after heated ecclesiastical debates too
      complicated to recount here, the local churches discontinued this method of enforcing sexual morality.8 At the same time, the rapid increase in
      the population of Utica and its increasing religious diversity prevented a single church (including the
      once-ruling Presbyterians) from overseeing the sexual behavior of the entire town.
    


    
      At the same time parents' ability to restrict the sexual activity of their daughters and sons was being
      undermined by the extreme geographical mobility of the commercial era. The population of Utica quadrupled between
      1820 and 1840, due in large part to the influx of young men and women unaccompanied by their parents. One-quarter
      of the city's population was between the ages of fifteen and thirty; as much as 30 percent of all those
      listed in the city directory called themselves boarders, most of whom were young men living apart from their kin.
      Many of these young urban dwellers were migrants from rural Oneida County where after the exhaustion of
      unimproved agricultural land in the 1820s, parents could no longer provide a livelihood for all their progeny on
      nearby farms. Thus Utica was inundated with young unsupervised men and women seeking jobs as clerks, canal boys,
      servants, and seamstresses. The industrial village of New York Mills, meanwhile, was filling up with unchaperoned
      factory girls of similar origins. Parents and the deacons of the church were not available then to control or
      protect these young migrants.
    


    
      It was the Female Moral Reform Society that came to the aid of this peripatetic generation. Although the espoused
      goal of the society was to rout out seduction and adultery, the Utica chapter was most concerned about the former
      sexual transgression, the peculiar pitfall of the young and unmarried. The appearance of at least two
      seamstresses on the rolls of the Utica chapter represented a population of women who seldom enlisted in local
      reform groups. These working girls were especially vulnerable to seduction and the fateful consequences of
      becoming unwed mothers and may well have joined the Society for their own sexual self-protection. The bulk of the
      members of the Utica chapter, however, were married women who seemed to act more out of concern for their
      children than their own immediate self-defense. The brothels of the city, according to the reformers were the
      "known cause of ruin to multitudes of the rising generation" and were responsible for "rending the
      hearts of fathers and mothers." One mother from Clinton wrote the Advocate of Moral
      Reform describing the demographics of her interest in sexual control: "A daughter and a son have
      returned to their widowed mother from visiting distant cities and pined away victims of this sin" [of sexual
      indulgence]. The secretary of the New York Mills chapter explained the sources of maternal concern in this region
      as follows: "The state of society in this place is peculiar to manufacturing villages. Multitudes of youth
      are here collected who need light and instruction on this subject." The records of the female moral reform
      societies of Onieda County were most of all a repository of the anxieties of mothers. "Even our children are
      infested with [obscenity]," wrote the alarmed matrons. "Who amongst us have not had our hearts pained
      by the obscenity of little children? Who among us does not trouble at least if some who are dear to use should be
      led away by the thousand snares of the destroyer?" They feared for their sons as well as their daughters,
      whom they envisoned leaving home only to be enticed into brothels and descend therewith to the almshouse, prison,
      or the gallows. The female moral reformers, in sum, anticipated the dangers of unbridled sexuality in the fluid
      circumstances of commercial and early industrial capitalism; and they constituted themselves as a force to
      regulate and control such threatening behavior.9
    


    
      Female moral reform, then, constituted a concrete, specific attempt to exert woman's power. Led and initiated
      by women, it was a direct, collective, organized effort, which aimed to control behavior and change values in the
      community at large. Because female moral reform entailed explicit social action it is possible to examine its
      origins, impact and limitations as an exercise of woman's power. Several manifestations of this power will be
      identified. First of all, the case of moral reform suggests how women could use their social position in a
      specific time and place as leverage with which to influence others, including males. Secondly, within the Female
      Moral Reform Society, women can be seen giving direction to the future of their sex. Specifically, it will be
      argued that the members of the Female Moral Reform Society helped to lay the groundwork for the Victorian sexual
      code which placed particular stock in the purity of females. Finally the case of female moral reform will
      illustrate the proposition that associated women were a force in history at large. In this instance women played
      a vital role in working out the ideology of sexual control which characterized the middle classes of the
      nineteenth-century city. Female moral reformers, it will be seen, clearly made history and reshaped aspects of
      the American sex/gender system. Yet their impact on the status of women was rife with ambiguities. In the end
      they used their social power to create a moral code which exacted particularly stringent sexual repression from
      their own sex.
    


    
      How then did the women of the Female Moral Reform Society grasp the power to enact their program of purification?
      They began simply enough by activating the machinery of reform which had been operating in Oneida County for
      nearly a generation. One of the first endorsements of female moral reform was sent to McDowall's Journal by a matron calling herself "A Friend of my Species," who had
      arrived in Utica forty years before. For the benefit of her readers, McDowall described the correspondent as
      "a lady moving in the very first circle of society, a mother, a philanthropist, a
      Christian."10 This writer,
      while anonymous to historians, was undoubtedly widely known among her Utica contemporaries. She might have been
      Sophia Clarke, founder of the city's Female Missionary Society and the Maternal Association, active
      abolitionist, and prominent member of the Presbyterian Church. Or, she may have been Mrs. Clarke's colleague,
      Sophia Bagg, the mistress of Bagg's Hotel who sat at the center of local society and founded the city's
      most august charitable institution, the Utica Orphan Asylum. Perhaps the identity of the "friend of the
      species" was the same as the unnamed woman who nearly rent apart the First Presbyterian church a few years
      previous when she censored a leading parishioner "on his political opinions." Regardless of individual
      identity, this matron, described as a "lady moving in the very first circle" was representative of a
      whole web of associations between women that had been growing and reinforcing itself since the first decade of
      the nineteenth century.
    


    
      The oldest and strongest strand in this network linked together the members of the Presbyterian church. The
      female parishioners were assembled at the First Presbyterian Church of Utica in 1834 when Samuel Aiken, pastor
      and veteran revivalist, announced from the pulpit that "a whole tribe of libertines" was about to
      invade the city of Utica. Aiken then turned to the females of the congregation saying, "daughters of
      America! Why not marshall yourselves in bands and become a terror to evil doers."11 It was not until three years later that the women of
      Utica put this plan into operation, forming their own chapter of the American Female Moral Reform Society. Two
      parishioners, Fanny Skinner and Paulina Wright, played the major leadership roles in the Utica chapter. Mrs.
      Skinner's ties to the local network of female associations went back to 1806 and the founding of the Female
      Charitable Society of Whitestown. The 1830s found her embroiled in abolitionism as well as moral reform, and
      exploiting her personal contacts in order to convince Angelina Grimke Weld to speak in Utica. Paulina Wright was
      a relative newcomer to Utica reform, yet she quickly found her way into the women's network as she peddled
      tracts and petitions for the Martha Washington Temperance Union as well as the Female Moral Reform Society. Her
      personal network of women's reform would also take her to the border of feminism. In 1836 she circulated
      petitions for the reform of married women's property rights in the company of Elizabeth Cady
      Stanton.12 Again the trail of
      women's associations followed deeply rutted paths through local neighborhoods, churches, and reform circles.
    


    
      Female moral reformers discovered a portal to public responsibility and power through the same social circle.
      Mrs. Whitellsey's letter to John McDowall in 1833 described a practice of moral reform which predated any
      formal association. Whenever she came in contact with defenseless young women, Mrs. Whitellsey resorted to this
      strategy: "I have either written a note or sent with them a messenger to such of my friends as might be able
      either to employ them themselves or direct them to others. Whether this course or some other equivalent is
      oftener pursued, many of the unfortunate victims of vice and wretchedness . . . would be greatly
      diminished." Mrs. Whitellsey was proposing that women could use the bonds of friendship which linked local
      households, that is, the existing female social network, as the mechanism of moral reform. The same device could
      be used to secure financial support for reform activity, as was inadvertently revealed by the editor of a local
      evangelical periodical. Charles Hastings wrote to the Advocate of Moral Religion (the
      periodical of the national organization) apologizing for his own inability to devote time to the worthy cause. He
      happily announced, however, that "A female in my family says she will go around among the families and see
      if she can't get something for your support." This door-to-door, woman-to-woman approach was also the
      means of expanding the ranks of reformers and influencing public opinion. The circulation of tracts and petitions
      was a routine of female organization in charities, temperance, and bible societies. In other words, female moral
      reform simply sent a new message, a new set of demands, through a familiar and personal network of
      comumnication.13
    


    
      Faced with what they saw as an epidemic of vice, female moral reformers soon entertained the notion that more
      heroic measures were necessary; and they began to tread outside of their familiar social circles. They formed a
      visiting committee in 1841 which ventured into the more unseemly haunts of the town. Entering into some of the
      hovels of the poor, they met a sympathetic response among Utica's mothers and wives. Poor widows tearfully
      accepted their tracts and offered in return personal reports about sexual offenses and domestic crimes against
      women. The stories grew more lurid than a dime novel as these pious women of Utica encountered real-life cases of
      seduction and betrayal, of drunken and tyrannical husbands, and abused and battered wives. One of the visiting
      committee's informants told the sordid tale of her invalid neighbor. Night after night, the sick woman's
      husband took her nurse to his bed. This report like many others was accompanied by a remark which identified the
      offending man to his neighbors. "This man has the charge of a paper, the object of which is to uphold public
      morals," wrote the female reformer: "May we not ask how long shall men like this occupy responsible
      stations and be tolerated among Christian people?" Through the agency of the Female Moral Reform Society
      such stories transformed gossip into a public instrument of protest.14
    


    
      The reports of the visiting committee also offered examples of militant assaults upon the forces of vice. One
      Utica matron became a heroine of moral reform after her unilateral attack on a local brothel. She told the
      following story. Her son had been keeping late hours night after night while she paced, prayed, and wept for his
      soul. Finally she could endure such passivity no longer: She marched straight to the nearby brothel, bounded up
      the stairs, pounded on the door of the chamber which harbored her son, and shouted that a constable was on his
      way. This enraged mother was hurled down the stairs by the brothel's owner, but she returned home to find a
      repentant son. It was stories like these that the officers of the Female Moral Reform Society had in mind when
      they reported that the monthly meeting had been "rendered highly useful and interesting from the reports of
      the visiting committee which have been replete with heart-stirring facts and appeals."15
    


    
      Buoyed up by encounters such as these, the reformers became even more energetic and audacious. A committee of
      eight women secured between two and three thousand signatures on a petition to outlaw prostitution in 1841.
      Another woman visited twenty-two families, in a one-month period. Ultimately the membership of Utica's Female
      Moral Reform Society began to encroach upon the male centers of authority. One cadre of the movement marched to
      city hall and demanded statistics on sex offenders. Others accosted men of dubious character on the city streets
      and entered taverns to interrogate bartenders. The Female Moral Reform Society even took their cause into the
      courts. When a young servant woman came to the Society with a report of sexual exploitation by her employer, the
      members acted swiftly and decisively in her defense. They brought the culprit to trial; provided the victim with
      legal counsel, personal support, and a new job in a respectable home. In this instance, the Utica Female Moral
      Reform Society acted as a special police force and public prosecutor, whose jurisdiction was sexual assaults on
      women. They had mobilized not only to perform a community function once assigned to male ministers and elders of
      the church, but they had also carried their moral mission outside their own congregations and into the streets
      and thoroughfares of Utica.16
    


    
      In the process, the new female custodians of sexual morality also altered the standards of propriety. Church
      trials were primarily concerned with cases of adultery, that is the infidelity of married men, and especially,
      women. The members of the Female Moral Reform Society, however, were most concerned about the sexual behavior of
      the young and unmarried and demanded stricter purity from both their sons and daughters. Moral reformers
      repeatedly lamented the lax standards of the recent past. For example, one reformer noted that until recently a
      "young boy who was not afraid to trifle with the most forward girls was esteemed above his years and almost
      a man." Female moral reformers would not tolerate such permissive attitudes and attempted to purge local
      culture of all suggestions of casual, lenient sexuality. The goal of moral reform, as the minister of a largely
      female congregation put it, was to eradicate all "unchaste feelings and licentious habits," not just to
      condemn and punish sexual intercourse outside of marriage. Toward this end, the Female Moral Reform Society
      instructed women to "encourage both by precept and example, simplicity with regard to dress and at their
      children's tables, that unseen snares are not laid which shall lead to the vice we are striving to
      exterminate."17 They were,
      in other words, making connections between a child's dress and diet and his or her disposition to sexual
      indulgence in later life. The Female Moral Reform Society, as well as the overlapping membership of the local
      maternal associations, propounded methods of childcare which were designed to instill sexual control in the very
      personalities of the rising generation. They turned from external control of sexual behavior to an internalized
      repression of physical drives.
    


    
      The women of the Female Moral Reform Society of Utica had traveled a considerable ideological and social
      territory within a few short years. They began simply by taking advantage of a vacuum of moral authority in the
      commercial city and proceeded to adapt traditional and previously male-directed methods of moral surveillance to
      a new environment and their own interests (primarily as mothers). By the early 1840s, they had revised the code
      of sexual morality and created novel and forceful methods of circulating these revised standards. Coincidentally
      they had opened a new social space through which their sex could maneuver for power in the community.
    


    
      The nature of their power is indicated by a major community conflict instigated by the female moral reformers of
      Utica in 1836 and 1837. The incident was one skirmish in a prolonged battle between the Female Moral Reform
      Society and the city's clerks. The moral reformers charged these youthful employees of stores and
      countinghouses with major responsibility for seduction in the city. When, for example, some members of the
      Society spotted the alleged perpetrators of some unnamed nocturnal infamy on a city thoroughfare, they jumped
      from their carriage and presented the offending clerks with a tract appropriately entitled "Run speak to
      that Young Man." In 1836 the Utica Society commissioned a Reverend Dodge to deliver a public lecture
      indicting the same class of young men on charges of licentiousness. The members of the Society were so pleased
      with Dodge's discourse that they published an endorsement of his remarks in the local newspaper. Suddenly
      they found themselves at the center of a raging local controversy. First a delegation of clerks held a public
      meeting and placed a newspaper advertisement to defend their good name. Then another group of citizens who also
      purported to represent the city's clerks rose to concur with Dodge's opinion.18
    


    
      These two broadsides displayed a growing cleavage in antebellum sexual ideology. The supporters of female moral
      reform proposed an old-fashioned solution to the problem of sexual license in the commercial sector of the local
      economy. They recommended that employers assume the responsibility for overseeing the private behavior of their
      clerks; and they proposed that this obligation be written into a formal contract between the merchant and his
      young workers, just as in the ancient practices of indenture and apprenticeship, and on that same principle of
      paternal surveillance which once prevailed in stable farm households. In other words, these supporters of female
      moral reform seemed to hark back to more traditional methods of controlling sexual behavior. They had been
      compelled to announce their position, however, by the actions of a novel social organization, a band of reforming
      females who were considerably more sophisticated in their thinking about sexual questions. The clerk faction, on
      the other hand, rejected both paternal control of sexual behavior and the zealotry of the female reformers. As
      they saw it, "one of the first lessons to be learned by young men is to carry their lives and the regulator
      of their conduct in their own bosoms" independently of the commands of their superiors or the moral pressure
      of evangelizing women. Theirs was a highly individualistic and liberal position, which proclaimed the rights of
      private conscience.
    


    
      Analysis of the signatories of these two lists reveals that these differences in sexual attitudes reflected the
      divergent social status of the two factions. The clerks who were appalled by Dodge's sermon garnered support
      from their employers and hence some of the city's largest and most influential merchants. The bulk of the
      signatories of the second resolution, that in support of female moral reform, turned out to be neither clerks nor
      the employers of clerks. In fact the largest single occupational group represented on this second document was
      that of artisans. The proponents and opponents of female moral reform also differed markedly in their family
      status. The opponents were not only clerks, but also boarders, and very often residents of the largest and most
      impersonal lodging houses and hotels of Utica. The allies of the Female Moral Reform Society, on the other hand,
      tended to reside with their biological families. Even among the minority who called themselves boarders, a
      significant proportion still shared a household with either their parents or their employers. In sum, the Utica
      Female Moral Reform Society had raised issues which divided the population by occupation as well as pattern of
      residence. It pitted artisans who favored a more traditional household structure against merchants and clerks who
      had chosen the residential pattern germane to a thriving commercial town, namely boarding.19
    


    
      Still the fact remains that both factions and a substantial portion of the community's leadership, were
      forced to respond to issues that had been introduced into public debate by an organized group of women. The
      clerks in fact felt obliged to endorse many of the values expounded by the Female Moral Reform Society. They
      advertised their own chastity and proclaimed it a young man's "highest interest" and "most
      valuable capital." The financial establishment of Utica soon issued similar demands for sexual self-control.
      During the 1840s, the Mercantile Agency (forerunner of Dun & Bradstreet) sentenced many a young man to
      business failure by denying credit on the basis of a "bad reputation" or "running after the
      women."20 In the risky
      enterprises of the aggressively capitalistic town of Utica, self-control was one predictor of financial prudence,
      and soon became a measure of middle-class respectability. It would become even more important as the city
      industrialized after 1845 and as more and more young men and women were permanently exiled from the farms and
      artisan workshops where fathers once enacted direct sanctions against the sexual irregularities of their
      children. The progeny of native-born artisans and farmers would increasingly find themselves in the more solitary
      and insecure circumstances represented by the city clerks of the 1830s. The ideology of individual internalized
      sexual control first formulated and most aggressively publicized by female moral reformers eased young women and
      men through this transition from farm to city, from the family economy to individualized occupations. In the end
      then, the history of the Utica Female Moral Reform Society suggests that women could play a central and
      initiating role in the transformation of class and ideology. They devised and implemented sexual standards and
      practices which would distinguish the urban middle class from their artisan and farming parents.
    


    
      In sum, the events of 1837 provide a public illustration of how a few active, organized, well-situated women
      could exert power in history. They had a direct effect on the opinions of men and had found leverage that
      extended beyond their households, outside the women's networks and across the social and economic divisions
      within the city. In achieving their goals, the female moral reformers demonstrated a distinctive variety of
      women's power. This power did not take the covert and privatized form which nineteenth-century writers
      venerated as "women's influence." Rather the women of the Moral Reform Society set social
      standards, commanded public attention, and caused a major commotion right in the center of the local social
      system.
    


    
      Their power is attributable not merely to the energy and ingenuity of the women involved, but also to the
      hospitable environment of a small commercial city in the antebellum period. These women were still located in
      relatively close proximity to the centers of public power. Fanny Skinner was particularly well-situated in
      relation to the male leadership of the youthful city. The instigator of the male defense of Utica Female Moral
      Reform in 1837 was Cyrus Hawley, a clerk who happened to reside in the boarding house full of young lawyers which
      Skinner had managed for over a decade. But women's influence was not limited to such domestic associations.
      Most importantly, it extended to a rich social network based in the long-term, habitual cooperation of women in
      church and reform activities. The collective power of these groups, finally, was situated in easy reach of the
      arenas in which the male leaders of the city jostled for authority. In the 1830s and early 40s, the polity of
      Utica was still composed largely of innumerable associations of men.
    


    
      Informal networks not so different from the Utica Female Moral Reform Society, made decisions on everything from
      political candidates to the founding of factories. Accordingly, a well-organized women's network, operating
      parallel to these male associations, had at least a fighting chance of affecting the policies and opinions of the
      community at large. These historical conditions, as well as the social form of the voluntary association,
      confused the boundaries between public and private life, thus allowing women to form circles of influence outside
      their homes and put ideological and moral pressure on the male authorities of the public sphere. In Oneida County
      in the 1830s and 40s as in similar cases described by anthropologists, this muting of the barrier between private
      and public life seems to have enhanced the power of women within their communities.20
    


    
      Neither these conditions nor the American Female Moral Reform Society would survive for very long. The last
      notice of an active local chapter of the Utica Society appeared in 1845, at about the same time that the
      city's first steam-powered cotton factory was put into operation, and just as the town was inundated with
      unskilled workers hailing from Ireland, Germany, and the British Isles. By mid-century, Utica had become a city
      of over twenty thousand inhabitants with a major industrial sector, and increasingly segregated pattern of
      residence. Once the old commercial community had become hopelessly fractured by ethnic and class differences, a
      band of Protestant women could no longer presume to make moral pronouncements for the city at large.
      Concomitantly, as Utica and Oneida County became more closely integrated into the national economic and political
      system, vital decisions were transferred from the neighborhood to a formidable city hall and then on to
      Washington and Wall Street, that is, to a remote, more formalized public sphere. The local conditions which
      allowed female moral reform to obtain this position of social power did not survive into a second generation.
    


    
      This is not to say that the movement ended with a quiet failure in the backwaters of social history. Such a
      thesis can be rebutted by several arguments. First of all, the members of the female moral reform societies of
      Oneida County were willing participants in the destruction of their own organization. In fact the disappearance
      of the society can be interpreted as a measure of successful sex reform. The Utica association disbanded in the
      midst of a quarrel over whether or not to hold a convention in fiearby Clinton. Some of the members deemed it
      improper to conduct a public discussion of sexual matters in a town full of young seminary and college
      students.21 It would seem that
      the Female Moral Reform Society had become caught up in its own propaganda, converted by its own increasingly
      exacting standard of propriety, which in the end prescribed almost complete reticence about sexual questions.
      Furthermore, the sexual reform movement did not end even with the demise of the Society. The banners of purity
      which its members once hurled in the streets now paraded through popular culture. Wherever the young men and
      women of the 1850s might travel their path would be strewn with admonitions and expectations of sexual
      continence. The Advocate of Moral Reform itself survived the collapse of local
      chapters of the American Female Moral Reform Society and continued to propagate the ideology of sexual control.
    


