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MARTYRS TO MATRIMONY

by Florence Boos

Paradlel Lives: Five Victorian Marriages, by
Phytlis Rose. New York: Knopf, (983, 318
pp., 316,95 hardcover,

Phyllis Rose has shown that something new
cian be said about five of the most documented
and often-discussed marriages in Victorian
England—1those of Jane and Thomas Carlyie,
John and Effic Ruskin, Charfes and Cather-
ine Dickens, John and Harriet Mill, and the
extra-fegal union of George Eliot and George
Henry Lewes, Parafiel Lives forcetully defines
human and psychotogical issucs, rapidly abter-
nAtes narralion, quotation, and gencraliza-
ton, and interweaves passages on Lhe prora-
gonists’ reactions ta background events. Its
cumulative discussions of the constraints of
Victorian marriage—its strict sex-role divi-
stons, ts heavy burden of soctal intrusions, its
possibitities {or self-decepiion, reseniment,
and {rarely) tempered happiness—akso even-
tuate in an extended mediiation on 1he nature
af marriage in general—what i1 has failed to
be in the past, and what it might become in ah
ideal future.

Rose’s chapters are arranged to present 2
somewhat unevenly composite hypothetical
marriage it chronological slages: the court-
shipof the Carivtes: the sexqyal and othee diffi.
cutlties of the Rusking’ brief marriage; the tager
boredom in the marriages of Harriet Tavtor
and Charles Dickens; the companionabic Jaic
maturity and middle age of Mary Ann Fyans
and Gearge Lewss; and then again the Car-
fyles——her resentment of his neglect, and his
remorse after her death. Rose's introductory
and concluding chapters compare these mar-
riages’ pallerns, note that many siluations
and assumptions they represent are stll with
us, and speculate about less imperfect unions
of the future,

This is an excellently written book, Its prin-
aipal difficulties derive from a latent strain be-
Lween what might be called the “internal” as-
sumptions that the author often seems to in-
voke in her anatyses of Victorian patterns—
which suggest that there is a near-timeless cat-
egory called *‘marriage,’’ whose patriarchal
patierns must to a larpe degree inevitably
recut it the future—and the more “sxternal™
assumptions of her feminis! comimentary on
these patterns. Rose's intreduction and con-
dusion could almost frame a different book
—0iie not about instirutional marriage at all,
much less Victorian marriage(s), but about al-
ternative methods for creating nuclear and ex-
tended families, Her introduction has afready
broadened her nominal definition of “‘mar-
sdage™ (o include non-mariial monogamous
heterosexual unions {the Lewes), “Bosion™
marriages {lesbian partnerships), and sexjess
mArTtages; once one opens up the possibility
of evaluating relationships by an sxtra-fegal
standard—perhaps one of depth ar durabitity
-—the possibilities for redefinition, of course,
are phmerous, and can be instantiated in the
period she discusses,

I addition to male-homosexual uhions
{Swinburne and Watts-Dunton), the nine-
teenily century saw lifelong sustaining part-
nerships between siblings {jane Austen ang
Lassandral, other relatives ('Michael Fielg™
was the pseudanym of an aunt and niece who
fivedd and wrote together), and same-sex
friends (Marx and Engels). Once one rejects
fegal aid sexual definitions of *family, " what
is to prevent the nuclear unit {rom extending
beyond two persons—perhaps to three {as in
Marge Piercy’s Woman of the Fdpe of Time),
four, or several?

Rose provides convinging reconstructions
of the points of view of all the characters in
these dramas, even of ils {relative) villains,
such as Ruskin, Ruskin's father, or Dickens.
Appropriately, her characters also reveal
themsetves-—most tellingly in their itacks on
each other and their protestations of virtue.
But when she speaks in her own voice, Rose’s
ability to argue eioguently both sides of a case
can occasionalty newtralize her own observa-
tions. Her forceful background commentary
on ninetcenth-century sexual practices, mari-
tal, divorce, property, and chiid-custody
taws, and deniai of employment to middie-
class women, for example, graduaily begins to
undercut her otherwise quile plausibie-seem-

ing claim thal nineteenth-cemiury and 1wen.
teth-century marruges are more alike than
different.