    
      That ideology had become increasingly detached from organized women's networks. The Advocate of Moral Reform soon presumed an alternative social mechanism through which women could
      control sexual behavior, that is, through the private relationships of wives and especially mothers. The
      Advocate was happy to announce that moral reform now took place "where it should
      begin, in the right instruction of children." The journal's editors embraced the same doctrine of
      women's domestic influence celebrated in the ladies' magazines of the era: "A mother's love will
      accomplish more than anything else except omnipotence."22 From the first, female moral reformers had placed special emphasis on maternity.
      In fact they were among the first and most forceful exponents of women's glorified role as the socializes of
      children. With the dissipation of local associations after 1845, women were left stranded in this isolated
      private sphere which the reformers themselves had done so much to cultivate. In the last analysis, Victorian
      women were guided into domestic confinement by members of their own sex. Such is the convoluted and ironic
      history of this example of the power of women's networks.
    


    
      This history can be instructive for contemporary feminists. It suggests, first of all, that women can find
      sources of organizational strength at the local level. The formal and national organizational structures which
      eluded the female moral reformers and which still have a fragile existence in today's women's movement
      can be strengthened and reinforced by connections with the everday associations and informal social networks of
      local and neighborhood women. In fact, such a bridge between local networks and national organization still
      exercises substantial social power. It is, however, the New Right which has proven particularly successful in
      utilizing such power, but for antifeminist purposes. Through neighborhood organization and affiliation with local
      and national churches, these women of the 1970s are conducting yet another campaign to control sexual mores:
      attacking homosexuality, fighting abortion and the ERA, and venerating the heterosexual nuclear family.
      Furthermore, like the moral reformers of the 1830s and 40s, the women of the New Right have come to public
      prominence at a time of major social and sexual change, when for example, the rising divorce rate threatens to
      sever the ties between husbands and wives nearly as frequently as children were separated from parents by the
      frenetic geographical mobility of the nineteenth century. Now, as then, some women are reacting to this crisis by
      defending the domestic institutions which seem to offer them security along with inequality. The rise of the New
      Right, like the power of female moral reform may omen yet another readjustment of the sex/gender system with
      dubious consequences for women. In fact, it prompts some skepticism as to whether women's culture and female
      networks, which continue to be rooted largely in the relations of housewives and mothers, can generate much more
      than reflexive and defensive, rather than critical, responses to social and familial change.23
    


    
      It should be clear, at any rate, that not every incident and every species of women's social and historical
      power merits our applause. It is the use of that power which concerns feminists. In the case of female moral
      reform, the laudable ability to maneuver for social influence fell short of the feminist goal of subverting the
      restrictions and inequality delegated to women by the American sex/gender system. The power of women's
      networks, be it manifest in female moral reform or the New Right, deserves more than either congratulations or
      condemnation. It requires serious, critical attention to both its historical permutations and diverted feminist
      possibilities.
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        the men will be as tenacious of giving up their absurd domination as is any other power of relinquishing its
        authority..."
      


      
        Editorial, The Pioneer, May 31, 1834
      

    


    
      This essay tells the beginning of a long story, which hasn't come to an end, and most of a short one, which
      ended almost a century and a half ago. The unfinished story is the history of socialist-feminism in Britain, of
      which we have here the contribution of the Owenites, the "utopian" socialists of the 1830s and 40s. The
      short story is a tale of conflict between women and men workers in a trade riven by sexual competition. The two
      stories connect in London in the early 1830s, when the issue of female labor in the tailoring trade was fought
      out within a wider struggle over the role of women in the Owenite-inspired "general-union" movement.
      Voices were raised, demands formulated, analyses preferred which revealed key features of sexual subordination
      within the early nineteenth-century working class. The issues which resulted from that subordination were pushed
      into the middle of fledgling labor politics. At that moment, if only briefly, the "Woman Question" and
      the class question were connected in ways which demanded new—"utopian" solutions.
    


    
      For too long the histories of socialism and feminism have been written as if both were homogeneous traditions,
      each bearing little or no relation to the other. Socialism as the historic march of the male proletariat;
      feminism as the bourgeois-egalitarian protest of middle-class women: small wonder that there appeared to have
      been so few points of contact between them. With the recent work of feminist historians, however, this picture
      has begun to shift and alter.1
      Patterns of shared impulses, ideas, and strategies have begun to emerge, revealing connections between class
      struggle and sex struggle which must ultimately lead to the rewriting of both their histories—and assist in the
      transformation of both their futures. It is as a contribution to that collective political project that this
      essay has been written.
    


    
      Two final introductory points: first, unlike most accounts of the early socialist movement in Britain, the figure
      of Robert Owen-factory-reformer-turned-world-reformer, and so on—barely appears in this essay. Individuals do not
      a movement make, and the movement which bore Owen's name had far less to do with his ideas or activities than
      with the maturation of radical consciousness and organization in the early nineteenth century working class.
      Second, although Owenism was an extremely important force in class politics in the period which we are
      discussing, it was by no means a majority strategy within the radical working class. Far more widespread was the
      support given to the campaigns for parliamentary reform in the early 1830s, which developed into the Chartist
      movement in the later part of the decade. Inside and outside these other struggles (for many Owenites were also
      democratic activists), socialism remained the ideology of a minority, albeit a very vocal and influential
      minority. With this in mind, let us meet them, hear their ideas, and witness their early struggles.
    


    
      The history of the Owenite movement divides roughly into three periods. The first was the early cooperative phase
      of 1829-32, when small societies of workers all over Britain established trading and manufacturing associations
      based on collectivist principles and aimed at accumulating sufficient funds for the establishment of rural
      Communities of Mutual Association. The second period included the militant trade union struggles of 1833-34,
      which culminated in the establishment and demise of the Grand National Consolidated Trades Union (G.N.C.T.U.) in
      mid-1834. The final decade included intense propagandists and organizational activity inaugurated by the
      establishment of the "Association of All Classes of All Nations" (A.A.C.A.N.) shortly after the
      collapse of the G.N.C.T.U. At the height of its strength, the A.A.C.A.N. (or Rational Society, as it was later
      called) had sixty-five branches in all parts of the country; many with their own schools, libraries, and
      "Halls of Science." The A.A.C.A.N. produced dozens of newspapers and millions of tracts, employed some
      twenty Social Missionaries, and sponsored lectures by hundreds of voluntary publicists. It was also responsible,
      directly and indirectly, for the establishment of a number of "utopian" communities, the largest one
      being Harmony, in Hampshire. "There is scarcely a town of any magnitude in which Socialism has not taken
      root," the conservative Liverpool Standard told its readers gloomily in 1839, an
      exaggerated but not wholly improbable estimate of Owenite influence at the time.2
    


    
      Although each of these phases of the movement produced different organizational emphases, they were linked not
      only by a large and fairly continouus core membership, but also by a revolutionary socialist purpose which ran
      like an ideological backbone down through all Owenism's practical developments. As one of its advocates wrote
      in 1833, the movement embodied "a spirit of combination ... of which there has been no example in former
      times. . ."
    


    
      The object of it is the sublimest that can be conceived, namely—to establish for the productive classes a
      complete dominion over the fruits of their own industry.... Reports show that an entire change in society—a
      change amounting to a complete subversion of the existing 'order of the world'—is contemplated by the
      working classes. They aspire to be at the top instead of the bottom of society—or rather that there should be no
      bottom or top at all.3
    


    
      From the tiny cooperative shop to the most grandiose schemes for Social Communities, this promise of a
      "world turned upside down" fueled every Owenite venture, transforming even the most prosaic activities
      into steps on the road to the New Moral World., But it was not only the class system which was to be overturned
      en route. For unlike many of the socialist organizations which grew up after it, the Owenite strategy had at its
      center the abolition of all relations of power and subordination: capitalist to
      worker, but also parent to child, old to young, and, above all, man to woman. "Whatever affects the
      condition of one sex, must, I conceive, affect the condition of the other," a socialist woman wrote in 1839
    


    
      But a woman has been the slave of a slave.... What is the result of [this]? ... To create, by their arrangements,
      individual interest, till brothers and sisters, husbands and wives, look on each other with jealousy ... to set
      up one half of the poor people against the other half, to subdue them and make them quiet....
    


    
      But... 'changes of no ordinary kind are at hand.' I perceive, now that through the circulation of truth
      we are progressing towards the mansion of happiness, which, when gained, will... give emancipation to every human
      being from one end of the earth to the other... my tears flow when I compare this scene of confusion and
      opposition to that tranquil state of existence. ...4
    


    
      This commitment to the "emancipation of every human being" both expressed and transcended an earlier
      style of democratic radicalism. The feminism of the Owenite movement was part of the ideological inheritance from
      eighteenth-century advocates of egalité who had rested their own case for women's
      emancipation on the abstract right of all "reasonable" creatures to self-determination. "Who made
      man the judge, if woman partake with him of the gift of reason?"5 But along with this intellectual case for female equality, the early
      socialists had also inherited the political struggles in which feminist demands had been articulated, a context
      which had important implications for their own theories on the Woman Question. Let us move back a few decades to
      look at these developments.
    


    
      Modern British feminism was born into an ideological climate in which even relatively modest political claims
      were tarred with the brush of Jacobin revolt. The publication of Mary Wollstonecraft's Vindication of the Rights of Women only shortly after her vigorous defense of the French
      Revolution immediately led to the equation of feminism with social insurrection, the heritage-in Burke's
      felicitous phrase—of the "revolutionary harpies of France, sprung from night and hell." As waves of
      counterrevolutionary anxiety swept through upper-class homes in England, they brought in their wake the
      Evangelical revival with all its conservative implications for women. Whatever bourgeois platform feminism had
      once had (and it had been a narrow and fragile one) now crumbled beneath the weight of religious dogmas of
      "domestic duty." Feminism moved well outside the pale of genteel opinion; or, as one popular
      woman's magazine told its middle-class readership in 1798:
    


    
      The champions of female equality, who were as inimical to the happiness and interest of the sex, as those who
      preached up the doctrine of liberty and equality to the men, are no longer regarded as sincere and polite
      friends....6
    


    
      But with the loss of polite supporters, new advocates were acquired. The success of the Revolution had given new
      heart and muscle to growing working-class movement in England, and The Vindication
      was heralded as a major radical text. It was, according to workingclass newspapers like the Black Dwarf and The Republican, the feminine equivalent of Tom
      Paine's Rights of Man, a libertarian manifesto which dared to extend the demands
      of the democatic Revolution into the very fabric of human relationships. "Spirit of . . . Mary Wolstonecraft
      [sic]," a "Citizen" wrote exultantly to one of these papers, "your varied brilliancies of
      genius . . . will alone rescue your sex! . . ."7
    


    
      Of course, there were middle-class progressives who continued to support women's demands, notably many
      utilitarians. But even among them, this advocacy was so nervous and feeble that it actually served to radicalize
      the more militant feminists in their ranks. The first important text of socialist-feminism, for example, was
      William Thompson and Anna Wheeler's Appeal of One-Half the Human Race (1825),
      which was written in direct response to the failure of the Benthamites to support women's suffrage and then
      more generally against the weakness of their entire reformist program. No legal or political changes in
      women's position, Thompson and Wheeler argued, would substantially alter women's status until the
      underlying sources of inequality—private property and the patriarchal family—were abandoned, and Communities of
      Mutual Association established.8 Or as one Owenite calling herself "W.W.P." wrote several years later:
    


    
      Under the withering influence of competition for wealth, mammon worship and an aristocracy of birth ... very
      little progress can be made in the attainment of true liberty for women.... The only way left... is to organize
      small societies on a better system, as examples and patterns to the rest of the world—so that men and women may
      meet in equal communion, having equal rights and returns for industry ... and equal attention given to the
      cultivation of their whole nature, physical, moral and intellectual.9
    


    
      The language was still that of the radical democrats, but where they had demanded social equality on the basis of
      abstract "natural rights," Owenite feminists substituted a far more concrete and revolutionary concept
      of equality based on the elimination of the material and ideological sources of social hierarchy. The ideological
      link between socialism and feminism was being forged.
    


    
      In the 1830s and 1840s this link was strengthened in the hundreds of books, tracts, lectures, and newspapers
      published by the movement which discussed everything from collective childcare in the new communities to the
      phrenological evidence for women's innate mental superiority over men. Ideas which initially had been held by
      only a few radical intellectuals were taken out to mass audiences. In London in 1833, for example, up to three
      meetings a week were being held on "women's rights" with large audiences reported.10 Outside London, the visit of a feminist
      Owenite lecturer was an occasion which could bring out several thousand people, including many women who were
      sometimes reported "carrying their small children in their arms."11 The largest meetings were those held in the late 1830s and 1840s
      to discuss the Owenites' opposition to Christian marriage doctrine (particularly to the church's views on
      divorce), and these often became vast arenas of public debate in which women fully participated: cheering the
      Owenite lecturer and jeering her/his opponent (or sometimes vice versa); voting on whether divorce should be
      legalized; and on one occasion, seizing the moment to denounce a philandering husband spotted across the
      hall.12 The scale of female
      enthusiasm for all this argumentation and propaganda horrified middle-class observers: "The humbler ranks of
      society lie open and exposed to the full effects of this most frightful malaria," wailed The Christian Lady's Magazine; "Hundreds of rooms re-echo every night ... to such
      blasphemies as were never heard, while crowds of English females applaud them!"13
    


    
      It is beyond the scope of this essay to trace all the threads which formed this feminist commitment, or to follow
      its fortunes—both theoretically and practically—throughout the entire history of the early socialist movement. I
      will introduce just a few essential points before going on to concentrate on the issues and struggles of one
      period, the general-union movement of the early 1830s.
    


    
      If by "utopianism" one is referring to the grandiose scale of a strategy, rather than its viability,
      the feminism of the Owenites was a direct result of their utopianism. It was precisely because this was a
      movement committed to revolutionizing all aspects of social life—not only economic and political relations-that
      it was capable of nourishing existing feminist traditions, developing and transforming them into a wider radical
      vision. Why the movement developed in this way will become clearer in the second half
      of the essay, as we consider its roots in the social and economic upheavals of the early nineteenth century. But
      it is worth noting two preliminary points here. First, the scope of the Owenite solution was a necessary response
      to the scale of the problems faced by its advocates, including shifting boundaries of sexual roles at work and in
      family life. Second, in arguing for the reform of "human character" as well as human institutions, Owen
      himself served to reinforce concerns already current at a popular level. The making of a socialist society, he
      impressed upon his followers, depended as much on the creation of human beings who were fit to live
      "harmoniously" as it did on the material changes afforded by communal life.14 Or as one "Old Co-operator" reminded his
      brothers and sisters:
    


    
      It cannot be too often impressed upon persons entering into co-operative associations, that... their disposition
      to perform a fair portion of... labour. . . is not all which is required.... The mind must undergo a
      corresponding change; perhaps I cannot express it better than in the language of Scripture, "They must be
      borne again....'15
    


    
      What is more central to this "rebirth" than the reorganization of the most intimate areas of human
      existence, the family and sexual relations? Owen himself devoted a long series of lectures to discussing the need
      to replace existing family structures-and the sexual hierarchy embodied in them-with the new collective
      arrangements of the social communities.16 Rules drawn up for these communities promised women not only an equal place in
      all revolutionized social institutions, but also the intellectual and moral emancipation which such equality
      would make possible. "To be a good wife, nowadays," one socialist told an Owenite congress, "means
      nothing more than to be a good drudge." All this was to change:
    


    
      The Socialists want women to be educated equal to themselves; they want to place women in such a position, as
      that the lecture-room, the ball-room, the study of the stars and earth, might be to her as to others, a source of
      amusement and pleasure, [cheers] They wished her no longer to be the inhabitant of the cellar and the kitchen.
      [cheers]17
    


    
      Endless schemes for the collectivization of housework were devised, although most assumed that the responsibility
      for this communalized domestic labor would still remain with the women of the communities. Occasionally a real
      iconoclast would attack the sexual division of labor itself; interestingly, however, it was usually children who
      were suggested as appropriate substitutes for mundane household tasks. (This was following a suggestion made by
      the French socialist, Fourier, who argued that in a society organized around human predispositions the pleasure
      that children take in dirt could be put to a social purpose.) At no point was male responsibility for childcare
      proposed. But if this most intractable of "women's duties" was to remain the female prerogative, at
      least the Owenites were determined that it should not imply female dependency. In a society in which each labored
      for the whole, they explained, the economic basis of sexual hierarchy would be swept away. In 1840, a government
      spy reported on a speech delivered by one of the leaders of the community in Hampshire "in the open air,
      close to a large pig stye" in which the audience of local farm-workers was told to:
    


    
      look at the women in our community; they are as women ought to be; educated in such a manner as to make them
      equal with men.... We have none but married women, but they are not tyrannised over by their husbands; no, they
      are equal with them; they are not depending on them for support; they derive their subsistence from a community
      which they admire and to which they contribute.... See, my friends, how happy we live; and look at your own
      miserable condition....18
    


    
      As innovative and important as such ideas were, however, they must be considered carefully from the point of view
      of source and context. Before leaving these general themes, then, let us pause to consider this final point: the
      complex class location of feminist doctrines within the popular movement as a whole.
    


    
      Like the early intellectuals who had introduced feminism into the movement, a number of the women who addressed
      audiences or wrote on women's issues to the socialist press were from the middle class, or more accurately,
      from that ambiguous region inhabited by respectable ladies of smallish means. Journalists, writers, actresses,
      "stipendiary lecturers": many of these were women who by choice or necessity found themselves
      struggling to forge out an independent living in a society where that was made acutely difficult both by lack of
      work opportunities and the middle-class's disapproving attitude toward female employment. The combined effect
      of this was often to make such women economically and socially marginal: once outside the walls of respectable
      married life it was all too easy for these women to find themselves on the slippery slope down into poverty,
      insecurity, and other unladylike difficulties. Far too many women throughout the nineteenth century went that
      route, and of these many became feminists.19
    


    
      For some of these women, Owenism was no more than a platform from which to raise demands which the middle
      class—caught up in the new conservative sexual morality—no longer wished to hear. And even for those who, through
      a combination of their own ambiguous class status and a genuine conversion to socialist ideas, came to identify
      sexual emancipation with social emancipation, older ways of thinking remained. Poised as they were between the
      earlier "Rights of Women" debate and the new communist project of a largely working-class movement,
      their writings and lectures displayed all the strains and contradictions inherent in an ideology in transition:
      harkening back to Wollstonecraft and her eighteenth-century sisters for polemics against feminine
      "idleness" or bourgeois "property marriage," they would then publish these in journals read
      by women and men for whom idleness was an unknown luxury and "property" the wages one lives
      on.20 Looking for solutions to
      economic dependence they would urge "industrial emancipation" on women for whom hard work was the only
      thing they had enough of. And most important, faced with a movement whose female contingent was largely working
      class, they frequently reiterated a view of women's position which made gender the sole category of analysis.
      Thompson and Wheeler's Appeal set the tone: women were everywhere and at all
      times "the moveable property, and everobedient servant to the bidding of man . . ."; "his
      involuntary breeding machine and household slave. . . ."21 The analogy with black slavery was made continuously. "Is not the world a
      vast prison, and all women born slaves?" Wollstonecraft's fictional heroine, Maria, had sighed, and Owenite feminists sighed with her five decades later.22 But when they came to specify this
      slavery it was often in terms of middle-class social relationships, universalized into "women's
      condition."
    


    
      This does not make the ideas less important, or the socialist solution less valid. But it does mean that in
      tracing the transmission of those ideas into the popular movement, we must become sharply aware of class context.
      The same words on a new platform could acquire very different meanings: the language of sexual equality used in a
      working-class context, for example, could challenge certain sexual boundaries which did not even exist within the
      middle class, and vice versa. I am not suggesting, as will become obvious in what follows, that it was any less
      meaningful a demand for working-class women, only that it addressed specific forms of sexual hierarchy,
      intervened in particular sorts of struggles.
    


    
      The emergence of just such a working-class context can be seen quite clearly in the Owenite movement in the early
      1830s. As the popular base of the movement expanded, new voices joined those of the radical intellectuals who had
      initially introduced feminism into the movement. Advertisements for public lectures listed as speakers not only
      established feminists such as Anna Wheeler or Eliza Macaulay but a "Female Operative" or a "London
      Mechanic's Wife."23
      Letters from such women began to appear in the Owenite press, usually in the awkward, elaborate prose of the
      slightly educated, always with the painful earnestness of those struggling to articulate ideas which they had
      once hardly dared think, much less express. A report of a meeting of Owenite workers in London described an
      interruption by a woman who rose and "in a kind of whisper" observed
    


    
      that a great deal was said of the slavery of the working classes, and of the inadequate wages of the man, but
      never a word of the slavery of the poor women, who were obliged to toil from dawn to midnight for seven or eight
      shillings a week.24
    


    
      "This is the still small voice of woman, which we fear must be suppressed for a season till man be
      served," commented The Crisis condescendingly, adding "but yet it will
      speak like thunder and make even the male slaves blush to think they also have been tyrants."25
    


    
      As the movement grew and new platforms for women developed, however, the suppression of that voice became
      impossible. In the rest of this essay we will look at the most important period in this development, the trade
      union phase of Owenism. I should emphasize here that in choosing this period I am not trying to suggest that only
      the issues surrounding work and wages were of interest to working-class women; certainly the rest of the Owenite
      story—with its campaigns over marriage, women's right to education, and so on—show this to be manifestly
      false. I have chosen to concentrate on the Owenite union involvement for two reasons. First, it was in this phase
      of the movement that the voices of working-class women discussing both sex and class oppression can be heard most
      clearly. Second, I suspect there is a sense in which "economic" struggles are always a sort of test of
      the feminism of a movement. It is one thing to add new issues concerning women—sex, marriage, and family-to an
      already-existing class strategy; it is quite another to transform even the most fundamental assumptions of that
      strategy on the basis of a feminist perspective. With that in mind, let us follow the Owenites into the general
      union movement of the early 1830s.
    


    
      The class basis of the Owenite movement was the skilled working class: workers in the old hand trades or in the
      new skilled jobs created by industrialization (especially textile spinning). Tailors, shoemakers, coopers,
      silk-weavers, lace-makers, strawbonnet-makers—these were not the "laboring poor" but artisans and the
      wives of artisans, men and women with lively cultural and intellectual traditions as well as a history of
      political involvements. Like the men of this sector, most of the women had some small amount of education, worked
      in some gainful employment (either assisting their husbands or on their own), and shared in a culture which
      prided itself on sobriety, intellectualism, and—increasingly—political sophistication.26
    


    
      Support for the Ownite strategy reached a high point among these working people in the period immediately after
      the enactment of the 1832 Reform Bill. As bitter disillusionment with the restricted franchise contained in the
      Bill spread among those working-class militants who had fought so hard for its introduction, increasing numbers
      of them shifted their hopes away from parliamentary reform toward the economic changes which, the Owenites
      promised, would undermine ruling-class power at its roots. Or as one movement ideologue put it,
    


    
      The loud-mouthed Bill bestowed no vote upon us, but what of that? We have as large a suffrage as we care for, for
      if our employers vote against our interests, they shall not have our labour.27
    


    
      It was as the "class of producers," not as the "citizenry," that working people had power,
      the socialists explained. What did they want with politicians and parliamentarians? It was out of this emerging
      class consciousness that workers in one industry after another began to look toward each other for the formation
      of "one big union," one mass expression of united class interest. Between 1818 and 1833 a number of
      attempts had been made to establish just such a General Union, but all had remained small and regionalized. Now,
      with conditions in the trades deteriorating and the failure of the Reform Bill, many believed the time had come:
      "All minds are now directed to the formation of one great National Union," one Owenite journalist told
      his readers in October 1833.28
    


    
      The movement which did finally develop among these workers was based on an extraordinary blend of the defensive
      and the visionary. For many—probably the majority—who became involved, it ultimately represented no more than an
      attempt to move past isolated acts of militancy toward the wider network of solidarity and financial support
      necessary to sustain successful strike actions. Higher wages, shorter hours, and the right to organize to achieve
      them: these were the most many unionists sought. But alongside them stood an increasing number for whom the
      Owenites' greater hopes had acquired a new credibility and urgency. Through unity, the socialists argued,
      they would acquire not only higher wages and shorter hours but the capital with which cooperative workshops and
      factories could be established. Excess profits would be abolished, profiteering capitalists superseded or forced
      out by competition with worker-controlled enterprises, a new economic system built from the materials of the old.
      Or as one convert to this strategy expressed it:
    


    
      The Trades Union will not only strike for less work and more wages, but they will ultimately ABOLISH WAGES,
      become their own masters, and work for each other; labour and capital will no longer be separate but they will be
      indissolubly joined together in the hands of the workmen and workwomen.29
    


    
      In the Operative Builders' Union, it was claimed, "the opinion was definitely forming that [it] and the
      other unions which would grow up around it, would take over, in fact, the whole administration of the
      country,"30 while the
      silk-workers at Derby announced the establishment of cooperative factories to the employers who had locked them
      out: "We have hitherto worked for you.... We shall henceforth work for ourselves."31 Owen himself saw the General Union as
      the industrial wing of a new world system-a scheme which was taken up and argued at length in the unionist
      press.32 The leading newspaper
      of the movement, The Pioneer, told its readers excitedly at the height of the
      agitation that the unions would become embryos of the new world, each with its own government electing delegates
      to a central committee in turn forming "the Annual Parliament; and the King of England becomes President of
      the Trades' Union!"33
    


    
      But alas for utopia: the general union which was finally established in 1834—the Grand National Consolidated
      Trades Union—was a short-lived conglomerate of both old and new unions, dominated by London craftsmen with
      tentacles of support spreading out into the Midlands, the Potteries, and the workshops of Lancashire. It was long
      on speeches, short on funds; different trades eyed each other with suspicion and soon accusations of misbehavior,
      short-sightedness, and stinginess began to occur. In the midst of this both employers and the government—who took
      the new union militancy very seriously indeed—began intensive persecution of known unionists and their
      supporters, culminating in the trial and transportation of six Dorchester laborers (the "Toipuddle
      Martyrs") for taking a union oath. Intimidation and strikebreaking on this scale could not possibly be
      overcome by such a weak and divided organization, and the entire edifice crashed down only seven months after its
      inauguration.34
    


    
      Women workers also participated in this brief and cataclysmic episode. At the height of the union movement,
      reports came in to the Owenite press of lodges of lace-makers, strawbonnet-makers, shoemakers, laundresses,
      milliners, stockingers and workers in other "female" trades. Regular women's union meetings were
      held at the Owenite center in London,35 while metropolitan leaders traveled out to the provinces to report on progress
      among working women there. "I had the pleasure of opening a lodge of females at Worcester," ran one
      report from the glove-making district there, "and such had been the fright of the poor masters . . . that
      they had even endeavored to induce their servant-maids to sign a declaration against it; but they stated their
      inability to do this, inasmuch as they had previously signed a paper in favour of it."36 Similar anxieties about growing union
      support among domestic servants were expressed by employers in other towns, while reports of successful strikes
      like that of the Kensington washerwomen ("they all demanded an advance of 1s. a day, with
      beer")37 must have
      confirmed their worse fears of female insurrection.
    


    
      One of the largest women's unions reported was that of the Leicester stockingers, over one thousand strong.
      The Pioneer announced jubilantly that "the scandalous bye word of 'blue
      stocking' which has been thrown at every intelligent woman who happened to have more sense than her stupid
      husband, has not deterred the ladies of Leicester from uniting to obtain the advance of themselves and their
      kindred";38 while a letter
      from a London workingwoman ("a member ... of the vulgar mob") congratulated "the ladies of
      Leicester" who "have set a noble example in commencing so good a cause, in defiance of good or evil
      report, as I know that women's opinions, generally speaking, are treated with contemptuous ridicule by many
      men who thinking themselves infallible. . . ."39
    


    
      But for all this proud rhetoric the number of female unions was never very large. Nor would most have wielded
      much power, based as they were in women who worked inside their own homes or in small workshops and in trades
      which had never had the organizational strength of the old male "guilds." Nonetheless, for the women
      who became active in the unions, they obviously represented a leap forward both in class consciousness and female
      self-assertion: "You might as well think of hewing blocks of marble with a razor, as think of preventing
      women from forming themselves in union," one wrote proudly.40
    


    
      This militancy was based on a mixture of old traditions as well as new styles of thought and action. Like the
      men, many of these women would have been active in the parliamentary reform movement of only a few years before.
      Some also were in trades which already had histories of union organization: the lace-makers of Nottingham who
      joined the G.N.C.T.U., for example, had an impressive record of militant action,41 as did the women glovemakers of Worcester, whose
      violence in dealing with their opponents was noted with awe by observers in the early years of the
      century.42 Violence, indeed,
      had been a common feature of female-dominated mobilizations, and this too persisted into the general union: the
      women who came out in the Derby silk-workers' strike, which initiated the G.N.C.T.U., fought and stoned
      police and scabs. "A poor woman is now in prison ... for crying Ba! to a black sheep . . .," the Derby
      strikers reported.43 But they
      also led mass marches carrying banners inscribed "Union is Strength, Knowledge is Power," joined the
      men in public meetings, and set up their own union organization. A letter from one of these women appeared
      in The Pioneer:
    


    
      Be it known to the world that a female union is begun in Derby, and that the tyrants have taken fright at it, and
      have brought forth a document for the females to sign against union membership or leave
      their employment, not only to those who are employed in the factory, but to the
      servants in their own houses also. Here is a specimen of knavish tyranny; but, be it known that we have
      refused to comply with their request.... In consequence of this, there is a great number more added to the
      turn-out... Sisters! awake, arise ... form lodges in every town and hamlet. Mothers of families, and maidens,
      come forward and join us in this our glorious cause, and we will defy the power of our adversaries; and let the
      first lispings of your innocent offspring be union! union!44
    


    
      The style of militancy expressed here was also a mixture of old and new. In particular, the appeal to the
      "mothers of families" had been typical of women's mobilization throughout the eighteenth and early
      nineteenth centuries. In the Derby strike, as in so many struggles throughout this period, it was not only
      workers who fought the employers, but the entire community who came out in their support. And it was then—as the
      mothers and wives and sisters of strikers, as well as workers themselves—that women went into the meetings and
      onto the streets, in a sort of militant extension of women's duties. "I stand here as a woman, an
      operative and a mother," was the typical beginning
      of one speech delivered by a workingwoman in London in 1834,45 while a letter from a "London Mechanic's Wife" to the Owenite
      press in the same year urged a full role for women in the "progressive march of reform" on the grounds
      that "our natural and ardent attachment to our tender young, would prompt us to use all our powers to obtain
      a far better state for the enslaved and degraded children of labour. . . ."46 Far from being a conservatizing influence, here the
      responsibilities of motherhood drew women out of their homes to act and speak in ways shocking to upper-class
      observers, used to associating mothering with passivity and domestic confinement. The "London Mechanic's
      Wife" went on to address such critics:
    


    
      Shall the idiot-like, the stupid and usurious capitalists, tell us to look to our domestic affairs, and say
      'these we understand best'? We will retort on them ... that thousands of us have scarce any domestic affairs to look after, when the want of employment on the one hand, or
      ill-requited toil on the other, have left our habitations almost destitute.... Ah! fellow bondswoman . . . may we
      live to see the whole of our sex exert themselves for their own, their children's and their country's
      emancipation from the cruel bondage of physical and mental taskmasters!47
    


    
      It was impossible to "de-sexualize" the language of class oppression, just as it was impossible for
      women to leave their sexual role behind in order to enter struggles on identical terms with men. Sex and class
      were inescapably interlocked, both in their lives and in their thought.
    


    
      This has always been (and remains) true of women workers; but its consequences for their consciousness have been
      far from uniform. Certainly working-class women in 1834 did not question the fundamental structure of sexual
      roles within the working class per se, nor could many find the words or even the ways
      of thinking with which to challenge the subordination embodied in those roles as well. But for others-a small but
      vocal group-sexual awareness had begun to connect with class militancy in new ways. In 1833, as the general-union
      agitation moved into high gear, The Pioneer opened a "Page for the Ladies"
      (which was later changed to "Women" when it was pointed out that "Ladies" was "too
      aristocratic"). The editor of the paper, a housepainter from Birmingham called James Morrison, was the
      husband of a feminist writer and lecturer in the movement. In starting the "Page" he urged women to use
      it as a medium through which to "express your grievances, air your wrongs, and plan your emancipation,"
      while his wife Frances contributed letters which combined Wollstonecraftian views ("Maybe the time is not
      distant when the superiority of educated females will be acknowledged over those that are kept in blind and
      stupid ignorance. . . . The mother is the first to sow the seed of instruction . . . and if the seed is bad, what
      can we expect from the fruits?")48 with protests like the following addressed to "The Women of the Working
      Classes":
    


    
      Sir,—... It is time the working females of England began to demand their long-suppressed rights.... In
      manufacturing towns, look at the value that is set on woman's labour, whether it be skilful, whether it be
      laborious, so that woman can do it [sic]. The contemptible expression is, it is made by woman, and therefore
      cheap? Why, I ask, should woman's labour be thus undervalued? Why should the time and the ingenuity of the
      sex ... be monopolized by cruel and greedy oppressors, being in the likeness of men, and calling themselves
      masters? Sisters, let us submit to it no longer....49
    


    
      It was as if a stopper had been lifted, allowing a sudden rush of words into the silence which surrounded the
      lives and consciousness of working-class women. Wages and conditions of work, the desire for education
      ("Men, in general, tremble at the idea of a reading wife. . . ."), the experiences of marriage and
      family life-all were raised in the "Woman's Page," often with timorous self-deprecation but
      sometimes with the force of long-suppressed anger. The Bible commanded husbands to love and honor their wives,
      wrote one old woman, "But how often is that pretended love converted into hatred . . ." and affection
      dissolved into recrimination and abuse: "What a bitter mixture for a poor woman to take! and if she offers
      the least resistance, it is thrust down her throat with his fist, possibly with the loss of a tooth or the
      spilling of a little of that blood which he thinks so inferior to his own. As he is lord of the castle, he is
      master and must be obeyed. . . ."50
    


    
      In their editorials the Morrisons took up these and other issues, analyzing women's legal status, arguing for
      political rights, and quoting Wollstonecraft in favor of "educated motherhood." One long editorial
      analyzed economic relations within the working-class household:
    


    
      If a working man should make thirty shillings a-week. [sic] He may drink [ten pints] if he pleases; go to a
      coffee-house every night, and read the papers, and bring in fifteen shillings a-week to keep home and pay the
      rent withal. He has a right to do this, for he makes the money. But what is the woman
      doing? She is working from morning till night at house-keeping; she is bearing children, and suffering all the
      pangs of labour, and all the exhaustion of suckling; she is cooking, and washing, and cleaning. . . . And all
      this is nothing; for she gets no wages. Her wages come from her husband; they are optional; he can give her
      either twenty shillings... or he can give her only ten. If she complain, he can damn and swear, and say, like the
      Duke of Newcastle, 'Have I not a right to do as I please with my own?' And it is high treason in women to
      resist such authority, and claim the privilege of a fair reward of their labour!51
    


    
      After centuries in which women's subordination had been described almost entirely in terms of bourgeois
      social relations, articles like these provided some of the first accounts of gender division within the working
      class. Owenism was like a bridge between that older tradition and a class-conscious feminism as yet only
      partially formulated, a tentative syntheses of the older views on sex-slavery with a new class specification of
      that oppression. Working-class women were, they quoted Shelley, the "slaves of slaves": dependent
      subordinates in marriage, secondary labor in the workplace, excluded or confined to a subordinate role in class
      organization. "The men.educate us to obey them, and then make us slaves . . . and we shall find that we
      shall have to struggle as hard for our freedom as they are struggling for theirs. . ."52
    


    
      Certainly the number of woṛking-class women who found the words and courage in which to begin to make these
      connections remained very small. The "Women's Page" provides us only with a voluble handful; the
      Owenite movement as a whole with not very many more. And how many of these women then came to accept the
      Owenites' communist strategy as a solution, is impossible to judge. To look at other points in the history of
      the movement, particularly the huge controversy which blew up in the early 1840s over the future of marriage,
      would give a better chance to assess what such women thought of the whole utopian project; but here at least that
      is not the issue which immediately concerns us. For what we can see in the early
      1830s is how women used the Owenite feminist presence within their own class movement to issue a challenge to the
      men in that movement. Standing on the platform provided by their Owenite supporters, using the language of
      militant unionism, they launched protests which took the "Woman Question" right across the central
      class issues of the day. "Allow me, Sir, to inform you, that there is a great number of men that cannot bear
      the idea of women's union, and yet they are unionists themselves," began one letter signed, "An
      Initiated Weaver's Wife":
    


    
      Now, Sir, I will just ask those men one simple question; "do you know the fundamental principles of the
      noble cause you have embarked in?" You will surely say "yes;" well then, I say, act up to your
      professions, and if you can see that women stand in need of reform, extend your charity toward them, and do them
      justice.... We are only waiting for the signal to form our own lodges; and we will let them know, that woman, by
      her own exertions and intelligence will be free, and the very essence of freedom exhibit to the world; and her
      dastardly tyrants shall yet fall at her feet never more to triumph over her; therefore, they that are not for us
      are against us....53
    


    
      "There is a jealousy in the men against Female Unions," ran another letter, "What can be the cause
      of this but the tyrannical spirit of the male? ... In these days, when servants are rising up against their
      masters . . . why should the spirit of tyranny still reside in the very servants themselves? . . . But it is
      clear enough from this whispering spirit of jealousy . . . that the men are as bad as their masters. . .
      ."54
    


    
      The women's complaints were well-founded. Although the founding articles of the G.N.C.T.U. had contained a
      strong statement of support for female unionism, male unease or outright hostility was evident from the start.
      Many of the women's unions were completely segregated from the men's, even where they were employed in
      the same trade: a likely indication of the women's marginalization from decision making and the formulation
      of strategy. Certainly no woman emerged as a leader in a mixed context. At the same time, even these all-female
      unions were frowned upon by some male unionists: "It is not'work for women, but for men," wrote one
      male glovemaker of the women's union in Worcester,55 and accusations from men that attending meetings would automatically lead to
      other forms of unfeminine behavior were common. A letter from a union tailor claiming to support female unionism,
      yet arguing that "none but lazy, gossiping, drunken wives" would wish to go out to meetings,56 elicited furious responses from several
      women:
    


    
      I am neither a lazy, gossiping, drunken nor tattling wife, and yet I have been to meetings alone" [wrote a
      sixty-year-old woman who asked the editor to correct her writing errors "as I have not had a pen in my hand
      these seven years"], "what does he think women must be? ... either stocks or stones? But I hope he will
      find himself mistaken, as I... believe we are . . . coequal with him.... If not, then down with the Union that is
      now amongst men!57
    


    
      "Do not say the unions are only for men," began another letter from a strawbonnet-maker busy organizing
      her sisters in Essex, "'tis a wrong impression, forced on our minds to keep us slaves! . . . We have
      been foolishly taught to think it preposterous for woman to make herself in any way public; and even now ... we
      are told unions of women would make us idlers and, some have the audacity to say, drunkards. Let us, sisters,
      banish the idea. . . ."58
    


    
      What were the sources of this conflict? Most of the women who wrote to the Owenite press appear to have been
      married, often to husbands who saw female organization outside the home as a direct threat to male dominance
      inside the home. "Possibly this is the tailor's reason his wife should not go to meetings, for fear she
      should hear that he is in the wrong. . .," one woman suggested of the reprehensible correspondent, adding
      however that she herself was persuaded that "a good wife . . . will not neglect business to seek that which
      is useless. . . ."59
    


    
      But for many male unionists these general fears of female uppityness were further reinforced by the threat posed
      by female labor within their own trades. Our unfortunate tailor came, in fact, from just such a trade; and
      clearly a number of the women who responded to his remarks suspected him of motives related as much to his work
      role as to his home comforts. In the early months of 1834, several letters from a tailoress appeared in the
      "Women's Page" asking anxiously if rumors she had heard of a planned strike of London tailors
      against the women in the trade were true. "Surely . . . [the men] will not turn oppressors themselves?"
      one letter asked, pointing out that many of the needlewomen were the widows of tailors who had no other source of
      livelihood than garment-making.60 A second letter from this woman, a worker employed by a West End tailoring
      workshop for eighteen years, took up the issue again, this time raising specific demands for an alternative
      strategy for the union. This letter is worth looking at in some detail since the issues it raised-and the
      position which she adopted on those issues—were typical of the views expressed by a number of these militant
      workingwomen.
    


    
      The letter began by thanking The Pioneer for "pressing the record of
      [women's] various wrongs upon the notice of our 'lords and masters'. . . ."
    


    
      An ingenious commentator has observed that woman was made of a rib taken out of the side of a man—not out of his
      head, to rule him, not out of his feet, to be trampled upon by him; but out of his side, to be his equal—under
      his arm, to be protected; near his heart, to be beloved. Alas! Alas! that poverty and oppression have so hardened
      the hearts of mankind that, instead of regarding woman in the light... intended by
      their Maker... they should be found amongst her worst oppressors! nay, that they should have united ... to
      deprive her of the means of subsistence!61
    


    
      For many of these women, she went on to insist, there was no alternative to these low-paid employments: "did
      the man do his duty as a husband and father . . . and procure the means wherewith to support his family,"
      his wife would not have to find work in addition to her domestic duties, but in many homes this simply was not
      possible.
    