Shie seems 1o argue ultimately that marriage
should diminish in importance {*“‘marriage
still displaces toe many other possibilities in
aur cubure’”), vet her aliusions 1o martiage
sometimes seem to characterize it as a mono-
Ethic destiny, whose effects may extend inclef-
initely into ““our” future {*“marriape, whether
we see it as a psychofogical refationship or a
politicat one, has determined the story of all
our lives more than we have generally acknowl-
edged™). Though several of the pairs she de-
scribes were anything but durable, she main-
Lamns in the end “'a bewildered respect for the
durability of the pair, in all its variations.”

Afler an excellent concluding discussion of
the ideal af eguality she provides a jarringly
reductive model: “*Some time in the future,
the dynamics of equality may be undersiood,
perfected, and described. In the meantime,
sparring remains as one of the most convia-
cingimages we have of it Her Final madel of
“equality,” allegediy exemplified in Jane
Cariyle's marriage te Thomas, is & pofiical
one of suppressed and permanen revolution,
“witere equality consists—as perhaps it must,
in an imperfect time such as hers, or ours—in
perpetual resistance, perpetual rebellion.”
But with real equality, who is 1o rebel against
whom? And toward what new eguilibriom?

Cansider the case of Rose’s first chapeer, in
which shedescribes the epistolary courtshipof
the helress Jane Welsh by the indigent school-
master Thomas Carlyle. Uawilling at first to
consider him as a suitor, fane accepted him as
a (patient, even exemplary) futor-by-corre-
spondence. She had written both a play and a

novel in adotescence, and Rose describes Car-
Iyle’s darly encovragement of her talents. fane
had adready developed an archly ‘comic’ (one
of self-mockery which characterized her let-
ters throughout her ife:

O dear me! 1 shali never hold & respeactabte

place among titerary ladies—but | know

<an be a first rate fine Lady whenever |

please—1hic templation |y strong; Furnish

me with an antidote i you can, (p. 3}
She began and projected many literary works
in fater tife, Bui never completed any, and her
letters and diaries were her sole form of liter-
ary expression, Most were destroyed before ar
after her death.

Rase cormments accurately enough that
Carlyle’s education **so transformed her val.
ues, that she was able to perceive him finally as
the anly fit object for her fove.” In one sense,
though, he simply succeeded in imposing on
her a new definition of a brilfandy “success-
ful'’ marriage; she selected the schoolmaster,
rather thas anothet more conventionally dis-
tiaguished suitor, but retained something of
her eartiest letters' famasy of self-bestawal 1o
an admiring audience. Tension between the
two conflicting aspects of this dual aim—wiay
self-display and vicarious achievement—
watred within her throughout e,

Rose effectively narrates the full horror of
the post-engagement reversal of positions,
imposed by their (inherently unequat, almost
incvilably manipulative) role-division o
“‘Man-of-Genius”™  and  **Wife-of-Man-of
Genlus™:

His encauragement of Janc's smbitions

ceases, No more talk of Madame de Stael,

He assumes with cool majesty thar 1aking

vare of him is a fulitime affair. He

The coming months will see the publication of new
books about the cross-cultural stedy of women, the
hazards of housework, women and therapy, the lives of
nineteenth-century Black women, mothering, women in
Russia, misogyny in the eighteenth century, women blue-
collar workers, sexual harassment, feminism and } udaism;
new books by Susan Brownmiller, Mary Daly, Germaine
Greer, Paule Marshall, Robin Morgan, Marge Piercy and
many other women writers, new names and familiar ones,
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imagines the duties of' their household rig-

orously divided:

- .. when you on one side of our household
shait have faithfully gone throngh your
housewile duties, and | on the other <hall

Rave written miy allotied pages, we shail

mcet over our frugal meal...  (pp,42.43)

Carlyle’s actual views on the relation of hus.
band and wife were nasty, bruzish, and short:

The Man showld beor ruie in the house and

»ot the Women, Thisis an eternal axiom,

the Law of Mature hersell which no morta)

departs from unpunished. . .1 must not and

I cannot live in 2 house of which | ant sot

headl, . .ivis the nature of a man that' if he

be controfted by any thing but his ewn

Reason, he feels himself degraded. . . tis

the rature of & woman (for she is essen-

tially passive not acrive} 10 cling to the man

for support and direction, 1o comply with

his humours and fee! pleasure in doing so,

smply because they are his; 1o reverence

while she loves him, 1o conguer him not by

ker force but her weakness, . .

{f Too Am Here, ¢d. Alan and Mary Simp-

son, Cambridge University Press, 1977,

pp. 53-54)

Predictably, this *Man of Genigs™ came to
reciprocate her vigorous service with dimin-
ishing gratitude; his impotence precluded the
children which she desired, and who might a1
least have provided her with occupation and
cempanionship, lane Carlyle's refusal, ve-
peated many times, 10 pursue ever the limited
endeavors and forms of work {intellectual,
social, or phitanthropic) then available 10
her—in shoit 10 be anything but Mrs, Cas-
Iyle—alse feft her afl the more without forms
of sofidarity which might have provided some
solace against her husband’s neglect.

Rose's secand pair are Effie Gray and fohn
Ruskin. She reconnts theinitial conditions of
packground and temperament which made
their marriagesa conspicucusly, even publicly
disastrous. The story of their 2arly quarrels—
often over petty issues of deference 1o his par-
ents—is painfully convincing:

Chver whan pitiful pieces of ground these

unheroic matrimonial battles were fought!

... .For example, one of the Ruskins’ most

violent early disagreements, the first round

in Effie’s protracted battle with her

mother-indaw, concerned the care and

treatment of a commion cold,  (pp. 61-62)
Effie Ruskin wanied offspring even moye
than Jane Carlyle, but might have tolerated
Ruskin's refusal o0 consuwmmate the war
riage, if he had not rarionalized it so viciously
{he eventually denounced her as insune and
unfit te rear children). Equally oppressive, as
Rose observes, were the domitiesting intru-
sions of Ruskin's mother and father—the Jat-
ter of whom wrote to Effie’s father that she
should kave "thrown hersell entizely on our
generosity and sought fie  independent
authority,”

‘What is most surprising is that Effie was so
willing to obey her older cousin for as long as
she was, As Jokn Hunt desnonstrates in hisre-
cent biography of Ruskin, The Wider Seq

as his companion, and spent much effort in
providing practical assistance in s work. At
asurprisingty late stage of their marriage Rus-
kin cited as a sign ol her “'petulance™” that she
no longer sat by him while he drew, as had
once been her custom. Together in Venice,
away from the carpingscrutiny of his parents,
they managed to creale a kind of amicabie
truce, and went their separate ways with some
residuum of respect and affection.

Expiosions principally accurred when she
feit she was required 1o neglect or bebave
ruclely to her own family {e.z., when the senior
Mrs. Ruskin dernanded that the visitng Ms,
Gray sleep in the attic next (o the servams,
rathier than in Ruskin’s dressing room). Rus-
kin not only equated his own FHal responsibil-
ity with complete submission to Ais parents,
but demanded that Aer parents and filial sense
be complerely suppressed in favor of his, Most
revealingly, Rose cites Ruskin's later claim
that **his marriage to her was the greatest
erime he had ever committed, because ke had
acted i1 opposition 1o his parewnis'” temphasis
ntine). When Effie teft, he does not seem to
have missed her, and seems never 1o have
questioned the complete rectitude of his be-
havior owards his wife,

One of Rose™s strengths, already remarkad
upan, is her cogent use of her principals’ own
words. The devouring cruelty of Ruskin's
parents is britliantly condensed inte a com-
ment of Ruskin's father to his son, overheard
after the announcement of the annulment-—
“Come along, John,. . . never misd, we have
you 10 ourselves now."" No gleven-word state-
ment, perhaps, could better account for Rus-
kin's iater madness and childlike dependenciss.