    
      I myself know a woman whose husband was ill... for four months, and during that time ... she supported him,
      herself and her three children, by the work of her own hands. That husband is now dead; and if the men succeed in
      their present diabolical purpose, this honest ... woman and her children must starve, or go
      to the workhouse. This is but one ... out of hundreds of similar cases....62
    


    
      Moreover, she went on, some men actually married in order to be supported by their working wives—"instead of
      working themselves, they can loiter away half the week in a pot-house"—leaving the entire burden of child
      support on the woman. The ideology of the male breadwinner disguised and reinforced a reality of female poverty.
      There was no question—at least for this woman, and, I suspect, for most of her working-class sisters—of
      challenging the notion of the male breadwinner in principle; but in practice,
      increasing numbers of women were forced into direct dependence on their own wage. There was, she concluded, only
      one just route by which the tailors' union could prevent these women from underselling their labor:
      "There are some few good men who from humanity and a fellow-feeling with the female labourer . . . would
      gladly join in raising the price of her labour to the male standard: to these men . . . my heartfelt thanks. . .
      ."63
    


    
      By today's standards this was hardly a revolutionary position. But in the context of 1830s labor politics,
      the demand for women's right to work and equal pay implied far more for sexual relations than the claims
      themselves indicate. The material interests which had come to divide men and women within so many industries
      created antagonisms which were to reverberate down through the entire history of the trade union movement.
      "If women be prohibited from producing wealth . . . they will raise a sexual war. . .," The Pioneer predicted,64 and to a certain extent it was sexual war which went on in many trades in this
      period.
    


    
      It was impossible for a socialist-feminist position to develop which did not confront these divisions within the
      working-class movement itself. Why and how the Owenites did this is the rest of our story. Let us begin by
      following our two protagonists- the tailor and tailoress—back into their trade and the origins of this sexual
      strife.
    


    
      Tailoring provides a particularly useful case study for three reasons. First, tailors and tailoresses were
      absolutely typical of the Owenite movement as a whole both in terms of work and family patterns. Second, the
      London tailors' union was the largest affiliate of the Grand National Consolidated Trades Union. And third,
      it was in the London tailoring trade that the issue of female labor finally exploded into open controversy at the
      peak of the general-union agitation. By looking at this struggle and the background to it we can see not only the
      nature of the sexual division between workers in the old crafts, and the Owenite-feminist response to it, but
      also the roots of the Owenite "utopian" strategy as a whole.
    


    
      The tailoring workshop of the eighteenth century had been a man's world of hard work, hard drinking, and
      tough union politics. Up to the end of the century the London journeymen tailors' union was one of the
      strongest in the country, with virtual control over prices, hours, and labor recruitment, including stringent
      restrictions on female employment. This had meant that while there had always been a few women apprenticed to
      some sectors of the trade, in general female labor was confined to the female wing of the garment industry: the
      lower-paid, unorganized trades of dressmaking, millinery, and so on.65
    


    
      Unlike the situation of the home-based craftsman, such as a weaver or hatter, whose wife assisted him at his
      labors, the tailor's wife had no place in his working life. This did not mean, however, that she was without
      income-earning employment. Throughout the eighteenth century, tailors' wives worked as necklace-makers,
      embroiderers, mantua-makers, milk-sellers, and so on.66 As in the other trades, only a master craftsman could afford to support a
      nonworking wife; and by the late eighteenth century very few journeymen could ever hope to attain such affluence.
      Nonetheless, a tailor and his wife could earn enough between them to maintain a "respectable"
      life-style, as measured by the employment of a single young servant, participation in local cultural and
      political life (at least for the tailor), and the little accoutrements of decent home life: brass plate, a few
      books and maybe a piano, "small statues of Shakespeare beneath glass shades."67
    


    
      Labor, leisure, and social power were firmly divided along sexual lines within these artisan families. The
      wife's income was usually essential to the family economy, but it was also secondary to the husband's
      wage. Her primary responsibilities were domestic, and any other employments had to be fitted in around those
      duties. Moreover, for the top layer of these skilled men it was a mark of disgrace to have a wife working
      "away from home." Shopkeeping, laundressing, and taking in lodgers were, therefore, the only
      "respectable" alternatives to domestic trades for the wife of an experienced craftsman, just as the
      wives of the highly paid factory spinners rarely went into the mills themselves in the late eighteenth century,
      but left that for the wives and daughters of the truly poor: agricultural laborers, indigent
      hand-weavers.68
    


    
      But by the early decades of the nineteenth century this entire life-style was under threat. As the old (and new)
      skilled occupations fell under the blows of the capitalist reorganization of industry, so also did traditional
      patterns of gender roles and gender authority begin to shift and break apart. Although the specific mechanisms of
      the process differed from trade to trade, the pattern of change which we see in tailoring was typical of a large
      sector of the skilled working class.
    


    
      Tailoresses had entered the trade through waistcoat-making. "When I first began working at this
      branch," one man recalled to Henry Mayhew in the mid-century, "there were but very few females employed
      in it";
    


    
      A few white waistcoats were given out to them, under the idea that women could make them cleaner than men.... But
      since the increase of the puffing and sweating system [subcontracting work out to "sweaters" who
      employed other workers in their homes or workshops], masters and sweaters have sought everywhere for such hands
      as would do the work below the regular ones. Hence the wife has been made to compete with the husband, and the
      daughter with the wife.... If the man will not reduce the price of his labour to that of the female, why he must
      remain unemployed....69
    


    
      The only way to prevent any extension of this process, the tailor's union had argued in the early decades of
      the century, was to prevent production outside the workshops which they controlled. Up to the late 1820s, the
      strength of their union had been such that several strikes fought on this issue had been won. "It will be
      found universally . . . where men have opposed the employment of women and children . . . their own wages are
      kept up to a point equal to the maintenance of a family," the master tailor Francis Place reported in 1824,
      adding, "Tailors of London have not only kept up, but forced up their wages in this way. . .
      ."70
    


    
      But by the 1830s, escalating demand and the development of new profitable production methods in the
      "slop" (ready-made) clothing sector had drawn a new style of clothier onto the "quality"
      tailoring scene: the capitalist fabric merchant who expanded into garment production and retailing.
      "Show-shops" displaying garments at standard measurements were opened by these men, and soon
      competitive pressure from them was driving many small master tailors to the wall. Journeymen from the declining
      work-shops found themselves forced to resort to the show-shops for garments to be taken home and there completed
      by both himself and his wife. Those staunch union men ("the Flints") who refused to do homework were
      undercut by the unapprenticed or inferior workmen previously excluded from the union ("the Dungs") who
      were soon giving out work not only to their wives but to other women outside their families as well. "This
      trade, like almost every other, is divided against itself, one part rapidly undermining the other," Morrison
      warned in 1833,71 while a
      "public address" from the union secretary bewailed the role of women in this savage competition:
    


    
      Have not women been unfairly driven from their proper sphere in the social scale, unfeelingly torn from the
      maternal duties of a parent, and unjustly encouraged to compete with men in ruining the money value of
      labour?72
    


    
      As in every major transformation in a mode of production, the effects of these changes were not confined to the
      workplace itself. Falling wages, underemployment, and overwork had profoundly disruptive effects on social and
      cultural life, while the impact on family life was particularly traumatic. Much has been written about the
      restructuring of proletarian family life in the new textile districts of the North; but far less attention has
      been paid to the effects of capitalist development on the home life of groups like the tailors, where the
      breakdown of male craft domination had simultaneously led to the breakdown of the male breadwinning role.
      Competition between female and male workers at the level of the industry as a whole often translated into a new
      dependency on the wife's labor in the industry at the family level: for the husband, loss of craft power
      became a loss of manly status, of sexual authority.73
    


    
      There is no sense in which this dislocation of the old patriarchal arrangements could be called
      "liberating" for the women involved. It happened at a terrible cost in terms of intensification of
      exploitation and poverty. Hence the support from women themselves for the male "family wage," as in the
      tailoress' letter. But at the same time, by sharply imposing on women an economic role which weakened older
      gender divisions, these changes forced-or allowed- them to challenge male dominance in other ways as well.
      "I do not wish to take any power from man that he can with justice claim," wrote one woman to
      The Pioneer, "only let us, who bear an equal share of the evils of circumstance,
      unite to defend our own. . . ."
    


    
      Are we not forced from home to labour, and may we not go from home to endeavour to lighten that labour, without
      the fear of an angry husband when we return? ... Then let us, sisterworkwomen, make a beginning in our own
      business; our number is great, our power equal....74
    


    
      A heightened class contradiction heightened an existing sexual contradiction. There was nothing unique in this:
      the history of British capitalism tells a similar story in one trade after another from the mid-eighteenth
      century on. What was unusual, however, was for this conflict to become the center of open controversy, as it did
      in tailoring in the 1830s. In order to understand the reasons for this we must turn from the specific conditions
      in tailoring back to their meaning for Owenite socialism.
    


    
      Early socialism, as we said above, was rooted in this crisis of skilled labor. All over the country, in one trade
      after another, the fate of the tailors was being repeated, as labor processes and labor recruitment were wrenched
      from the control of workers and restructured according to the needs of expanding capitalist enterprise. Whether
      the weapons employed by capital to do this were the glossy new machines of factory industry (as in textiles) or
      the far less glossy, but equally effective, ones of piecework and sweated outwork (as in tailoring), the outcome
      was the same: the displacement of skilled (usually male) labor by cheaper, unorganized (usually female) labor,
      and through this the establishment of a new level of capitalist command over the workforce as a whole. There was
      nothing inherently more "modern" about the machines than the sweated outwork: both were routes to a
      higher level of profitability, the single "modernizing" imperative of capitalist development. Both were
      the making of the modern British proletariat.75
    


    
      The economic strategy of the Owenite movement was a self-conscious struggle to resist this new level of
      capitalist command, to short-circuit it at its source. There was nothing
      "backward" about this struggle: the Owenites had no desire to abolish machinery or eliminate the
      new mass markets which had transformed the old crafts. The new communities and cooperative production units were
      planned to be as technically efficient as possible. But what the socialists would not accept were the class
      relations embodied in these economic developments. Rooted as these workers were in the power of craft, the
      capitalist road to economic growth appeared to them as not only undesirable but entirely unnecessary. They were
      the "skilled and industrious . . . whose labor is responsible for the wealth of this nation.. the
      capitalists, on the other hand, were "mere parasites," profiteering middlemen who had somehow inserted
      themselves between these potentially self-managing craftsmen and their means of production and distribution. Who
      needed them? asked the tailors, shoemakers, cabinet builders. "It is only ignorance which leaves a man to do
      so foolish a thing as to work for another instead of himself. . . ."76 The answer, then, was simply to turn one's back on the bosses
      and let them wither away. "Many parts of London have for some days been covered with placards . ..
      maintaining the absolute independence of the working classes from those by whom they have hitherto been
      employed," it was reported at the climax of the G.N.C.T.U. in May 1834. "According to this profound
      doctrine, industry requires not the moving power of capital, and accumulation is altogether
      useless!"77
    


    
      This was an ideology of transition: the consciousness of a class "in the making" struggling against the
      conditions of its own creation. Unlike later socialist movements, in which working people organized as the proletariat, the Owenites organized against
      proletarianization. It was this which made them "utopians": not yet fully enmeshed in capitalist social
      relations, they could readily imagine others; not yet fully subordinate to capital, they were determined to use
      what power remained to them to reestablish the material conditions of freedom.
    


    
      Of course they had to fail; that is not the issue. Coming out of a history of artisanship, all their optimism
      flowed from a set of social relations which were fast disappearing. But while the grip of capital had yet to
      tighten completely, a space existed in which to plan and maneuver; and the socialist "New Science of
      Society"—with its demands for the "right to the whole produce of labour" and its blueprints for
      achieving it—was the weapon with which that space would be wrenched open to allow the new society through. All
      was plastic, all was possible; nothing was settled.
    


    
      Here was the space in which all the elaborate schemes for the New Life were mooted: the social communities, the
      cooperative economy, the revolution in sexual and familial relations. And here was the "utopian" space
      where feminists found their platform, even in the midst of the very struggles in which sexual competition figured
      so centrally. For once it was not merely the defense of old craft privileges but the transformation of craft
      power into the basis of a new order that was at stake, it was possible to think past existing divisions into a
      period when all divisions would dissolve. "Men dread the competition of other men ... in every line of
      industry," William Thompson addressed his female readers in the Appeal,
      "How much more will they dread yours! . . . How much will this dread ... be aggravated by their previous
      contempt of your fabricated impotence!" But . . . "not so under the system of Association of Labour by
      Mutual Co-operation . . . where individual property and competition are forever excluded. . . ."78 Or as one "old journeyman
      tailor" told his comrades in the tailoring union, the attempt to exclude women from the trade was the
      "very acme of tyranny," for "if women are equal in the state of human existence" then the
      assertion of male craft privilege against them could only be a reactionary tactic: "Competition is the
      great, the only, the all-prevailing evil. Competition must be destroyed, and associated labour raised upon its
      ashes; all the rest. . . must end in disappointment."79
    


    
      But as the succeeding events in the tailoring trade clearly showed, the support which men such as these gave to
      the women workers could not abolish the sexual contradiction in the trade—it could only force it into the open.
      In November 1833, a meeting was held of the London tailors' union in which the leadership managed to convince
      their members that unless some of the crippling divisions within the trade were overcome, all possibility of
      staving off the employers was lost. The union adopted a policy of "equalization": all workers of all
      grades and experience were to be admitted "without difference or distinction."80 To many of the workers present, the decision amounted
      to no more than a sophisticated defensive tactic—better the "Dungs" be organized from within than
      undercutting from without. To the many Owenites there, however, it was step one on the road to class
      emancipation. Urging the establishment of cooperative workshops, they hastened to support initiatives toward the
      creation of the G.N.C.T.U., the national network from which the peaceful revolution would be launched. And in the
      midst of all this, a tailor-poet (who had written articles on sexual equality in the radical press) stood to
      remind his fellows, "be not unjust to our sisters."
    


    
      Remember, Equality is the order of the day; therefore, those who have learned certain trades have an equal right
      to join the lodges of the trade to which they belong....81
    


    
      But despite the rhetoric of worker-equality, it took a "utopian" to defend women's rights to these
      men, for whom the threat of unskilled male labor was simply not equatable with the far deeper and more complex
      threat posed by female labor. In May 1834, the London union came out on a strike whose demands included an end to
      piecework and homework ... an end, in other words, to cheap tailoressing. Immediately there began a series of
      public attacks and counterattacks between employers and the union over the issue of female labor, with the
      employers shedding crocodile tears (through their mouthpiece, The Times'
      editorials) over the union's "dictatorial" attitude toward these "honest and industrious"
      (and cheap) females.82 Women
      workers were brought in to scab; some were attacked, their materials taken. Garments made by these women for the
      employers were prominently displayed in marketplaces. "The masters seem resolved to feminize the whole
      trade, rather than yield . . . and to stir up an uncivil war between the sexes," one observer
      reported.83
    


    
      The position taken by the union itself throughout this episode is not entirely clear, despite the initial
      demands. Contradictory statements were made, some claiming to support the women's right to employment while
      at the same time denouncing the shops which provided it. At one point the union accused the employers of lying
      about the issue in order to "turn our mothers and sisters against us": they were even willing to set up
      a women's union, another letter claimed.84 The most obvious conclusion from all this was that the men were divided, with
      the socialist-unionists the most vehement supporters of a nonexclusionist strategy: the cooperative workshop
      which they opened during the course of the strike had women working in it alongside the men.85 Certainly several of the leading
      Owenite ideologues across the country put pressure on the tailors to take the more progressive path. In an
      article comparing the situation of women in the cotton industry to the current struggle within tailoring, John
      Doherty, the Lancashire cotton spinners' leader, wrote that while it was true that the problem of women
      underpricing male labor was a very serious one, its solution was obvious: "What is the antidote? Why merely
      for you to acknowledge the natural equality of women . . . include them in all your schemes of improvement. . .
      ."86 Other socialist
      papers agreed, while in The Pioneer, Morrison used the occasion to publish a long
      editorial on the entire issue of female labor. The arguments which he put forward there are worth quoting at
      length, for they are virtually unique in nineteenth-century trade unionism:
    


    
      The women have always been worse paid for their labour than the men; and, by long habit... they have been taught
      to regard this inequality as justice. They are, therefore, content with merely a portion of a man's wages,
      even when their work is equally valuable.... If a woman makes a waistcoat for two-thirds of the sum which is
      charged by a man, she will... monopolize the waistcoat trade to herself, or compel him to lower his charges. It
      is to prevent this diminution of wages that the male tailors have declared war against the female
      tailors.87
    


    
      The tailors claim, he went on, that they "do not want to deprive the women of their means of living,
      provided they do not prove prejudicial to the trade at large," and this he approved so long as it meant that
      equal pay was the strategy; "but where they wantonly throw out of employment a number of females, merely
      because they were women, we think this an encroachment on the liberties of humanity. . . ." He went on to
      suggest that the question divided itself into two: have male workers the right to undercut each others'
      wages—to which the answer is always no—and "has a woman a right to reduce the wages of man, by working for
      less than man?"
    


    
      Certainly not, were woman considered equal to man, and did she enjoy the same rights and privileges; but since
      man has doomed her to inferiority, and stamped an inferior value upon all the productions of her industry, the
      low wages of woman are not so much the voluntary price she sets upon her labour, as the price which is fixed by
      the tyrannical influence of male supremacy. To make the two sexes equal, and to reward them equally, would settle
      the matter amicably; but any attempt to settle it otherwise will prove an act of gross tyranny.88
    


    
      "Hear this, ye men!" wrote the West End tailoress in the following issue, "and when next you meet
      to proceed against the rights and liberties of the weaker part of the creation, may the still small voice of
      conscience whisper in your ears the words of The Pioneer. . . ."89
    


    
      But whatever the men felt about these arguments, by late May it would have made no difference. The employers had
      presented the workers with their final ultimatum, and the strike slowly collapsed as the other G.N.C.T.U.
      affiliates refused further financial support. The tailors' union then pulled out of the general union, and it
      too came to an end. Sixteen years later when Henry Mayhew interviewed old London tailors, many remembered the
      strike and told him that their defeat then had been decisive in finally breaking craft controls: sweating,
      piecework and female labor had all increased dramatically in the succeeding years. So bad had their situation now
      become, they told him, that they would soon all "be reduced to the position of the lowest of the
      needlewomen."90
    


    
      The development of capitalist production on the basis of gender division has meant that no workers' struggle
      has ever been free of these sexual politics. Choices like the ones posed for the tailors in 1834 are always there
      to be made; the fact that they usually remain unacknowledged has only meant that their suppression was part of
      the decision. Women marginalized, excluded, voiceless through lack of confidence or support: these are too often
      the basis on which strategies are determined. Those feminists who in 1834 raised the issue of women's
      interests were not being divisive; they were simply giving voice to divisions which were already there. "The
      working men complain that the masters exercise authority over them," Morrison wrote of the tailors, ".
      . . but speak of any project which will diminish the authority of the male . . . and then the spirit of Toryism
      awakes. . . ."91
    


    
      The ability to recognize and fight this sexual Toryism even within the working-class movement itself: that was an
      important test of the strength of feminism among the Owenites; more important perhaps than even the most well
      thought-out schemes for family reorganization or collective housework. For as long as the sort of painful
      contradictions which I have outlined continue to exist, it has been all too easy for the emancipationist hopes of
      working-class women to be named "utopian" or "divisive" and then thrust aside. "I
      repudiate that there is any sex antagonism" one labor leader was to tell working-class suffragists in
      denying them his support for enfranchisement over a half-century later; the suffragists, he went on, had
      "placed sex first, but ... we have to put Labour first in every case. . . ."92
    


    
      There is a funny sense, then, in which one of the weaknesses of the early socialist movement was also one of its
      strengths: lacking any scientific theory of the historic role of the proletariat, they lacked also that
      principled basis from which to reject female claims, which was later to be developed with such verve by Marxist
      antifeminists. Deeply committed to a revolution which would dissolve all power relations, they had every reason
      to support women's claims; to free the "slaves of slaves" was, after all, integral to the abolition
      of social slavery as a whole.
    


    
      But nostalgia is no substitute for analysis. Owenism was an ideology of a transition now long past. It is the
      Marxist inheritance—with all the enormous progress it represents over the earlier socialist theories, as well as
      all the sins it has committed against women in the name of that progress—which modern socialist-feminists must
      now develop and transform, forcing the issue of gender hierarchy into the very center of class analysis and class
      strategies. But as we begin to do that, it is encouraging to lean back and hear those earlier women's voices,
      telling us that this project also has a history.
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      CHRISTINE STANSELL
    


    
      "One Hand Tied Behind Us": The Rise of the Women's
      Suffrage Movement. By Jill Liddington and Jill Norris. London: Virago, 1978.
    


    
      Feminism and Suffrage: The Emergence of an Independent Women's Movement in America.
      By Ellen Carol DuBois. Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1978.
    


    
      These two new books on suffragism are important attempts to integrate the study of politics and ideology,
      traditional concerns of male-dominated history, with the new women's history of the 1970s. Only ten years
      ago, the studies of nineteenth-century suffragism written by a previous generation of feminist scholars
      constituted most of the women's history available for new feminists looking for a past. Having moved away
      from the older emphasis on "great women" and the movements they led, to a more broadly based social
      history of women, we have now come full circle with these new studies. DuBois, Liddington, and Norris are
      historians and activists who have reassessed suffragism from the perspective of the second wave of women's
      liberation. Liddington and Norris broaden the history of English suffrage by tracing its origins past the
      Pankhursts to a mass movement of textile workers at the turn of the century; DuBois deepens our understanding of
      the women who led the movement for the vote in the United States. Although both books are written from a
      socialist feminist perspective, there are striking differences in the authors' understanding of
      politics-differences that raise important problems and perplexities about the nature of feminist radicalism.
    