Rose also presents the complicated triangu-
lar afliance of Harriet Tayior, John Taylor,
and John Stuart Mill with her usual shrewd-
ness and deft use of citation; but she shares
what [ believe is a common tendency to inter-
pret not oniy their shorlcomings bat thetr vir-
ies as manifestations of priggishness, Toher
they are almost invariably righteous but self-
righteous, devoted but ingrown, an example
not of equaliry but of female dominanee.

Rose assumes a subtle manipuiativeness to
Harrigt Taylor's decisions which she does not
attribute to her other female subjects, Some-
times her tone seems gratuitously sarcastic
and condescending:

You had to hand it to Harries, She had a

solid husband [John Taylor] against whose

pracidity her owr wit could shine all ihe

more dazzlingly . ... She had one of the

mast brilliant men in London as her inti-

mate and devoted friend, and she had him

<onvinced she was making a sacrifice for

his sake, too, She had the fove of her three

children, whe adored her. Precariousky,
stte even had her respectability. This was
evidently a woman of extracrdinary talents,

as fohn Mill always said. {op. 113-114)

Irs 2 similar tone, Rose dismisses the “‘fiction""

(Viking, 1982), she eagerly accepted her role

of Mill and Taylor's relationship:
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They ching to cach other in London draw-

ing rooms devoled to enlightened discus-

sten. They stroll through Parisian strests

discussing 1he eitics of their behavior. They

exhibit supremely, deliciously, thay exclu-

sive prelerence {or cach oiber for twenty

vears, waiting for the chance (o marry,

Like the lovers in 4 Midswemer's Mot s

ron, like lovers everywhere with a re-

spect for the life of the mind, they dote on

cack other and congratulate themsslves on

thelr Reason, (p-126)

Why are Mill and Tayior simply “*doting,"’
but Evans and Lewes an example of mufual
devetion? s there some reason why love be-
tween these two intellectuals must be described
with such heavy sarcasm? Rose describes Miti's
format repudiation of the fepal property and
sexual rights of the Victorian husband within
marriage as “'these dry and graceless sen-
tences,'" Dry they may bave been; but as Rose
acknowledges, they provided a thenunique
way for Milt and Taylor to Jive together “re-
spectably’” without making one the lepal
master of the other.

Little direct evidence comcerming Harriet
Taylor’s character or activities has survived;
Rose largely accepts her critics’ disparage-
ment of her intellec; . . [Mill] valued her
intellectual style as boid and vigotous where
another person, mose like her, might have
found her hasty and simplistic.” Taylor's
brief early essay on marriage is reprinted by
Alice Rossi in Essays on Sex Equality (1970,
In iy opinion, il reveals a pithy and forceful
mird, Not only did these traits well comple.
ment Mill's powerful but unspecific abstrac-
tions, but the particular peints Tayiar makes
Seens 10 e accurate and original, The 1851
essay on women's enfranchisement, which
Ml pibilished under his own name byt later
atiributed to Taylor, is as comprehensive a dis-
cussion of women’s disabitities and their re-
dress as appeared in nineteenth-century Bri-
tain. it is more complexiy argued and dogu-
mented than the essay on marriage, but itre-
tains something of the latter's iconoclasm and
incigive vigor, Mill was a pulsively truth-

count of the Dickens' early domestic convi-
viality, in the period when Charles and his
wife had their {irst four children—a convivial-
ity which deteriorated as she bore siv more
children, and became lethargic and over-
weight. Rose also compares Dickens' growing
restiessness with the {male-“menopausal”™?
changes psychologists have observed in mien
between the age of thirty-five and forty-live,
specuiates the the middie-aged Catherine may
have revived for Dickens painful memories of
his own mother, and notes paraltels between
the role Dickens often played in The Frozen
Degp—that of a man who sacrifices himself to
save another—and his image of himself as
someone who had sacrificed his emotional
needs to avquire respectability as a suceessful
paterfamilias.

Divorce from his wife was impossible, ex-
apl on grounds of adultery, and Georging
Hogarth provided the domestic services he
needed, 30 one might have expected Dickens
1o partition his Efe in the more customary
ways berween his unloved wife and eventual
mistress, Ellen Ternan. [nstead, he scems 1o
have decided quite ruthlessly that Catheripe
had 1o be put away; complained extensively to
friends of their incompatibility (there 5 no
evidence that she ever found fault with his
traits or habits); abandoned their shared bed-
room and ordered the wall built up between
their adjoining rooms; ang later accused her
of insane jealousy when she commenied on
the accidental detivery 1o the houss of a brace-
iet Ordeved for Ellen Ternan.

Eventually he relegated her (0 a separate
dwelling with their eldest son, and retained the
ather nine children, whom he discouraged
from visiting their mother. Catherine was not
invited to the wedding of her daughter and
namesake, nor informed of the death of their
sen Walter, nor invited 10 the funeral of her
distinguished hushand. She was always meck,
and her one act of self-respect before her
death was to give her Jetters from Dickens (o
her daughter Kate, hoping that they might be

ful man, and 15eene teason Lo deny his aserip-
tion of authorship, or discredit the guality of
these works,

Rose also accepts the stereotypical view
that Mifl was ot simply an inductive Jogician,
but some sort of near-affectiess, immature
maching anaiviica, whose motive force came
from without: **In the production of some of
his mast impertant works, he ook the posi-
tion of a schoolboy fulfilling an assignment.”
Worse, “his soul craved domination™ and he
even became a unique case of the “*votuntary,
even enthusiastic, subjection of one man.'
Much of this seems 10 be based on the fact that
Mill consutted Harriet on the subject and con-
tenl of each aspect of his work-—a common
patern among married male scholars for as
iong as their wives have been fterate—but
made the unprecedented gesture of scrupu-
lously recording this fact,

{t was #is work, after all, published under
his name, 1o which Harriet had devoted the
entire energies of ap active life, and some
compensating tribute of appreciation might
have seemied an appropriate redress. The most
plausible explanation for Mill’s public trib-
utes (o his wife after her death, it seems to
me—if one sets aside the hypothesis thar he
was exaggerating or lying——is the simplest.
The obvious tactical arguments for not bring-
ing Harriet Taylor’s name before the Victor-
ian public had come to seem a failure of nerve,
and the alleged maching analviice felt a need
ta make restitution. Their attempis (o circum-
vent the anticipated reaction of their public
may thus have made them oblique victims of
the sexual reles they tried o oppose.

1tis also hard for me 1o believe that the pair
who coflgborated on the Awtohiography, On
Liberty, and The Subjection of Women did
not in some essential way kxnow the meaning
of a private {iberty and reciprocity in their re-
fations with each other. Mill, of ali people,
would surely have been aware that no degree
of domestic deference on his part would re-
dress the suppression of his co-author's name
on substantial and influential works of politi-
cal theary. Moved by this awareness, he finaily
acled 1o express their shared regret and his jib-
eral guilt—an appropriate as wel as generous
gesture, after all, from a man who didn™
realty need maore publications on his vita.

Rase's analyses of her final two couples—
Charles and Catherine Dickens and Mary
Ann Bvans and George Lewes—seem more
straightforward. She gives a convincing ac-

published as proof shat the great novelist had
once loved her.

This was sadly necessary, for the public cel-
cbrant of domestic happiness had ar least in
part managed 10 sell his treatment of Cather-
ine to his ardently courted pubiic. His accounts
of his domestic life in the London Times and
FHousehold Words had propagated hisversion
of I4e separation 10 a much wider audience
than would otherwise have beard of it, and
perhaps convinced many, though naot all, of his
readers that Catherine’s “‘mental disorder’"
and houschold ineptitude justified his dect-
sion to discard her, and take away her chil-
drens, Dickents never seems to have expressed
any lingering self-Teproach for his successful
banning of Catherine from his and his chil-
dren's lives. Rose’s final judgment, if any-
thing, is remarkably restrained:

Trying to be good, wanting to be loved, fie

made hirself known in s own 1ime as a

madet of (as they woulg have put it} un-

genthernanly behavior. For us he provides a

fine exampie of Hiow not to end 2 marriage.