    
      "One Hand Tied Behind Us": The Rise of the Women's Suffrage Movement
      excavates a piece of the past that has literally been hidden from history, unacknowledged or unknown by past
      historians of British suffragism. From 1893 to 1906, thousands of Manchester textile workers, the best organized
      female industrial workers in Britain, conducted a campaign to win the vote. The leadership of the movement was a
      coalition of women, trade unionists, socialists, and Women's Cooperative Guild organizers, with a socialist
      perspective on women's rights and a coherent political strategy for winning the franchise. Although
      conventional histories of the English campaign stress the genteel character of the participants and the vanguard
      role of the Pankhursts, Liddington and Norris show how the Pankhursts, Manchester residents themselves, derived
      the impetus for their own campaign from this working-class initiative.
    


    
      Radical suffragism attracted both younger women new to activism and older women who had served their political
      apprenticeships in socialist groups, the labor parties, and the women's trade unions. Cissy Foley was one
      example of the first. As a teenager in the 1890s, her wages from the cotton mill were a major source of income
      for her large family. Embittered early by her father's drinking, the drudgery of her mother's life, and
      her own subjugation to the factory regimen, she turned to politics and the cultural milieu of Manchester
      socialism. She shopped in the Cooperative store, worshipped at the Labour Church, took her holidays with a
      cycling club sponsored by the socialist newspaper, and borrowed radical books from the Cooperative library. Talk
      about women's rights, which first appeared in the socialist press in the mid-1890s, only clarified what she
      knew first hand from her own household; by the turn of the century she was a radical suffragist. Selina Cooper
      fell into the second category. Already married and a mother when radical suffragism picked up momentum, she came
      to political activism through work in her union and membership in socialist and left-wing labor organizations.
      Much loved in her community, she was one of the most popular speakers for the Cooperative Guild and, in the late
      decade, an indomitable radical presence on the Manchester poor law board, one of the few municipal offices to
      which women could be elected. Her experiences with women's lack of political power in the unions, the Left,
      and the municipality pushed her steadily toward suffragism, and she became one of the movement's most gifted
      and valued organizers at the turn of the century.
    


    
      "One Hand Tied Behind Us" creates a unique picture of working-class women
      acting collectively on their own behalf: petitioning Parliament, lobbying within the trade unions, arguing
      motions before the Labour Party, developing strategy among themselves— all without the aid of male mentors.
      Unlike so much American scholarship, in which working-class women appear as statistical aggregates or as
      "functions" of the family economy, Liddington and Norris present intelligent, politicized, decisive
      women. They demonstrate, moreover, how these largely poverty-stricken women managed to sustain their political
      activism independent of their men and in the face of overwhelming domestic responsibilities. These were not,
      after all, women who kept servants, and their housework was all-encompassing: as one suffragist wrote (in a
      passage from which the book's title comes), "No cause can be won between dinner and tea, and most of us
      who were married had to work with one hand tied behind us." How did they do it? More than any other factor,
      it seems to have been female cooperation that gave these women the necessary freedom for politics. When a woman
      went to London to present a petition, sympathetic neighbors cared for her children; while a suffragist spoke at
      the factory gates at the noon break, a friend cooked her husband's dinner back home.
    


    
      By focusing on the dynamics of an organized political movement, Liddington and Morris restore to women's
      history a view of politics that has been largely claimed by men. The salutary effects of this turnabout are
      considerable, particularly for American scholarship, which so emphasizes the structural position of working-class
      women while neglecting their role as intelligent historical agents. But the British historians' perspective,
      a celebration of the efforts of working-class women, also has serious limitations. The weaknesses are most
      evident in their treatment of two problems: sexual antagonism within the working class and the political
      character of middle-class feminism.
    


    
      Much of the story told by Liddington and Norris consists of the frustrating and unsuccessful attempts of the
      radical suffragists to win support from the trade unions, the radical Independent Labour Party, and the Labour
      Party itself. A laborist perspective, however, prevents the authors from ever analyzing the social roots of the
      opposition. Although there was support for women's rights, particularly within the ILP, the antisuffrage
      forces consistently prevailed, and Labour did not ultimately back the suffragists. By withholding it, both
      parties contributed to the eventual appropriation of the campaign by the wealthy ladies of the Pankhurst
      organization. But because the authors posit a basically unified working class in which gender could be a dividing
      factor but never an antagonistic one, they never explain exactly why working men
      opposed the reform. The explanation they do advance is political in the narrowest sense: the labor movement
      refused to support women's suffrage before there was universal manhood suffrage. Why, then, did some working
      men and not others support women's suffrage? And why did the radical suffragists, committted socialists and
      trade unionists themselves, still see their demands as progressive? In the end, we are left with the impression
      of abstract organizations—rather than the working men who comprised them—as the sources of opposition.
    


    
      What accounts for working-class antisuffragism? There are scraps of possible answers throughout the book,
      although the authors do not piece them together. Certainly the very participation of women in independent
      political activity seems to have threatened the highly patriarchal families of workers in northern England.
      Liddmgton and Norris recount how one Manchester husband slapped his wife's face in public when she came home
      from her first meeting. "Their husbands didn't agree with them, in nine cases out of ten," recalled
      an activist years later. "Speaking for myself—my husband smashed my—broke my badge, and tore my card up . .
      . and it took me a long, long time to get him to see my way, and to understand it." Families, particularly
      men in families, depended on wives and daughters for a multitude of services: clean clothes, fresh bread, hot
      meals every day. They could fiercely resent the intrusion of a woman's outside interests as interfering with
      their own perquisites. "Go home and wash the pots," hecklers cried at outdoor meetings. "What
      about the ole man's kippers?" One feminist summed up the price of political activism: "Public
      disapproval can be faced and borne, but domestic unhappiness, the price many of us paid for our opinions and
      activities, was a very bitter thing."
    


    
      We need to know much, much more about the antagonisms of organized labor. To what extent did the labor
      parties' strategies enhance the privileged position of male workers over women in the name of the family
      wage? How much did their understanding of progress for the working class depend on reducing competition from
      women in the labor market? How would an organized voting bloc of unionized, highly politicized women have forced
      a reorientation in labor radicalism—toward a confrontation, for instance, of the issue of equal pay for equal
      work, raised sporadically in the trade union movement on both sides of the Atlantic throughout the late
      nineteenth century? There is no sustained analysis of these crucial questions. For all of the authors'
      awareness of the limitations of male-dominated organized labor, they still do not admit the theoretical
      possibility that anti-suffragists within the ILP and the Labour Party were not simply unenlightened on the woman question, but actively opposed to
      women's interests. To put it another way, there is no allowance that working-class men as well as capitalists
      might have had a material interest in the subordination of women.
    


    
      Just as they are unwilling to confront the possibility that working-class men might be systematically opposed to
      emancipation, Liddington and Norris do not recognize the possibility that women outside the working class might
      make a real contribution to female liberation. The Pankhursts emerge in their account as self-indulgent,
      politically retrograde, manipulative, and man-hating, with no interest in the struggle for support from the labor
      movement: a struggle which the authors pose as the one real political concern of serious feminists at the time.
      Although this may not be a necessarily inaccurate description of the Pank hursts, particularly Emmeline and
      Christabel, there are serious limitations in a view that defines genuine socialist feminism as existing only
      within the structure of the labor movement, and dismisses the political content of a feminist movement simply
      because its participants were from the privileged classes.
    


    
      An insistence that a true politics tor women's advancement under capitalism can originate only in the working
      class constrains a probing socialist feminist analysis. Theoretically, this position denies the existence of a
      patriarchal system of exploitation that cuts across class lines; historically, it denies the genuine radical edge
      of many middle-class feminist movements and neglects many fruitful, if uneven, collaborations of women across
      class lines since the nineteenth century. In "One Hand Tied Behind Us." for
      example, the radical suffragist leadership included two socialists from the privileged classes. Esther Roper,
      who, as secretary of the genteel Manchester Suffrage Society, initiated the working-class petition campaign, was
      a college graduate from a solidly bourgeois Manchester family; her companion Eva Gore-Booth, a minor literary
      figure, was the daughter, of one of the largest landowners in the west of Ireland. Although the authors do not
      ignore the importance of these middle-class women to radical suffragism, they do not connect their radicalism to
      social causes, and we are left to assume that Roper and Gore-Booth took the road they did because of individual
      good will or enlightened social consciousness. Yet throughout the late nineteenth-century Western world,
      daughters of the bourgeoisie, middling classes, and lesser aristocracy were cutting their ties to their
      backgrounds and creating their own feminist vision, intimately tied to socialist and working-class movements in
      some cases, only loosely so in others. They were militant, far-seeing temperaments like Gore-Booth and her sister
      Constance Markievicz (imprisoned in Ireland for her role in the Easter Rebellion); daughters of socialist
      families like Eleanor Marx; self-supporting "odd women" like Sylvia Pankhurst; rebels like Emma
      Goldman. These women and the problem of middleclass feminism must be rescued from mainstream interpretations and
      integrated into a Marxist feminist analysis.
    


    
      One of the greatest strengths of Ellen DuBois's Feminism and Suffrage: The Emergence of
      an Independent Women's Movement in America is her treatment of this knotty question of feminism and
      class. DuBois is willing to risk a departure from familiar Marxist biases. She confronts both the class basis of
      American suffrag ism—with all the limitations it entailed—and the radicalism of early women's rights
      politics. Although she never drifts from an insistence on the primacy of class relations in history, she combines
      her Marxism with the clarifying perspective of sexual politics. Like much political history, Feminism and Suffrage may seem dry to readers whose tastes lie with the more vivid details of
      social history. The author's mastery of political issues, however, and her ability to vivify those issues
      within the context of women's history, make the book rewarding reading, particularly as a mode! of how to
      analyze the interaction of the politics of patriarchy with those of the state.
    


    
      The subject is the development of suffragism within the American antisiavery movement, the rift after the Civil
      War within the antislavery ranks over the issue of suffragism, and the subsequent split within the women's
      rights movement. The first American feminist leaders came from the antislavery movement: Lucy Stone, Lucretia
      Mott, and Elizabeth Cady Stanton were all abolitionists before they were feminists. Although the Seneca Falls
      Convention of 1848 opened an era of independent organizing for women, the personal, political, and ideological
      ties between the two movements remained strong throughout the antebellum period. The implicit bond of their
      association was a mutual commitment to the enfranchisement of women. When the radical abolitionists moved to take
      power in the Republican Party after the war, however, they pared down their political program to what they
      believed was a more feasible package for the electorate. As early as 1865. the abolitionist Wendell Phillips
      informed women's rights activists that he thought it best to set aside female suffrage for the moment in
      order to ensure enfranchisement for the newly emancipated blacks: "I hope in time to be as bold as Stuart
      Mill and add to that last clause 'sex'!! But this hour belongs to the negro."
    


    
      As the radicals divorced themselves from woman suffrage, the suffragists split into two camps. The
      "moderates," whose most prominent woman associate was Lucy Stone, were supporters of the radical
      Republican strategy; the radical opposition was led by Stanton and Susan B. Anthony and organized around their
      New York journal, The Revolution. The moderates argued that woman's suffrage
      would be won in some indeterminate future, after the enfranchisement of the more precariously placed freedmen;
      Stanton and Anthony believed that the right could only be won while congressional Reconstruction was underway and
      there was still momentum for constitutional revision. Years later, a Wisconsin suffragist remembered how Stanton
      and Anthony had warned "that the debate once closed on negro suffrage, and the amendments passed, the
      question would not be opened again for another generation." The Revolution
      faction altogether disassociated themselves from the radical Republicans and refused to support the Fifteenth
      Amendment which enfranchised black men, formulating in the process an anti-Republican position that often shaded
      into elitism and racism. Stanton, for example, argued that it was an outrage for "refined" white women
      to be governed by men from "the lower orders of Chinese, Africans, Germans and Irish, with their low ideas
      of womanhood." The split within the reform coalition was acrimonious (still arousing the passions of
      historians who write about it today); historians of feminism have generally agreed that, by weakening the
      women's movement, it became a major reason why women did not win the vote for another half-century.
    


    
      The political dilemmas were knotty: in the seemingly antagonistic needs of women and black men, they still seem
      problematic today. In a period of racial crisis, did Lucy Stone, indeed, choose the better part? Were Stanton and
      Anthony, in their insistence on the urgency of women's demands, politically shortsighted, even selfish? These
      are questions that have run through all previous accounts of suffragism. DuBois does not so much take sides—
      although when she does, it is with Stanton and Anthony; rather, she cuts through the entire debate to another
      level of understanding. She argues that the radical Republicans, by narrowing their vision of a democratic
      America, forfeited their claims to the leadership of postwar reform and ultimately paved the way for their own
      defeat in Reconstruction. But DuBois is ultimately interested in another point altogether, a dialectical
      interpretation of events: it was this very failure of radical Republicanism, she argues, which gave rise to an
      independent women's movement in America. In defending their break with former allies, in answering those who
      attacked them for their supposed betrayal of radical principles, Stanton and Anthony deepened their comprehension
      of women's special and peculiar political position and articulated a more far-reaching feminism. In their
      need to find a new constituency, they shifted from a strategy of agitating to one of organizing and thereby
      reached beyond the internal ranks of the antislavery movement to thousands of women with little or no previous
      political experience.
    


    
      Where others have simply described a debacle, then, DuBois, looking at events in terms of sexual politics, sees
      some kind of victory: "The political conflict of the late 1860s significantly advanced the movement,
      liberated it from its subservience to abolitionism, and propelled it into political independence." And what,
      precisely, was the value of independence? "Just this: that suffragists were no longer able to look to other
      reform movements to enact measures of benefit to women; therefore, they had to look to women themselves not only
      to articulate the problem, but to provide the solution to women's oppression." The changes which
      hundreds of newly politicized women experienced in engaging in deliberate collective action created the basis for
      new social relations between women and men: exactly what antebellum women's rights leaders had expected that
      possession of the vote would do.
    


    
      DuBois's style is spare and elegant, which makes her often brilliant reversals of well-worn questions all the
      more striking. The most dramatic of these reversals, the key to her arugment, is her analysis of the response of
      Stanton and Anthony to the Fifteenth Amendment. Without whitewashing their racism, DuBois shows the legitimate
      basis for their consternation. From the viewpoint of the amendment's supporters, it was a partial step toward
      universal democracy which would make the next step, female suffrage, all the easier. But from a feminist
      perspective, the amendment represented a step back rather than forward, because it made sex the only basis for exclusion from enfranchisement. Never one to mince words, Stanton declared that
      its only benefit would be a deepened sexual antagonism across the country: "Woman will then know with what
      power she has to contend. It will be male vs. female, the land over."
    


    
      The women who appear in these pages, most notably Stanton and Anthony, are different from the women worthies who
      populate the older suffrage histories. DuBois creates a sense of women on the move: canny, shrewd, gifted
      political beings, intensely involved in the day-to-day tedium, wrong-headed choices and defeats of their movement
      as well as its great public moments. It is so easy to assume that these women, our foremothers, were born of more
      heroic stuff than we; but against the temptation to idealize them, DuBois shows instead how their remarkable
      commitment to feminism was formed in struggle, how it grew and strengthened over the course of a long, bitter,
      and discouraging fight which lasted the entirety of their adult lives. In our own difficult times, these women
      still strengthen the spirit. There were casualties as well as survivors. DuBois tells the poignant story of
      Letitia Holmes, who as a student at Oberlin in the 1840s was part of its circle of young women abolitionists and
      feminists. On graduating, she married a minister and moved to a small New Hampshire town, where her neighbors
      looked with hostility on both her advanced ideas about women and her ambition to use her education in some work
      other than that of a pastor's wife. Completely isolated from like-minded women, Holmes confessed in letters
      to her college friends that she lacked the strength and knowledge to argue her ideas. She wanted to take up the
      women's cause and "go forth" into public life but she found herself "long in beginning";
      in the end, she faded into obscurity as a minister's wife.
    


    
      What saved many others from Holmes's fate was the companionship of sympathetic women. As in the lives of the
      working-class suffragists of Manchester years later, the "bonds of womanhood" allowed these women to be
      political activists. They visited and carried on massive correspondences; although they had servants, they still
      needed help from each other with their children and lessons from each other in scarce political skills. In a
      typical episode in the long friendship of Stanton and Anthony, the most durable of these ties, Anthony sent her
      friend an urgent appeal for help with a speech for a teachers' convention: "For the love of me and for
      the saving of the reputation of womanhood, I beg you, with one baby on your knee, . . . and four boys whistling,
      buzzing, hallooing, 'Ma, Ma,' set yourself about the work, ... I must not and will not allow these
      schoolmasters to say, 'See, these women can't or won't do anything when we do give them a
      chance.'"
    


    
      The importance of sisterly relations to feminism should not be surprising, as so much recent scholarship has
      shown the importance of women's networks in resisting and opposing patriarchal demands. In her own analysis
      of sisterhood and politics, however, DuBois introduces some important distinctions. Against a strong tendency in
      American feminist scholarship, she insists on the separation of women's politics and their culture. The
      levels of activity can overlap, but they are not synonymous; to see how women either accommodate themselves to or
      transform existing power relations, we must be able to separate the two. The women of Feminism and Suffrage, in DuBois's eyes, were not, in the end, radical feminists because they
      drew constantly on the resources of women's sphere, but because they thought about their position in society,
      developed a strategy for changing it, and tried to organize others to do the same. Feminism, in this view,
      involves a politics that directly challenges patriarchal power as it is institutionalized, finally, in the state.
      Such challenges do not arise simply from a collective sense of sisterhood; they do not grow automatically from
      women's everyday relations with each other. They involve conscious organization, collective changes in
      consciousness, and a shared set of ideas about the nature of power and how to seize it.1
    


    
      Only by drawing a distinction between the political lives of women and their lives with each other can we
      understand why they so passionately wanted the vote—a reform which, in hindsight, seems the merest legal
      palliative. In both situations under consideration in this review, it was women already involved in political
      activity who, in raising the demand, sought to broaden their lives outside their customary sphere.
      Enfranchisement had some immediate practical value: clout within the trade union coalitions and labor parties for
      the textile workers; strength in the great electoral battles of the 1850s and the Reconstruction period for
      radical women reformers. Beyond the practicalities, however, the vote had symbolic resonance. It represented an
      entrée to public life, to the political community. Winning enfranchisement involved winning from the male
      electorate the acknowledgment, at least in theory, that women's social duties outside their households were
      as great as those of men. In an illuminating passage, DuBois shows just how radical an ideological break such an
      acknowledgment would have represented in the nineteenth century. The political theory of republicanism in which
      antebellum American democracy was grounded located a man's capacity for citizenship in his
      "self-ownership": that is, in his freedom from the will of others. Women's position thus
      constituted the essence of dependence. Their interests in government, then, were in theory adequately represented
      by their husbands and fathers.
    


    
      The demand for woman suffrage directly challenged these notions of dependency and male authority; it voiced the
      claim that women's interests were not identical to, or perhaps even compatible with, those of men. The demand
      represented the aspiration to public life, to a sphere with wider connections, more provocative challenges than
      those of women's cultural milieu. To be sure, nineteenth-century women collectivized, widened, and in some
      sense made public their own sphere through their relations with each other. But public life was something more,
      something different from the female world of social ritual, religious groups, and charity work of the Americans
      or the rich neighborhood life of the working women of Manchester. The strongest-minded women of the nineteenth
      century never devalued the comforts and necessities of woman's sphere, but neither did they feel it supported
      them in their ambitions for fully developed lives.
    


    
      On this count, the analysis of DuBois converges with that of Liddington and Norris. If the British historians are
      unnecessarily rigid in their view of feminism, they nonetheless maintain, for feminist radicals, a crucial sense
      of how women mount politically effective attacks to change their position: by organizing themselves, petitioning
      door-to-door, bringing, in general, a vision of an altered world to the women around them. DuBois restores this
      more rigorous view of politics to the American context; her book opens the way for work on the order of
      "One Hand Tied Behind Us" exploring American
      suffragism on the local level. In a time requiring the most serious thought about defending and advancing
      women's political position, these histories and the controversies they will hopefully provoke are most
      welcome.
    


    
      Notes


      
        My thanks to Scan Wilentz for his help.
      


      
        1DuBois has elaborated this distinction
        between women's sphere and feminism in her essay in this issue.
      

    

  


  
    8 Examining Family
    History


    
      RAYNA RAPP, ELLEN ROSS and RENATE BRIDENTHAL
    


    Introduction


    
      This article consists of three separate pieces jointly presented as a workshop at an international conference in
      women's history entitled "Women and Power: Dimensions of Women's Historical Experience" held at
      the University of Maryland in November, 1977. The workshop had the title, "Family History: A Critique."
      What we want to offer here is not a criticism of family history which would abolish it or lead to its
      replacement, but rather a critical examination of its underlying assumptions which should lead to its more
      fruitful expansion. We, like many others, have found the theory and data of the last decade of family history
      enormously valuable. What we want to argue, however, is that much of the field is complicated by the conceptual
      problem of relating the family to the larger world. Each of our three pieces examines the theories which
      historians have used to situate families in their social environments; and each piece suggests some of the
      pitfalls involved in the use of those theories. Rayna Rapp argues that the notion of family has been overly
      objectified and should be seen instead as a cultural device, an ideology, for a larger social purpose:
      recruitment into household and class. Ellen Ross peels the history of women out of family history in which it has
      too often been hidden. To do so, she challenges the assumptions of role theory, of consensus within families, and
      of the emotional isolation of families. Renate Bridenthal suggests a broader synthesis, "the mode of social
      reproduction," which shows the family to be only one agent among many, continuously transformed by the
      dialectical processes of capitalism itself.
    