p. 191}

Mary Ann Evans and George Henry Lewes
provide Rose with a just exampie of a mutu-
afty satisfying uriion, and she remarks on the
ireny that social ostracism: gave them more
privacy for conversation and work. Rose re-
bukes crilicism of Mary Ann Evans' early
direct attempts 1o find male companionship,
and denounces the later “myth of George
Eitot's dependency”:

What | see is a woman of passicnate nature

who struggles, amidst fmited opportunity,

to find semeone to fove and to love her; a

womarn who goes 10 quite unconvetitional

lengehs and is willing 10 be unusually ag.
gressive—almost predalory——in her efforts

to secure for herself whar she wants. |, it

does seem Lo me {d make some difference

whether we think of one of the mast pow-

erful female writers ever 4s neoroticafly de-

pendent on men or as brave enough 10 se-

cure 1o herself what she wanted.  ¢p.21%)
As Rose reconstructs the mutua! benefits of
her Haison with Lewes, his genial and even
wmper sosthed her despondency. and pro-
vided encouragement for Evans' long-sub-
merged plans to write novels; she, in turn,
provided affection and eare 1o him and 1o his
three children,

Their arrangement, of course, was widefy
condemned, it required courage to face the
dreary viciousness of Victorian public opinion.
Jare Carlyle called Evans, with “‘subtle’” mal-
ice, “*A marvelous teacher of morals, surely,



and still mere marvelows in that oiher vapa-
city, for which nature has not provided her
with the outfit supposed to he essential’”: the
sculpror Themas Woolner weote, less ‘sub-
dy," of the “filthy contaminations of these
hidder satyrs and smirking moraksts. ...
stink pots of humaniy.”

When afler 24 years of companionship
Lewes died, the 60-year-old Evans/Eliol
mourned him imensely. Afier 18 months she
emered legal marriage with an af{ectionate
and not markedly intellectual 40-year-oid husi-
nessman named Johin Cross, who read Dante
with her, and tended to her financial affairs.
The success of their companionship (which
Rose presenis sympathetically and well)
mitdly undercuis an explanation offered in
the last parzgraph of the bock for the happi-
ness of Evans® iife with Lewes:

whether in accord with some psychologieal

itk of henan nature which resists fulfil-

ing promises, o because sanclioned mar-

riage boars somc ineradicabie 12im which

converts the personal relationship between

aman and women o a pofitical one, |
canvot finally say, although both may be

rue. (p. 269

There is nio doubt seme truth 1 this ¢though
all of life is political; formal arrangements
smply make the political constitutional); but
it seems only just {0 note in defense of Eliot’s
judgment and Cross' character that their sadly
brief legal marriage seems also to have heen
happy, and that Cross' later comments on his
wife and his Life of Gevrge Elior did well by
her memory.

Rose devates her final chapter to the post-
humous effect of Jane Carlyle’s unhappy diar-
ies. Impervious (o her loneliness in life, Car-
iyle published her letters and expressed lavish
remorse after her death, Unfontunately, as the
editors of a recent edition of her writings {/
Too A Herey point om, *'it [was} biindmess,
rot chauvinism, for which he repenifed).”
Evers in self-reproach he was self-dramatizing
and hyperbolic (*'blind, ungrateful.. . . .and
crushed down into blindness by great misery
as | oflenest was!"), and he could not praise
his wife withiou: sneering at her sisters:

Mot all the Sands and Eliots and babbling

cotte of ‘celehrated soribbling women'

that have strutted over the world in my

tirme catid, 3 seerns to me, if al) bolied

down and distilied 10 essence, make one

such woman. (p. 256)

There is 2 certain sad coherence 1o al} this,
Jane apparentiy shared ter husband’s pen-
chant for arch insults and shwrs, in his
““praise’’ she once observed, **[ should besur-
prised if 1 found him sextimentalizing over a
pack of black brutes!™ Her *‘perpetuat resis-
ance, perpetiat rebellion’” may have become

so complicit with his need 1o browbeat that it
became listle more than a dialectical inversion
of it, part of a painful, quasi-Hegehan, cycle
of “‘mastery’” and “‘bondage.”