    
      In these papers, we employ a Marxist-Feminist perspective, which points toward an alternative vision of social
      relations, although we do not claim to arrive at it here or even to have resolved the disparities between our
      separate presentations. For example, we all agree that the assumptions of naturalness surrounding "the
      family" must be penetrated; but each of us focuses on a different set of contradictions which have been
      reproduced inside of families, both historically and in the present. We offer this discussion collectively as a
      contribution toward a recognition of the enormous weight—both positive and pejorative—that families have had in
      our history, in our present, and in our conscious constructions of the future. We feel that a Marxist-Feminist
      methodology not only clarifies the history of women and families, but also unmasks the intimate connections
      between the seemingly separate domains of personal and social life.
    


    Household and Family: Rayna Rapp


    
      A great many scholars have argued persuasively that the family has been not simply a passive recipient, but also
      an active agent of both its own changing form and content, and that of the "modernizing" world in which
      it has been situated.1 Their
      methodological perspectives fall into two dominant schools: those who use quantitative techniques to discuss the
      role of the family in underwriting or responding to economic and social change; and those who focus more closely
      on the mentalites, or cultural practices and values which families both express and
      utilize in their interaction with larger social domains.2 Yet whatever the mix of quantitative and qualitative methods, much of the work on
      the history of the family is conceptually wedded to an acceptance of the distinction between the family itself,
      and the larger world.3 I will
      argue that it is this acceptance of "the family" as a natural unit existing in separation from the
      total social formation which creates the problem of its insertion into that world, at
      least at the level of theory. I will further argue that unless we develop a more critical awareness of the family
      as a social, not a natural unit, we run the risk of mechanically assigning it to either "cause" or
      "effect" in the study of social change. As a social (and not a natural) construction, the family's
      boundaries are always decomposing and recomposing in continuous interaction with larger domains. Without a more
      selfconsciously social perspective on family history, we also run the risk of succumbing to a piece of dominant,
      postcapitalist ideology: we replicate the splits between public and private, workplace and household, economy and
      family. In short, we reproduce the notion of "the home as a haven in a heartless world."4
    


    
      The methodological tools that we need in order to examine families in continuous interaction and interpenetration
      with larger domains are, in part, already provided in the family history literature. They may need some
      sharpening if we are to use them to dissect the very object they were created to build. One such tool is the
      distinction between household and family which appears in the demographically oriented literature of family
      history. I will be using that distinction in a slightly different way than it is usually presented. The household
      is usually defined as a coresident domestic group, while the family consists of those household members who also
      share kinship relations to one another.5 I will focus on the household as a locus of shared activities, and the family as
      a unit providing normative recruitment to those household activities. I will argue that household activities are
      continuously part of the "larger" processes of production, reproduction, and consumption; as such, they
      vary by class. Household activities cannot be analyzed as separate from the socioeconomic relations of the
      societies in which they are embedded.
    


    
      Households are material units within which people pool resources and perform certain tasks. It is within
      households that people enter into relations of production, reproduction, and consumption with one another, and on
      one another's account. Households are residential units within which people and resources are produced,
      connected, and distributed. The activities of households reveal the material links that connect them to the
      social formation. This can be seen in productive relations. An example would be in the contrast between
      households which send out labor power in exchange for wages, and those households that have access to farm land
      and sell cash crops. Links to larger domains are seen in reproductive relations as well, in both the narrower and
      the broader sense of the term. More narrowly construed, reproductive relations organize a social context for
      biology—different patterns of sexuality, of marriage, of fertility produce not only human beings; but they also
      produce participants in relations between the genders and the generations. In its broader sense, reproduction
      refers to all the activities in which households recreate themselves and in the process, contribute to the
      reproduction of the total society. Patterns of inheritance, domestic cycles, strategies for migration and
      employment are simultaneously part of household and of general social reproduction. It is through these relations
      of production and reproduction that conditions originating in larger arenas of society are internalized and
      experienced (and sometimes inverted or resisted) within households. Because household activities link members
      directly into the relations which continuously produce and reproduce the whole society, households can be seen to
      vary systematically by class in their ability to gain access to, accumulate, and transmit resources.
    


    
      The concept of a family is a bit harder to define than is that of a household. In the family history literature,
      family usually means a grouping of kinsfolk minus servants, boarders, etc., who should be living together inside of households. I want to argue that we need to focus on the
      "should" portion of that definition (i.e., the idea of kin-based families as normative) in order to
      reveal a key structure crucial for the understanding of ideology. It is through their commitment to the concept
      of family that people are recruited to the material relations of households. Because people accept the
      meaningfulness of family, they enter into relations of production, reproduction, and consumption with one
      another— they marry, beget children, work to support dependents, transmit and inherit cultural and material
      resources. In all of these activities, the concept of family both reflects and masks the realities of household
      formation and sustenance. It also glosses over the variety of experiences that social categories of persons have
      within households. These experiences alter radically depending on gender, generation, and class. Women and men,
      the old and the young officially participate in the same families, but their experiences of them may be quite
      different. For example, Wolf contrasts the patrilineal, patrilocal kinship patterns conventionally described for
      China with the uterine families of a women's community that organizes female-centered reproduction and
      production in rural Taiwan. Women and men in this analysis have different families on which they can depend.
      Reiter argues similarly that in contemporary rural Provence, the men and women of a small agricultural village
      actually have two different (but overlapping) families: men's families are more nucleated; women's more
      extended, given the way in which work relations separate and reconnect households in the division of labor by
      gender.6
    


    
      The meaning of family experiences differs significantly among different classes. For example, recent work on the
      history of children and of domestic cycles reveal that being a child is a highly variable social relation. I
      would argue that a great deal of that variation reflects recruitment and socialization to class. A young
      apprentice placed in an artisanal household had a different experience of his adolescence than did peasant
      children redistributed amongst neighboring households as surplus laborers and consumers, or childmind ing girls
      exchanged among related households of West African traders at different moments in their domestic
      cycles.7 All three were
      culturally "youths" being recruited to class relations as they moved between households under the aegis
      of families.
    


    
      To use a more contemporary example, a debate in the U.S. women's movement focuses on the future of the family
      as it constrains and sustains women. Yet not ail women have the same experiences in their families, so they do
      not enter that debate with similar understandings of what the family provides and denies. Many very poor women
      use their relatives to form extended, flexible networks within which money, goods, food, furniture, and sometimes
      children are passed around.8
      The families of the middle class often seem to substitute commodity forms for the social processes in which
      poorer people participate as kinsfolk. "Women's work" is mediated in middle-class America by access
      to health plans, credit cards, bank loans, or welcome wagons at times of family tension in which poorer people
      turn to one another. Such experiences are intimately linked to relations of production, reproduction, and
      consumption which translate the abstractions of "class" directly into households. These relations are
      then experienced as "private" by the family members who occupy and connect those households. But to the
      extent that people enter the world of the family as socially defined members of more general categories, their
      experiences are not simply private. Nor are they uniform between genders, generations, or classes.
    


    
      Yet those different experiences are not the subject of most social science analyses of the family. Social
      scientists, like everyone else, are participants as well as observers in families; and they tend rather easily to
      universalize experiences which reflect their own gender and class relations. As feminists, we must be
      particularly careful not to fall into the same trap by assuming that "the politics of family life"
      occur within a uniform entity. To do so is to incorporate a middle-class bias into our strategies of
      transformation, even when we attempt to build coalitions across ethnic and class lines. The problem of false
      universalization is deeply embedded in our culture; concepts which have class- and gender-specific referents are
      often used as if they described a single, uniform experience. People from radically
      different backgrounds may all believe in the family, but the social relations they are referring to are not
      necessarily the same. Their families are intimately conditioned by relations their households hold to processes
      of production, reproduction, and consumption. Belief in the family acts as a kind of ideological shock absorber
      which keeps people functioning and diminishes the tensions often generated by those continuous economic
      processes.
    


    
      Of course, the ideological shock absorber which the concept of family provides is not used merely internally by
      different family members, or even by different classes. It is also used by the state to regulate relations
      between family members and classes. The nature of state organization and power is historically very variable.
      Nonetheless, I think it is fair to say that all states promulgate, enforce, and depend on a "family
      policy." The juridical realm has both defined legitimate family forms and relied on the notion of family to
      reproduce state authority. It is a long way from the first decipherable Mesopotamian law which specifies monogamy
      for women, not for men, to the welfare policies of the contemporary United States, which continue to award Aid to
      Families with Dependent Children payments to poor mothers only if there is no father contributing to the
      household.9 In both cases,
      however, the power of the state to reorganize relations of reproduction is clear. Sometimes, states actively
      create the family form they need as part of political legitimation; this was the case in the sixteenth- and
      seventeenth-century concept of patriarchy in English political history.10 The distinction between the household as material relations and
      the family as normative recruitment to those relations should allow us to examine both the creation of and
      resistance to political policies. Taxation, conscription, work, and welfare laws all govern relations of
      authority, and the extraction of surplus between genders, generations, and classes organized within households.
    


    
      Using the distinction between household and family in the manner outlined above might allow us to penetrate the
      ideological assumptions of naturalness that permeate both the family history literature and modern social science
      theory about families. This perspective frees us to consider problematic topics such as the ideological power
      which attaches to notions of the family, and the potential for transformations inherent in family forms.
    


    
      Once we make a theoretical distinction between households and families, we begin to understand how ideology
      penetrates our most intimate social relations, and conditions our acceptance of or
      resistance to dominant values in the larger society. For example, in the history of the United States, poor
      people have often been blamed for their own poverty. Middle-class family norms have sometimes provided the
      vocabulary in which the poor were held responsible for their own situation. The struggle over domestic education,
      schooling, male and female roles, and what "an American family" was supposed to be was fierce during
      the second wave of immigration which brought much of the industrial working class to the cities of the United
      States.11 Of course, the
      labeling of Black families as pathological in twentieth-century social science and government policy is another
      example of the same process, all the more harsh for its racial as well as class discrimination. Given the
      contributions of Black studies, we now can see.that out of the oppressive circumstances of slavery and
      impoverished freedom on which the shifting bases of household formation rested, black women and men invented
      family forms (including adoption, and fictive kinship) that wove a kinship network where none was permitted to
      exist.12 Out of their belief in
      families, they inverted the social reality of fragmentation and enforced mobility which undercut household
      stability, and made next-to-nothing go a very long way. Dominant ideology inverts those struggles, and labels
      Black families (and especially Black mothers) as faulty; what is faulty is rather the economic arrangements of
      society that preclude their households from forming stable bases. Such use of the concept of family to blame
      people in intimate terms for "failures" that are socially constructed is an instance of ideological
      domination along the simultaneous lines of race, class, and sex.
    


    
      Once the ideological power of the concept of family is examined, we may have a better handle on an analysis of
      the transformatory potentials which different family forms might hold. Instead of arguing rather abstractly over
      whether the family is falling apart or sustaining itself, we may be able to examine more precisely which kinds of
      families both change and resist change in light of household links to larger domains. Such analysis will help us
      not only to understand better the different histories of family forms, but also to think more concretely in
      theory and practice about the experiments in alternative households that many progressive movements have
      attempted. With such an analysis, it becomes possible to see the defense of the working-class family during
      British industrialization as a form of collective resistance to proletarianization, bought, in part, by the
      strengthening of patriarchal relations within it. The implications for relations between men and women within
      households are very different than in some of the more female centered households and families which have been
      analyzed in the Third World. For example, Moyo's autobiographical study of the Matabele of Rhodesia describes
      a tremendous struggle in defense of extended families waged by communities linked through "little
      mothers" and "big mothers." The indigenous meaning of motherhood extended kinship throughout the
      society, and all adult females were participants. When British missionaries'attempted to identify families,
      they were confused by the fluid and complex extended relations they saw. They expropriated "orphans"
      because the tribal children didn't fall into the family forms the British were attempting to produce.
      Extended kinship groups, organized around big and little mothers, struggled to liberate the "orphans"
      as part of a resistance to state-imposed family forms which accompanied colonialism. Such female-centered
      extended kinship networks have been identified in the Caribbean as well, and Caulfield sees them as a core
      feature of cultures of resistance.13 Although the analogy is premature, it seems to me that we have the possibility
      to do in family history what anthropology has done in the analysis of peasant rebellions and revolutions:
      delineate which microforms are particularly well-situated for resistance, guerrilla warfare, co-optation and the
      like.14 We also need to think
      concretely about the different resources and resistances that categories of families bring to rapid social
      change.
    


    
      In sum, I am obviously not against the study of family history— I'm in favor of it. What I am against is
      doing it as if we had a uniform, and presumably natural
      unit with which to work. I believe we have to deconstruct the family as a natural unit, and reconstruct it as a
      social one. In the process, I think we'll find that one very important aspect of the family is ideological.
      As such, its very meaning becomes a terrain of struggle. It reflects and shapes the material forces which link
      people inside of households to relations we understand as gender and class.
    


    Women and Family: Ellen Ross15


    
      Until recently, women's historians were less likely to study women as family members than as organized
      groups, distinguished individuals, or as a caste with shared concerns and collective demands. Like other
      feminists, we saw families as oppressive and controlling for wives and daughters and concluded that it was not in
      these roles that women could ever "make history." Yet all of us are now extremely interested in the
      historical development of family forms, and, to judge from our fruitful use of earlier studies by Olwen Hufton,
      Laura Oren, Joan Scott, and Louise Tilly,16 we are convinced that work on women in their family context points in a positive
      direction.
    


    
      What has crystallized our desire to understand the family and those experiences of women which are embedded in
      it? It seems to me that we have only recently begun to appreciate the overwhelming power of family feeling and
      ties. The pull of motherhood, for example, did not disappear with the resurgence of feminism in the 1960s; it was
      only temporarily relaxed as millions of women discovered the pleasure and significance of the nonfamily worlds of
      job satisfaction, work relationships, group membership, politics, and friendship. In the past four or five years,
      though, feminists have faced up to the continuing importance of family in our own lives. We have also begun to
      see the growth of rightwing movements against abortion rights, the Equal Rights Amendment, and feminism in
      general which draw on and exploit widespread popular fears of family breakdown.17
    


    
      A new feminist analysis of the family is emerging which goes beyond earlier work on the economics of women's
      place in the home to a conceptualization of the family's power in creating and reproducing the core of our
      being as women, our feminine identity. We have engaged Freud's and other theories of personality, as well as
      Marx, in our search for an understanding of the continued strength of the "sex/gender
      system."18
    


    
      This sharpened grasp of the significance of family in our own generation's life histories has focused our
      attention on the fact that motherhood, domesticity, and kin have formed the center of life for the majority of
      women in Western and other societies To understand the historical parameters of women's lives, then, we need
      to know more about them as mothers, daughters, and sisters.
    


    
      In the generation or so since Jules Henry and the Cambridge Group structured their discipline in its modern form,
      family and demographic historians have provided us with a wealth of information about the kin-related experiences
      of millions of otherwise invisible women. Techniques of collecting and interpreting data on marriage ages,
      fertility rates, household size, and patterns of family residence and migration have provided knowledge about
      women's situations which even half a generation ago was mostly unavailable. Our appreciation of the
      historical dimensions of womanhood has enormously deepened as a result. Today, for example, it is quite well
      known that American and European women spend about one-seventh of their seventy-five year expected lifespan as
      "mothers" in the physical sense-either pregnant, nursing, or caring for preschool children—compared
      with about one-third of their much shorter life expectancy as recently as 1900.19 Thus the actual physical, material experience of
      motherhood has diminished in significance, to be compensated for, perhaps, by a greater emphasis on its
      psychological aspects.
    


    
      But scholars whose central focus is women's history are likely to encounter methodological problems as they
      hunt for women's experiences in existing family history and demographic literature. For much of it makes
      assumptions which obscure rather than uncover the actual historical experiences of women as well as the forces
      determining the limits of their lives.
    


    
      I am singling out four assumptions which run through both sociological treatments of the contemporary family
      based on structural functionalist methodology20 and much family history which is also roughly based on it: (1) that families are
      "natural," that is biological, units whose form can be understood in terms of blood ties and in
      relative isolation from social forces and institutions such as churches, state governments, the availability of
      employment, and access to land; (2) that families are the only areas in which significant emotional contact takes
      place; (3) that the sexes and generations experience families in the same way, and that their needs and interests
      are identical regardless of their position in the family, thus obscuring the concerns of children and wives which
      are often uncritically absorbed into those of the male "head of household" (demographers, especially,
      make this assumption); and (4) that the best way to conceptualize relationships among family members is under the
      rubric of "role," with its implications of harmony and of a process of simple "training" in
      how to fill them. In what follows I want to challenge these assumptions, showing how recent historical work has
      already undermined them. Although we certainly do not yet have a new understanding of the historical process, we
      have come further than we know toward piecing together a broader framework for the family history of women which
      rescues wives and daughters from the conceptual "coverture" that has so often been their fate.
    


    
      The family as a biological entity. As Rayna Rapp has already noted, the fact that
      there are indeed biological relationships within families obscures the extent to which "family" is
      defined by purely social forces. Over two decades ago, Philippe Aries showed that childhood is not a biological
      but a social category. This should have alerted us to the question of the "naturalness" of other such
      definitions, but it is only lately that some historians have tried to separate the social from the biological in
      the family.
    


    
      Blood relationship is differently understood from society to society. Even in European history, as Natalie Davis
      shows, there has been a great deal of variation in church teachings about degrees of consanguinity and prohibited
      marriages. Before the thirteenth century, marriage within the seventh degree was prohibited, at least in theory;
      later it was within the fourth degree. Godparents were always considered blood relations in medieval Europe,
      though we would consider them only "friends" today.21 Today consanguinity is so narrowly designated that first cousins may marry in
      many Western cultures.
    


    
      Concepts of significant kin relations have undergone similarly dramatic changes, expanding and contracting as
      support by kin was more or less needed. Family identity in the early Middle Ages tended to extend horizontally
      out to third and fourth cousins; and it included not only illegitimate children, but also retainers of various
      kinds. To members of this large network people turned for protection or revenge; they might also be punished for
      each other's crimes.22 By
      the Renaissance in Italy, somewhat later in England, the more familiar "longitudinal" concept of
      family, as a name and property transferred from father to son had developed; sixteenth-century English
      genealogies now paid scanty attention to tracing any but the male line.23
    


    
      In the intervening centuries, a constellation of social changes had taken shape which made the latter definition
      more common. State governments had taken over many of the protective functions of the earlier kin networks and
      clans; and indeed, as Stone demonstrates, in England the government had deliberately set out to weaken kinship as
      a rival system of power, and to launch a barrage of propaganda in favor of loyalty to state and
      sovereign.24 True private
      property in land, capital, or offices which could easily be left to heirs, had also developed, while the power of
      fellow villagers, town governments, guilds, feudal lords, the church, and monarchs to determine what parents did
      with their children and property had decreased as well.25 The Protestant stress on the value and dignity of conjugal love also had a place
      in this contraction of the family. If love is a powerful emotional bond between a newly married couple, it is
      also a way of separating them from their parents and other kin and establishing a new and distinct family
      unit.26
    


    
      In the early modern era, legal changes also fostered this redefinition of family relationships. Coverture laws in
      England enhanced the material power of husbands over wives; the weakening of entail in sixteenth-century England
      "greatly strengthened the ability of the current head of the family to dispose of the property as he
      chose," Stone notes. Stone and David Hunt show that the desire of fathers to control their sons'
      occupational and marriage choices under these circumstances led to the harsh discipline in school and at home
      which upper-class children, especially boys, had to endure.27 Law also increased the responsibilities of husbands and fathers, especially in
      the higher strata. An Elizabethan law (35 Eliz. cap. 1) required household heads to see that their children and
      apprentices went to church under penalty of a fine. Under Henry VIII (34 and 35 Hen. VIII cap.1), merchant,
      noble, and gentlemen householders were permitted to read the Bible with their families, but the privilege was
      expressly withdrawn from women and from men below the designation of "artificers."28
    


    
      Seeing the family as a unit held together biologically makes some facts about its functioning unnecessarily
      puzzling; family historians sometimes find themselves having to account for the penetration of the family
      barrier-a barrier we are saying does not really exist—by forces outside it. In The Making of
      the Modern Family, Edward Shorter shows us many ways in which preindustrial village society in Europe
      interpenetrated family life through courtship, wedding, and funeral customs, and the absence of any popular
      belief about the privacy of the home.29 He begins, however, with the "natural" image of the family, and sees
      community as intruding all too frequently on family privacy. As Christopher Lasch and Kenneth Keniston have
      recently argued persuasively, privacy—the sense of intimacy and retreat from the world which we associate with
      today's family—is both an illusion and a piece of twentieth-century ideology.30 Our "private" families are as much social
      products and as closely intertwined with the public sphere as the more diluted or extended family relations
      Shorter describes. A more fruitful starting point might be a different question: Under what economic and social
      circumstances are nuclear and nonnuclear kin relationships strong, and when are community, neighborhood, or peer
      ties more important?31
    


    
      Ties beyond the family. We do not have a clear understanding of historical changes in
      human emotional life. The sheer difficulty of getting at feelings and personality structures is one reason for
      our ignorance. Another reason is the failure to look beyond the family to other emotional contacts, which, in
      fact, might be more fully documented, thus forming a more complete and complex picture of emotionality. We may be
      emotionally engaged in clubs and civic groups; in visiting and sharing services with neighbors; in cooperating,
      socializing, or quarreling with work companions; and in sustaining same-sex friendships or love relationships.
      But the ideal of family exclusiveness, especially as formulated in twentieth-century Freudian terms, tends to
      downgrade the importance of all nonfamilial interactions.
    