In retrospect, the cases Rose presents in
Paratfel Lives are so intricately moving that
one is (empted 10 explore other such Haisons,
inother periods—Godwin ang Wollslonecraft,
for example; the complex familial neswork of
Harriet Shelley, Mary Skelley, Percy Shelley,
ané friepdls; or the inexorable husband’s
progress of Bertrand Russeli through a suc-
cession of five highly gifted, accomplished,
and sadly devoted wives. Rose also does not
(rejconsider the grand British counterexample
i the nineteenth century o her strictures
egainst contractuad foyalty: the Brownings.
Both wrote some of Lheir best work after their
marriage, and they remained energetically
congenial 4l her death, despite disagreements
over such subjecis as mesmerism and opium.
Mot does she examine another sort of counter-
axample; the wnhappy bohemian liaison,
whose best-known example among Victorian
fnerati was probably that of Elizabeth Siddal
and Dante G. Rossetti.

It would also be interesting to see similarly
well-written essays on the often-admirable
unions of other nineleenth- and early twen-
tigth-cendury  couples—wsiters, reformers,
and their spouses——whose names ace less well-
known: Alice andt Wiifred Meyneil; Barbara
Leigh Smith and Eugene Bodichon; Elizabeth
and William Gaskelt; Josephine and George
Butler; Millicent and Henry Faweets; Richard
and Emmeline Parkburst; Emmeline and
Lawrence Pethick-Lawrence; Verz Britzain
and George Catlin, .,

These examples, and the more familiar ones
Rese describes 5o cogently and well, might
hedp ug begin 10 adumbrate some aliernatives
to the “‘room of one's own,” which would
Iree us from the cycles of “masiery” and
“slavery’ and realize some tendative sexual
forms of Peter Kropotkin's anarcho-commu-
nist ideal of ““ryutual aid.> The Brownings,
the Mills, and Evans and Lewes all sought var-
iants of this efusive ideal. indeed, the author
of Ecclesiastes anticipated its regulative force
rather well, when he enumerated 1htee rea-
sons for regret when “there is one aione, and
there 3 not a second”™

Two are better than one; because they

have & good reward for their labour.

For. . .if two ite together, then shall they
have heai: but how can one be warm

atone’

.. .iF they fall, the one will filt up her
feitow: but woe 1a her that is ajone when
she Talleth; for she hath not another te help
her ap.

{Ecclasiastes 4: 9-11; slightly modified from
the King James Versiom} 1

Drawing from Judy Chicago’s The Dinner Party: sindy for Judith plate, pen and ink on rag paper, 13437

xin,

Judith; Jewish heroine, representative of sirengih and courage of esrly bfbfical women,

Photocredit: Susan Eisensteln

THE REPAIR

OF THE

by Marge Piercy

On Being a Jewish Feminist: A Reader, edited
and with introductions by Susannak Heschel,
New York: Schocken Books, 1983, xxxvi, 288
piv.. $20.00 hardeover, $9.95 paper.

A great deal of nonsense is talked and writ-
ten about Judaism by those who arenot lews,
and it becomes at times exiremely tedious.
The general consensus among many Christians
and among many feminists seems 16 be that
Sudaise is 2 quaint relic or else the apotheosis
of patriarchy, and that the attachment of Jews
te our identity is a form of masochism or &
sign of unheightened consciousness. As Alice
Bloch writes in Scenes from the Life of ¢ Jew-
&h Leshian:

Viake pride in my Jewish heritage, and |

am liret of hearing women dismiss Jewish

identity as “oppressive’” and patrigcchal’”

without knowing anything about iL. 1 am

Lired of feninist books that sum up all Jew-

ish thought in that one stupid prayer,

“Blessed are Thou. . . who did not make

e 2 wornian,"” that has probably besn

invoked more times iz this decade by

Christian women to condemn Judaism than

by Jewish men to thank Ged. And [ am

dred of the popular beliel in the women's

community that Jewish women have had

no first-hand experience wilh racism. Anti-

Semitism is a form of racism, and so is the

assumption that everyone is Chiristian . . .