    
      Recent work based on diaries and correspondence has reconstructed and reinterpreted the emotional patterns of
      nineteenth century middle-class American women. If we confined our picture to relations between these wives and
      their husbands, looking only within the family, we would find these relationships stiff and formal; and we would
      make judgments about personality and affective life accordingly. Yet the diaries and letters show that in
      attachments to women friends and kin, the same women are passionate, sensual, and devoted. The rigid separation
      of the female from the male sphere in middle-class American society; the designation of women as the more
      compassionate, sensitive, and religious of the sexes; and their shared experiences in schools and churches, as
      well as in the family, were the historical ground in which such intimate friendships grew and were
      honored.32 In the last decades
      of the century, though, these attachments seem to decline in power, as married love became a more central
      emotional focus and social preoccupation.33
    


    
      Parallel networks have linked poor and working-class women kin and neighbors in ways whose emotional, economic,
      and political significance we are only starting to understand. Women whose families moved too often for them to
      participate in neighborhood networks, but who were far from kin could be especially lonely and vulnerable.
      Nineteenth- and twentieth-century British sources show neighbors exchanging food; childcare; and other major
      services. such as shelter and comfort during domestic crises; help during sickness; even assistance in feeding or
      bathing each other's husbands.34 Prostitutes in Plymouth and Southampton, harassed under the Contagious Diseases
      Acts in the 1860s through 1880s; established a subculture providing companionship and mutual aid; they were also
      sufficiently part of their female communities to get financial help and support in court from their landladies,
      from female kin, and from "poor but respectable neighbors."35
    


    
      Such friendship and support networks have likely also provided the crucibles in which collective acts of
      rebellion were formed. In the 1800s, groups of Worcester leather glovemakers attacked ladies wearing the silk
      gloves that were causing their unemployment; in the 1830s, groups of working-class women supported Chartist
      candidates by collectively patronizing merchants who had voted for them. Neighborhood women harassed police
      trying to make arrests under the Contagious Diseases Acts in the 1860s and 1870s and were active in organizing
      demonstrations against the Acts, The middle-class organizers for repeal of the Acts seemed quite comfortable with
      these popular forms. As long as working-class political strategies were compatible with female collective
      traditions, women were also active in radical politics in Britain. But by the 1850s, Dorothy Thompson suggests,
      women began to be left behind by more structured unions and the new interest of skilled workers in exercising the
      local franchise.36 In the more
      formal politics that emerged, the transition from personal contact to political action could less easily be made.
    


    
      E. P. Thompson's "Time, Work-Discipline, and Industrial Capitalism" may be read as a picture of the
      effects of industrialization on the emotional as well as work life of men, in particular, because it describes
      the segregation of friendship and sociability from work exacted by factory discipline.37 A very differently organized male social world
      emerged in response, in which friendship and conviviality were part of the cluster of "leisure"
      institutions-clubs, sports events, and pubs-which grew up as the industrial workday in England decreased to ten,
      then eight hours.38
    


    
      Family harmony. The danger of assuming unity or complete harmony of interests among
      members of the same family is a problem which all three of our essays address. Because contemporary observers and
      official statistics often use fathers to represent their families (in assigning class and assessing standards of
      living, for example) the households are absorbed into their "heads." Differences in the situations of
      generations or sexes within families are obscured. When tensions do appear in the literature, they are usually
      between fathers and sons, as in Piatt and Weinstein's The Wish to be Free,
      Richard Sennett's study of middle-class Chicago families in the 1880s, or Lutz Berkner's work on the
      "stem family" in eighteenth-century Austria.39
    


    
      Demographic historians have a tendency to assume that decisions about limiting family size are made by both
      members of a couple; contraception is usually called a "family decision." But in their discussions of
      "domestic feminism" in nineteenth-century America, Daniel Scott Smith and Linda Gordon have suggested
      that contraception has to be seen not only as a "family matter," but also as an arena contested between
      the sexes, parts of the struggle occurring within families, and parts in more public political forms.40 Looked at from women's vantage,
      families indeed become areas in which power has a concrete, daily meaning. Johnny Faragher and Christine
      Stansell's account of American women on the overland trail focuses on the suffering and loss of wives in
      particular that was part of what is often blandly labeled "migration." Families may have been the units
      which migrated and worked together, but Faragher and Stansell's research revealed widespread resentment among
      women whose husbands had forced them to leave behind beloved homes, kin, and friends; and they document
      wives' repeated attempts to recreate their lost women's world.41 When Laura Oren looked behind the mystique of family unity in
      budget studies of pre-World War I British families, she found that it was incorrect to use this evidence to
      establish a family standard of living. Instead, she discovered two distinct standards, one for husbands, a second
      for wives and children. The amount of meat eaten per week, the quality of health care, and availability of
      recreation—all differed dramatically between husbands and wives within the same family.42 So far historians know too little about life inside
      the household to grasp many of the concrete historical variations of the sex/gender system; unwillingness to
      break families down into their constituent parts has surely slowed us down.
    


    
      Role theory. The use of the terms "role" and "women's role"
      presents a most elusive problem; all of us will continue to use these terms because it is hard to find
      substitutes. Wording describing the actual activities of women avoids the misleading implications of
      "role"; but its connotation of socially defined expectation is a valuable conceptual element which we
      lose this way.43 We may
      continue to speak of roles but I think we should use the term carefully and critically.
    


    
      For one thing, roles are an important part of functionalist theory and provide the building blocks of the
      harmonious families and societies which functionalism posits; they are thus pieces of a static and conflict-free
      social picture. Using this framework, it is hard to think about power or to examine strategies that women, for
      example, have used to increase theirs. Tension and conflict cannot be explained by role theory except as a
      product of multiple roles which are out of phase, as in Viola Klein and Alva Myrdal's study of employed wives
      in England, Women's Two Roles: Work and Family.44 The existence of roles that fail to mesh is simply a
      concession in functionalist theory to the undeniable reality of dysfunction and struggle as permanent, not
      sporadic, parts of social life.
    


    
      Role theory further ignores the reality of the unconscious reproduction of sex and gender-just that reality
      feminists have begun to face and explore. In its implications about personality formation, role theory is
      behaviorist, assuming that we are simply trained to fill appropriate social slots. In different ways, Juliet
      Mitchell, Nancy Chodorow, Adrienne Rich, Dorothy Dinnerstein, and others have shown that changes in gender role
      are far more difficult to bring about than role theory implies.45 Such changes require more than better "role models" or
      "positive reinforcement" for new behavior. The strength of psychological ties to family—especially to
      mothers—helps explain the magnitude of the task required to reorganize sex and gender relations. For the family
      is not only the main arena in which girls and boys are "trained" to assume appropriate roles. It also
      provides a nexus of personal relationships which condition our sexuality and bind us to some form of
      "femininity." Mothering by women, as Chodorow argues, means that personality structures and emotional
      needs and strengths for boys and girls, men and women, inevitably diverge, as the mother-child dyad has different
      emotional content for boys and girls through early infancy as well as into the oedipal stage.46 Thus femininity and masculinity are not
      only a series of behaviors we are taught, but also integral parts of human personality formed through the
      different ways each sex experiences the historical fact of mothering.
    


    
      As disciplines, women's and family history cover much of the same historical turf. What distinguishes them
      are not so much their objects of study as their own histories and ideological origins: women's history in
      feminism, family history in a social-science tradition often strongly influenced by functionalism. Historians of
      women would reach a dead end without learning much more about this central human social arrangement, the family.
      It would be equally unproductive though if women in history were to be once more silent, absorbed into the
      category of family from which they have only recently and precariously been rescued. The understanding we have
      achieved so far about the ways families operate ought to make this impossible once and for all.
    


    Family and Reproduction: Renate Bridenthal


    
      Family history, like its progenitor, the sociology of the family, emerged in the nineteenth century in the
      context of social dislocation caused by rapid industrialization and the attendant disintegration of working-class
      families. From Engels's Origin of the Family, Private Property and the State
      (1884) on, politically charged scholarship has traced the impact of changes in the economy on the family and vice
      versa.47 Mainstream family
      history, by definition, has been non- or anti-Marxist, across a spectrum of increasingly sophisticated
      methodologies. Within that conceptual limitation, it has provided a wide array of rich descriptions focusing on
      the size, form, and composition of the family and/or its functions in society at large. However, such studies
      usually reflect their structuralist functionalist heritage, whose main weakness is a lack of theory about what
      generates change. They tend to see social change as the product of individuals and families coping with their
      life circumstances. What is left out is an understanding of the continually changing, wider context in which
      these lives and their circumstances are shaped. Patterns are usually not sought.
    


    
      It is as if family historians viewed their subject through a kaleidoscope. They shake up the pieces to create new
      combinations, but few have questioned the validity of the pieces themselves. The terms structure and function
      recur as an agreed-upon language. The language does indeed serve a purpose: it permits a level of analysis which
      simple humanistic narrative would not. Yet it has severe limitations.48 The most serious of these is the loss of process. Structuralism is a method derived from linguistics and has been most successfully
      applied to anthropology. It sees social relations as coded like language, each relation analogous to a phoneme,
      an element within a larger system whose syntax can be diagramed. Functionalism adds a circular teleology: the
      structures exist to perform certain functions and the functions create certain structures. The static nature of
      the model is immediately discernible. When historians try to adopt it, its anticausal bias becomes a problem. If
      the system works to reproduce itself-and that is a structural/functionalist assumption-then how do new social
      formations emerge? In other words, if elements gear into one another successfully, how and why does change occur?
      It is the historian's old problem of continuity and discontinuity made more difficult by the systemic
      equilibrium of the structuralist model.49
    


    
      All in all, structural functionalism which has dominated family history, by its very architecturalism denies the
      complexity of relations between individuals and classes.50 Individuals relate to one another through several institutions. The family is
      only one; and its membership and reciprocal obligations have varied greatly over time and space; so much so, that
      the term "family" itself can be questioned. In fact, the field of home economics, created precisely to
      conserve the family, has recently signaled defeat by omitting biological relationship completely from its
      definition:
    


    
      The focus of home economics is family in its various forms. Family is defined as a unit of intimate, transacting,
      and interdependent persons who share some values and goals, resources, responsibility for decisions, and have
      commitment to one another over time.51
    


    
      Rather than argue over a definition of the family, however, I propose we place familial relations within a larger
      analytic category, the mode of social reproduction. This takes into account the several institutions that create and shape us as particular social beings; and it stresses
      relationship over structure, thereby introducing more flexibility into the notion of reproduction. With this
      approach, we gain the opportunity to see individual relationships reflecting larger social relationships and to
      see the contradictions that compel change
    


    
      In capitalist society, the relations to be reproduced are those of hierarchy, of contract (market relations), and
      of the private ownership of collectively created products. Families, interacting with other institutions,
      reproduce all of these, though differently in different classes. In the process, however, conflicts are aroused,
      which in turn threaten to dissolve the families themselves. Thus, like the capitalist society in which they are
      embedded, families carry the seeds of their own transformation.
    


    
      To begin with, social relations in contemporary capitalist society are hierarchical, specifically they are class
      relations. The capital-owning class keeps power in its own hands by transmitting its private ownership of
      collectively produced social wealth to its heirs. The obvious advantages of wealth and the implicit threat of
      disinheritance are forms of social control which recreate class mores and weed out those considered not fit to
      rule. On the other hand, limited opportunities for social advancement through education and intermarriage also
      admit some outsiders into the capitalist class. Thus, the class reproduces itself with personnel, interests, and
      skills, primarily, but not only, through family relations. The daily physical reproduction of class members is
      usually assigned to paid personnel such as nurses, servants, etc.
    


    
      The working class, defined here very broadly as that class which sells its labor power for wages, also must be
      reproduced not only physically, but as a group with particular skills. These vary according to the historical
      situation and so, therefore, does their reproduction. Thus, a craftsperson may teach trade arts to her or his
      child or to an apprentice from another family of the same social class in one period, a school may do it in
      another. At still another time, the number of training institutions may diminish as the demand for skilled labor
      decreases. Physically, the class may be reproduced by the unpaid domestic labor of the women of that class
      supplemented by paid labor in restaurants, laundries, childcare centers, health clinics, and state services. The
      working class too, then, reproduces itself only partly through family relations. In fact, over time the
      working-class family controls its own reproduction less and less. Increasingly, the state has assumed some of
      those functions through policies of health, education, and social insurance. And its more recent interventions in
      childcare, through the back door of concern about child abuse and neglect, indicate a continuing trend. As
      public services they mask control over working-class reproduction. Public services
      also incorporate an interesting contradiction: they claim to support family structure; yet, as often, they
      actually undermine it. For example, a common condition for receiving aid in the United States today is family
      breakdown, specifically an absent male "head of household." This prerequisite reinforces, by rewarding,
      precisely such breakdown and increases the need for more state help. On the other hand, endemic and epidemic
      unemployment and underemployment leave no other option. Relations of dependency and hierarchy tend to be
      reproduced by this mode of social reproduction, in which families are partly functional, but are also made
      dysfunctional by the state.52
    


    
      There is also a contradiction between family ideology and the actual practice of real families. The ideology
      maintains that families are privately responsible for the socialization and maintenance of their members, whether
      they are actually able to be so or not. To the extent that people internalize this value, they experience shame
      in the event of failure. Acceptance of some social services then appears to be a sign of family weakness, rather
      than as the necessary mediation of business cycles by an advanced political state. This internalization shields
      the system from analysis and allows state responsibility for social care to be conveniently flexible. Aid may be
      given or withheld, depending on other needs of capital for investment and on demands raised by social unrest.
      Thus, in a period of fiscal crisis, social services are cut. The burden is felt directly in the family, which
      must pick up the slack. The added pressure may further disintegrate it; conflict over money is a leading cause of
      divorce.53
    


    
      A second set of relations socially reproduced under capitalism are market relations. Like relations of hierarchy,
      these are reproduced in and by families as well as other institutions. One sociological school has construed
      family relations in the language of the market, with members having "resources," with which they
      "bargain" for a greater share in "decision making." According to this point of view, women
      move toward greater equality in the family when they become wage earners because income gives them more clout to
      wield at home.54 This theory at
      least acknowledges the individual interests of women in the family. However, its proponents do not comment on the
      ideological contradiction between such contractual relations and the sentiment of love, considered priceless
      (without a money value) and altruistic. Bargaining presupposes calculated, rational self-interest on the part of
      a freely contracting individual. In fact, family members are not absolutely free, any more than are other
      contracting individuals in the capitalist market in which economic coercion reigns. And the incursion of
      contractual models to explain family relations reveals the encroachment of capitalist relations into what has
      been seen as supposedly a refuge from social atomization.
    


    
      Market relations also transform the family by creating new needs, which arise out of traditional family needs,
      but come into conflict with them. This is a dialectical development which works in the following way: new needs
      for consumer goods and services are created and the cost of old ones is raised as capitalist development
      proceeds. These needs can be met only by the addition of more wage earners in the working-class family because
      unemployment among primary wage earners tends to recur and inflation tends to erode real wages over time. Thus,
      not only new consumer goods, but old ones like schooling of the young, now prolonged well into adulthood, propel
      increasing numbers of married women into the labor force.55 This social development, in turn, creates new needs for women as workers: for
      education, training, clothing, readymade foods, transportation, etc. The reproduction of women workers, as well
      as of their husbands and children, is accomplished increasingly by other-than-familial institutions: schools,
      manufacturers and distributors of food and clothing, childcare services, laundries, restaurants, and so on. The
      very attempt of the working-class family to reproduce and maintain its members and their skills by sending out
      more wage earners then undermines the family's ability to do so by itself. The process changes the structure
      of the household and moves its functions increasingly out of the private and into the public sphere.56 If these social processes generate
      tensions within the household itself, the household's stability may be threatened. This is perceived as
      "the breakup of the family" and is often attributed simply to working wives and mothers, rather than to
      a stage in the development of capitalism. By looking at the overall mode of social
      reproduction with the family as only one agent of it, we can observe the dynamics of the larger society in the
      contradictions of the family and household relations. The dialectic that emerges in microcosm is that families
      reproduce market relations and, by responding to them, become transformed.
    


    
      A larger contradiction looms: it capitalism dissolves the working-class family, it thereby undermines an
      important ideological foundation of class rule, that is, the importance of family for the transmission of
      socially created, but privately owned wealth. However, not only the owning class, but also the working class
      defends the notion of family. The latter resist the encroachment of market relations and try to preserve the
      family as a refuge from them. Working-class resistance through conservation of family forms is beyond the scope
      of this paper, but it is an important topic for further research.
    


    
      Finally, the concept of social reproduction allows us to examine a third set of social relations under
      capitalism: the contradiction of collectivity and individualism. In social production, collective work relations
      are masked by their opposite, the private appropriation of products. People create a common product through
      specialized labor in factories and offices, but both profit and wages are private. This specialized
      hierarchically ranked labor is paralleled in the family. Here, too, there is both collectivity and its opposite,
      individualism. The contradiction creates painful tensions in the lives of most people, but especially of women,
      who have been emotionally "specialized" to live for a collective, the family. In historical practice,
      this has translated into women living for their families and men individuating out of their families. Fred
      Weinstein's and Gerald Platt's The Wish to Be Free makes this ideology clear.
      In it, a Parsonian nuclear family is described as the matrix within which nurturant women provide love and
      security, and gently and with proper timing, release men and boys into the world as freely interacting
      individuals. The women themselves remain totally embedded; indeed, they are the
      matrix.
    


    
      But what happens when women also move out into the world? Is there a matrix left? Or should we find another, less
      literal and less static metaphor for family? Perhaps that of network is more apt, as it suggests connection and
      communication of a group, without the necessary centrality of any given individual. It also suggests a plaiting
      and replaiting of skeins, allowing us to visualize more flexible living arrangements without imputing
      pathology.57
    


    
      The final contradiction we should note is that between socially produced alienation and the private experience of
      it. Divisions between and within families, resulting from exploitation and competition, reinforce the social
      alienation already produced by divisions in the workplace. On the one hand, family loyalty protectively encloses
      past and present problems and intimacies; but the lid of secrecy becomes stifling and enhances feelings of shame.
      Thus families become both havens and traps. Expectations of intimacy run high but often crash against walls of
      alienation. A mutually dependent but atomized society is reproduced in family relations, as it is in work
      relations, where people create together but take away vastly different shares of their product.
    


    
      In sum, family as an analytical category has only limited value for historical explanation. A broader approach,
      using the concept of mode of social reproduction may yield more. If we consider that human beings are created by
      a complex set of social relations of which family relations are only one, then we must acknowledge a total mode
      of reproduction appropriate to any society at a particular time in its history. In the contemporary West, the
      relations under which people are reproduced extend far beyond the family. In order to analyze them, we must begin
      to ask both quantitative and qualitative questions about the social processes that go into such reproduction. For
      example: how much medical care and technology is embodied in different individuals? How much training of hand and
      mind and, regrettably, of will? How much nourishment of body and psyche? Such an approach would allow the
      historian to trace how reproduction has become increasingly socialized, that is, performed by the many for
      pay-rather than private, that is, performed by a housewife for love and subsistence. It would put the role of the
      family as an historical social construct in perspective and relate it to the larger dialectical
      process.58
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    9 The Doubled Vision of
    Feminist Theory


    
      JOAN KELLY
    


    
      Feminist theory is today bringing about a major advance in social vision. If we take as an index of the
      reemergence of feminist theory Juliet Mitchell's 1966 essay on the four structures by which to assess
      "woman's estate,"1 we can appreciate how our understanding of women and society has developed. For
      more than a decade, the women's movement has been confronting sex oppression in the domains she helped name
      for us-production, reproduction, sexuality, and socialization. Since 1966 we have struggled personally,
      intellectually, and politically against the socializing of girls/women into the servicing, mother role, and
      against the socializing of boys/men into requiring it. We have moved in thought, feeling, and action against the
      restriction of female sexuality to phallus and family. We have struggled to understand how and why male-dominant
      institutions control biological and social reproduction, and we have been fighting that control. And we have
      moved in several ways against an organization of work that fosters and profits from the sexual division of labor
      and the unequal relation of the sexes that flows from it. In practice and consciousness, this phase of the
      women's movement is no longer where it was when Juliet Mitchell marked out the paths along which we did
      indeed move; and our theoretical understanding has developed accordingly.
    


    
      Responding to women's changed, and rapidly changing social situation and consciousness, feminist theory is
      now at a point where a significant transformation in social vision is both called for and being accomplished.
      What I propose to do here is characterize an aspect of this advance in theoretical outlook that I see emerging
      out of the several schools and strands of feminist thought and scholarship. It consists of what I call a unified,
      "doubled" view of the social order, and it promises to overcome certain conflicts in theory and
      practice that stem from earlier notions of sex oppression and social change.
    


    Two Sociosexual Spheres


    
      In examining the sex order (or sex/gender system) of our society, recent feminist theory has shown how the
      industrial world of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries construed society as divided into two
      sociosexual spheres. The bourgeois conception of a private and a public domain, a domain of work and one of
      leisure, also separated the sexes. Settling women and men into their respective spheres of home and work, it
      defined the place and roles of the sexes as separate and "complementary."
    


    
      Our understanding of this view, and its impliactions for women, has been clarified by virtually all feminist
      scholarship. Feminist thinkers in the Marxist tradition2 have traced the divided sociosexual order to the organization of capitalist
      production outside the home. They have shown how the separation of work (production) from leisure (consumption)
      really exists for men only. As a conception of society, the notion of home as a refuge from the world of work
      masks a sexual division of labor. It mystifies women's work in the home, obscuring the fact that this
      domestic labor helps "reproduce" capitalist and patriarchal society. I.e., procreation and the daily
      work that goes into consumption (housework) and socialization (childrearing) in the private family sustains the
      working population; trains people to know and keep their place; and provides for their replacement. At the same
      time, this unwaged and unacknowledged work of women in the home keeps women dependent on men and bound to a
      subordinate, servicing role.
    


    
      Radical feminists,3 concerned
      more with sexuality and socialization than with labor, have supplemented this analysis. Focusing upon
      consciousness and culture on the one hand, as well as the obscure levels of the unconscious, they have analyzed
      the psychic, sexual, and ideological structures that differentiate the sexes, setting up an antagonistic relation
      of dominance and subjection between them. We owe to this tradition our understanding of gender, of the lived
      inequalities of the "complementary" sex order, and how those inequalities are perpetuated by casting
      all women into the role of Mother.
    


    
      With different emphases, one on societal structures, the other on psychic-sexual ones, both the radical and
      socialist currents of feminist thought thus point to the centrality of reproduction
      in women's lives. The defining of women as reproductive beings—as housewives and mothers-is seen as shaping
      women's self-image and sense of worth; sexual preference and expression; and women's relations with other
      women, with children, and men. In the Marxist inspired analysis, women's work of biological and social
      reproduction in the home (procreation and domestic labor) is seen as supporting an economic, social, and
      political order dominated by men, while at the same time preventing women from participating directly in that
      order. Industrial society made women marginal to the realm of production as it developed. It excluded women from
      the modern state. And "official" thought and culture, shaped by the maledominant institutions of Church
      and Academy, sought to legitimate this sociosexual division by justifying the confinement of women to their
      separate sphere.4
    


    
      To define the present state of feminist theory, it is important to note that in the nineteenth and early
      twentieth centuries, even opponents of the prevailing social order accepted in certain ways its establishment of
      two sexual social domains. This limited feminist and socialist theories of sex oppression, putting them in
      conflict with each other at certain points, and in internal conflict as well. To be sure, the different
      experience of middle-class and working women is reflected in the emphasis one theory put on gender and the other
      placed on class. But that feminists in the liberal/radical line of thought (as set forth by Harriet Taylor, for
      example) should generally ascribe the subjection of women to the "personal" satisfactions of male
      privilege,5 while socialists
      saw it rooted in the property arrangements of class society, also points to conceptual difficulties in arriving
      at a view that would encompass the situation of all women.
    


    
      This difficulty is especially evident in nineteenth-century socialist theory, which sought to be genuinely
      comprehensive on the Woman Question. It attempted an analysis of sex and class, and of the public and private
      domains. But it was never able to "see" sex/class operating simultaneously in both realms. Marxist
      thought on women, as developed by Engels and Bebel, found in the propertyless condition of the modern
      wage-earning family the material basis (and not just a basis) for the liberation of
      women. Once the productive property that was now held privately by the families of the bourgeoisie was publicly
      owned, there would be no patrimony to bind middle-class women to reproduction of the patrilineage. Nor would
      there be poverty that was forcing working women into sexual service to men. Although this view covered the
      different situation of both groups of women, it was not adequate to explain either the nature of sex oppression
      or its causes. Sex oppression was taken to be "private," as having to do only with sexuality and
      procreation, while causes were all in the "public" domain of capitalism's productive relations.
      Many socialist feminists developed more complex views. Crystal Eastman, for example, was sharply aware of sex
      hierarchy in the work force and of male domination in the socialist movement.6 But the mainstream of Marxist views on the
      "Woman Question" did not become responsive to the issue of sex hierarchy in social production and
      social organization, and it continued to regard male interest in the subordination of women (independent of
      property) as vestigial only.7
    


    
      In addition to differences between socialists and feminists, and between the claims of sex and class, other
      currents of feminist thought expressed other versions of the divided sociosexual world. Many feminists came in
      different ways to defend and prize the so-called female realm and its values. In the voluntary motherhood
      circles, e.g., and even among suffragists and free lovers, as Linda Gordon has shown, traditional sex roles were
      generally accepted.8 While
      resisting male control over sexuality and reproduction, over what they themselves took to be their
      "natural" domain, many of these women sought to deepen appreciation of family, motherhood, and/or the
      particular virtues of Woman. Even some socialist women held similar notions, maintaining that socialism would
      simply make it possible for all women to lead domestic, mothering lives.9
    


    
      In somewhat different form, these conflicting tendencies still divide the contemporary women's movement and
      feminist theory. In the United States, we oscillate between participating in, and separating from, organizations
      and institutions that remain alienating and stubbornly male dominant. We are pulled in one direction by a
      Marxist-feminist analysis of the socioeconomic bases of women's oppression, and in another direction by a
      radical feminist focus on male control of women's bodies as the key to patriarchy. Our differences have not
      hampered the ad hoc coalitions formed around struggles for abortion and protection against sterilization abuse;
      for affirmative action, maternity leave, and daycare; for the Equal Rights Rights Amendment and the right of
      sexual preference. But differences in theoretical position do affect our broader social commitments and political
      alliances. They affect our conception of the scope of the women's movement; its relation to issues of race
      and class; and specifically, whether or how to join with what are still male-dominant movements of resistance to
      inequities stemming from an imperialist organization of the world economy and society.
    


    
      Women will not forget how this phase of the women's movement was forced to repeat the first wave in its
      inception. Women's groups developed out of the radical movements of the 1960s much as they did in the 1840s
      and 50s when women from the abolition and peace movements came to form their own organizations because men, in
      those very movements against oppression, retained sex-oppressive structures and behavior. It is when we remember
      this that we feel the strongest temptation to stay within the supportive network of our women's groups, to
      restructure our own relationships along nonhierarchical lines, to live our own women's culture. The tension
      between the need for separation and the will to create social change runs deep in the women's movement and in
      each of our lives, as do the related tensions between the claims of class, race, and sex.10 It is my belief that we will live with
      these tensions for a long time. We will live with them perhaps as long as there is race, class, and sex
      oppression. For the truth is that the women's movement encompasses all these positions. We need both
      separation and full social participation to liberate ourselves from our several forms of sex oppression; and sex
      oppression will not itself be overcome without liberation from all forms of domination and hierarchy.
    


    
      To say this does not resolve these oppositions. But it may urge us toward other ways of conceiving them. It helps
      us feel in practical terms the course that feminist theory needs to take and, I believe, is taking. Indeed, the
      argument I want to make here is that these oppositions stem in part from a social order, and a conception of
      society, that we have already moved somewhat beyond. Conceived as antagonistic ways of explaining and dealing
      with sex hierarchy, the conflicts between separation and social participation, and between the claims of sex on
      the one hand, and race and class on the other, are themselves expressions of the nineteenth-century conception of
      two sociosexual spheres. It is this conception that feminist social theory is at the point of overcoming—not by
      suppressing such oppositions, but by understanding the systematic connections between them.
    


    Superimposing the Spheres


    
      One of the new and striking features of contemporary feminist thought, and of the objectives of the women's
      movement, is how, despite such tensions, certain differences are being superseded. In thought and practice, neat
      distinctions we once made between sex and class, family and society, reproduction and production, even between
      women and men seem not to fit the social reality with which we are coping.11
    


    
      Studies such as Adrienne Rich's on the institutionalizing of motherhood, and those of Dorothy Dinnerstein and
      Nancy Chodorow on the psychic and social effects of female care of infants, demonstrate how sexual/reproductive
      arrangements, for example, shape men as well as women—as fathers and husbands, and also as policymakers, as the
      male gender in whatever role. Those arrangements, societal as well as affective in origin, shape public life and
      policy in the very attitudes toward nature, life, and power borne by the gender that must overcome the Mother.
      Similar to this appreciation of the public import of personal relations, is our recognition of the role of social
      agencies in the childrearing once ascribed to women and private families. In addition to families—and even
      assuming many of their former functions—nurseries, daycare centers, schools, and the media all participate in the
      so-called domestic work of social reproduction.12 And finally, just as the entire economy and society works to reproduce
      itself, so we have come to realize that women produce, and always have produced, goods
      and services for society at large as well as for their families. Woman the gatherer may have sustained
      hunting-gathering societies even more than man the hunter did, and in every age women as well as men have engaged
      in the basic production of their societies.13
    


    
      These new perceptions are emerging out of a newly complex social experience. With more of the work originally
      done at home becoming socially organized, and women following their work into the domain of socially organized
      production, women in increasing numbers are living in both the woman's and the man's world. We are living
      in the sphere of the family and of social production, and as we do so, we become increasingly aware of how the
      social relations arising from each sphere structure experience in the other. To be a mother in one domain deeply
      affects one's position, tasks, and rewards in the other domain. Mothering determines where and at what hours
      women work, and thus the jobs for which they are available. Conversely, the inferior pay and benefits of
      women's work in a sex-segregated labor market perpetuate women's economic dependence upon men. They
      pressure women to form sexual and/or familial attachments to men; and in the family ensure that the man's
      position will determine the place of residence and the unbalanced allotment of responsibility for domestic work
      and childcare to women.
    


    
      Experiences such as these increasingly make us aware that woman's place is not a
      separate sphere or domain of existence but a position within social existence generally. It is a
      subordinate position, and it supports our social institutions at the same time that it serves and services men.
      Woman's place is to do women's work—at home and in the labor force. And it is to experience sex
      hierarchy—in work relations and personal ones, in our public and our private lives. Hence our analyses,
      regardless of the tradition they originate in, increasingly treat the family in relation to society; treat sexual
      and reproductive experience in terms of political economy; and treat productive relations of class in connection
      with sex hierarchy.14
    


    
      In establishing these connections, feminist thought is moving beyond the split vision of social reality it
      inherited from the recent past. Our actual vantage point has shifted, giving rise to a new consciousness of
      women's "place" in family and society. From today's more advanced social situation, what we see
      are not two spheres of social reality, but two (or three) sets of social relations, For now, I would call them
      relations of work and sex (or class and race, and sex/gender). In a Marxist analysis, they would be termed
      relations of production, reproduction, and consumption. In either case, they are seen as socially formed
      relations. They are seen to obtain for women and men, and to do so at the same time
      in any particular experience—be that work or leisure, familial or social, personal or public. Relations of work
      and sex (or production, reproduction, and consumption) affect women and men differently, making "women"
      and "men" social categories, just as worker and bourgeois are, and black and white. Relations of work
      and sex combine so as to give women and men different relative positions in society and the family, different
      powers, hence different sexual, affective, and social experience. And such relations also affect women
      differently by race and class. Thus female sexuality is subject to male control by the welfare relation as well
      as by the marital one. Class and race determine access to contraception and abortion on the one hand, and
      sterilization on the other.15
      And similarly, with regard to work and class position, women's subordinate position in the sex/gender system
      is expressed in super exploited sex-typed jobs for the majority, but also in the discriminatory pay and
      advancement of more privileged women who do find equal work.
    


    
      From this perspective, our personal, social, and historical experience is seen to be shaped by the simultaneous operation of relations of work and sex, relations that are systematically bound
      to each other—and always have been so bound. That is, we are moving beyond a nineteenth-century conception of
      society because our actual vantage point has shifted. But just as the earth and planets revolved around the sun
      long before Copernicus "saw" that those were the relations of the solar system, so this dialectical (or
      relational) unifying of our vision of the social order gives us a sounder basis for understanding society-even
      society of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. The conception of two social spheres existing side by
      side simply masked this more complex social reality. It did not describe the society in which it arose so much as
      reflect it ideologically. Wittingly or unwittingly, it served to legitimate certain of the bourgeois patriarchal
      practices of that society. At worst, by separating women out of production and making them "the Sex,"
      it drpw a veil of Motherhood over the forms of women's oppression that bourgeois society intensified: the
      economic super-exploitation of working women; gross abuse of the sexual advantage this gave middle-class men;
      subordination of bourgeois women to the property and personal interests of men of their class; and subjection of
      women to the demand for ever-increasing population to meet the needs of war and production.
    


    
      Even in feminist and socialist thought, formed in opposition to capitalism and patriarchy, the theoretical
      outlook of two socio-sexual spheres led to partial theories of social change, and to partial theories of
      women's oppression and liberation. From today's position, we have already begun to see how earlier
      feminist and socialist thought itself partakes of the bourgeois and patriarchal outlook insofar as it subscribes
      to the dualities that society established.16 We can no longer focus upon productive relations of class, suppressing those of
      consumption (sexuality/family) as Marx did, or focus on sex and familial arrangements (Freud, and Juliet Mitchell
      in Psychoanalysis and Feminism) without those of class, any more than we can place
      one sex in the category of sexuality/family and the other in that of society. To do so violates our social
      experience and the new consciousness that is emerging out of it. A more complex pattern of sociosexual
      arrangements is called for—and is appearing in feminist social thought. Feminist thought regards the
      sexual/familial organization of society as integral to any conception of social structure or social change. And
      conversely, it sees the relation of the sexes as formed by both socioeconomic and sexual-familial structures
      in their systematic connectedness.
    


    
      The current political goals of the women's movement also indicate how the earlier, split vision of bourgeois
      patriarchal society is fading. These goals are neither to participate as equals in man's world, nor to
      restore to woman's realm and values their dignity and worth. Conceptions such as these are superseded in the
      present will to extirpate gender and sex hierarchy altogether, and with them all forms of domination.17 To aim at this, as almost all parties
      (at least within the women's movement in the United States) now seem to do, is to make a program out of the
      essential feminist perception, that the personal is political. It is a program that penetrates both to the core
      of self and to the heart, or heartless center, of the male domain, for it will require a restructuring of all
      social institutions to change our subjective experience in this way. To restructure how we come to know self and
      others in our birthing, growing up, loving and working, feminist politics must reach the institutions that
      fatefully bear upon sexuality, family, and community. Schools and all socializing agencies will have to be rid of
      sex and sexual bias. Work and welfare will have to be transformed. placed in the humane context of the basic
      right of all to live, work, and love in dignity. And there will have to be genuine participation by all in
      shaping the modes and purposes of our labor and distributing its returns. A feminist politics that aims at
      abolishing all forms of hierarchy so as to restructure personal relations as relations among peers has to reach
      and transform the social organization of work, property, and power.
    


    
      The theoretical outlook is just forming in which these several relations between sex and society will be
      examined. Feminist social thought is just beginning to overcome the dualisms it inherited; to account
      satisfactorily for sex, class, and race oppositions within a unified social theory. It is difficult, therefore,
      to describe this project clearly, because we are not yet in a position to look back and reflect upon a
      development that is not yet completed. Yet there is no doubt that most contemporary feminist thought adopts such
      a unified social outlook; and even at this early stage, certain consequences can be seen to flow from the
      redirection of thought it entails. I should like to conclude by mentioning three of them.
    


    
      (1) Understanding women in such systematically unified terms should resolve those conflicts in feminist theory
      and practice that result from attempts to reduce sex oppression to class interests, or to see the relation of the
      sexes as always and ever the same, regardless of race, class, or society. Oppositions of this kind are no longer
      possible in a view that acknowledges the combined power of sexual-familial and productive relations in our lives,
      and the fact that these relations serve male and socioeconomic interests at one and the same time.
    


    
      That is, a sharpened sense of particularity results from this vantage point; but the perspective itself unifies
      what is at once an economically and a sexually based social reality. Just as we see women and men in this
      perspective experiencing work and personal situations differently because of their respective sex (or gender)
      position, so women, because of our different class and race positions, experience sex oppression differently. The
      relation of the sexes operates in accordance with, and through, socioeconomic structures, as well as sex/gender
      ones. Hence, it operates differently in every society, and in the class and racial groupings of each.
    


    
      (2) This unified view should enable us to understand better the persistence of patriarchy. In any of the
      historical forms that patriarchal society takes (feudal, capitalist, socialist, etc.), a sex/gender system and a
      system of productive relations operate simultaneously They operate simultaneously to reproduce the socioeconomic
      and male-dominant structures of that particular social order. The labors of women that support societal life and
      foster its values are thereby perennially harnessed to sustain and reproduce male dominance. And to men oppressed
      by the organization of labor and maldistribution of social wealth and power in society after society, the dual
      order of patriarchal society provides in many (but not all) instances the satisfaction of dominion over women.
    


    
      (3) While our social understanding becomes more complex as the earlier, split vision of society merges into this
      unified, "doubled" view, the fact that we have such a view indicates that we are in a new social and
      political position with regard to patriarchy. It has been a strength of patriarchy in all its historic forms to
      assimilate itself so perfectly to socioeconomic, political, and cultural structures as to be virtually invisible.
      It could even couch demands for female subordination in terms of the prevailing social and cultural values:
      Athenian civilization, bourgeois equality (separate but equal), socialist priority of class struggle. If we are
      now in a position to see—as I believe we are now seeing—how the sexual/reproductive and the economic
      productive/reproductive'orders operate together, our historical moment must be such that there is no longer
      that perfect mesh between the two that allowed us to see only one order or the other, but never the combined
      operation of the two. We must be at some distance from a social order that made one sphere, and one set of
      relations, fade from view as we looked at the other, so that at best we could establish only a few of the social
      connections between them. Now, conscious of women's subordinate place in the "private"
      (sexual/reproductive) and "public" (socioeconomic) domain; conscious of how relations of production,
      reproduction, and consumption operate to make women, as well as men, support a patriarchal social order; ours may
      be an historical moment when those relations are in sufficient conflict for us not only to "see" how
      the patriarchal system works, but also to act with that vision—so as to put an end to it.
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Table 1 Occupations of Unwed Mothers Whose Children Were Admitted to
the London Foundling Hospital, 1801-1900
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1871-1880 n=119 1.7 1.7 69.7 6.7 42 34 126 O
1881-1890 n=120 42 700 100 1.7 S.0 9.2 0
1891-1900 n=120 0.8 5.0 60.5 7.6 50 6.7 126 1.7
Average for
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Table 1 Age at Emancipation

Age Women Men
18-30 9 4
3140 1 4
41-50 8 2

51 and up 0 1
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Table 3 Ages, and Remuneration of Female Indoor Servants in 1891'¢

Age London England and Wales excluding London
% of Servants Average Wage % of Servants Average Wage
L/s £/s
under 15 4.1 £ 72 8.4 £ 67s
15-20 27.9 £11 9s 33.4 £11 2s
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25-35 23.3 £21 6s 17.8 £20 2s
35-45 9.1 £27 6s 7.0 £23 5s

45+ 9.1 £26 8s 9.1 £25 1s
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Table 2 Social Characteristics of Domestic Servants Whose Children Were Admitted
To the London Foundling Hospital, 1801-1900

In Higher Social Class by Father’s
Ranks of Average London Occupation®
Service Literate Age Origins I I 1T IV V

1801-1810 13.3 84.0 insufficient information 15 31 31 23
1811-1820 20.0 79.3  23.61 " 7 7 46 13 27
1821-1830 37.0 78.5 23.83 - 17 42 33 8
1831-1840 42.0 92.1 24.39 " 11 45 44

1841-1850 30.3 87.7 2279 “ 16 36 37 11
1851-1860 53.8 89.2 2266 419 9 43 43 N
1861-1870 44.2 94.8 2286  39.1 16 32 32 20
1871-1880 49.4 929 21.63 444 15 38 38 9
1881-1890 31.3 934 21.59 443 6 63 24 7
1891-1900 35.3 100.0 21.67 404 9 30 43 18

Average for
Century 35.7 89.19 22.78  42.01 0.7 12.1 40.6 33.8 123

*See Appendix A for classification categories used here and Table 4.
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Class | large employers, merchants, bankers, higher officials in ship-
ping and insurance, property owners, and the liberal profes-
sions: civil service, church, law, medicine, army, navy, science,
fine arts, architecture, etc.

Class 11 small employers, smdll dealers, wholesalers, retailers, caterers,
local government officials, teachers, entertainers, musicians,
subordinate officers in insurance, church, clerical occupations

Class 111 artisan crafts, skilled labor (mostly in construction and manu-
facture), lower-class traders, higher class domestic service

Class IV*  semi-skilled or intermediate workers mainly in transport,
agriculture, wood, metals, textiles; soldiers and sailors; sub-
ordinate government and local government service, police

Class V general unskilled labor, unskilled workers in land and water
transport, service and manufacture, municipal labor, street
traders.

*I have included the lower ranks of service in Class [V. Journeymen and
apprentices also belong here, whatever their aspirations or future status
might be.
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Table 4 Social Characteristics of the Partners of Domestic Servants Applying to the Foundling
Hospital, 1801-1900 (With Comparison to Total Male Population in 1861 and 1891)*
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*See Appendix A for definition of categories used here.