Jewisks idemity is important to me, because
being fewish is an integraf part of myself;

it's my inheritarice, my roots, Christian

women sometimes have a hard e under-

standing this, becanse Christian identity is

s0 much ted up with religious beliels, B is

pessible o be an ex-Catholic ot an ex-Bap-

tist. but it really is not possible o be an ex-
Jew. A Jew doesn’t have to believe any
particular docerine; she juse is a Jew,

{p. 174}

When # was growing up antisemitism was
prevalent. Then it was unfashionable 1o ac-
knowledge it openty for a period, Now it is
once again blatani. At the same rime rmany
Jews are far more interested in revitalizing

WORLD

One way of looking al the various essays in-
duded i On Being a Jewish Feminist is in
terms of the degree to which they are intesior
1o the received tradition of Jewish law and
practice {catled The Way or more commonly
halakhakj or the degree to which they sitate
themsetves 10 the sick. How Judaisth must be
changed to incorporate women into the fidl
community of Jewish life and thought and rit-
ual and how to incorporate women-ceniered
consciousness in the common expression of
that religion are vast undertakings which dif-
ferent writers wanl 1 start from different
foundations. Sume of the women who have
written essays collected in this volume want
minor improvements and some want major
changes and some wanl profound, indeed
fundamental transformations that go to the
core,

""Kaddish from the *Wrong® Side of the
Mehitzah'" by Sara Reguer is about saying the
particular prayer for the dead known as the
Kaddish. Traditionally it has been said by a
son for a dead parent, but many women wish
o say Kaddish for their parents. [ went to
Rabbdi Deborah Hachen after the death of my
mother, so that ! could learn 10 say Kaddish
for her. It is 4 ritual more for the living than
for the dead, as in Jewish tradition there is a
defined way of dealing with grief for the dead,
which 1akes you step by step through your
mourning and back ines daily life. itis a pow-
erful eeans of deating with death, and 1 found
a0 ather appropriate either for my mother or
for myself.

Deborah Lipstadt's “And Deborah Made
Ter" isafso about Kaddish, ir this case the ve-
sistance 10 and then finally the acceptance on
the part of 2 group of oid Jewish men of, first,
her saying Kaddish for her mother, and then
joining thems in thele pravers. It is a moving
and personal piece, bat it is finally the descrip-
tion af an individug women, through her
scholarship ang her obvicus knowledge of
Torah and of halakhah, coming 16 be accepted
-5 30 exception.

Some of the essays are concerned with re-
forms thai may betier iniegrate wOmen intG
what exists. fn **The Noah Syndrome,” Rose

Judaism and the Jewfsh co iy, rather
than simply flecing i and being only bagels
and lox Jews. On one hand many young pea-
ple are becoming Orthodox and attempting to
five what they feel is a trpe and compiere Jew-
ish existence inside traditional laws; on the
other, many Jews are puemping 1o renew Ju-
daisre more or less radicaily.

Susannah Heschel has put together an ex-
tremely interesting introduction 10 the re-
structuring of Judaisin thal feminisis are con-
templating and carrying out, an activity that
has gained momentum and breadth over the
past ten years. The collection as a whole
mioves from works dealing with women’s ex-
clusion, oppression and pain, from Rachel
Adler™s extremely important early piece " The
Sew Who Wasa't There" through Estka Dun-
wan's “The Hungry Jewish Mother,” about
the image of Jewish women in literazure by
American men and then by American women,
10 essays about the reform of various aspects
of the lewish observance and community,
znd the gauging of the power{ul forces resis-
tant 10 women’s empowerment,

Lesiey Hazleton has an esszy on the actual
atuwation of lsraeli women as opposed to the
legal and the rhetorical equality they are sup-
posed 10 enjov. Aviva Canior lakes up the
stary of Lilith, Adam*s first and coequal wife,
who would net defer to him and who rebelled
against his attempt to dominate her, She stud-
ies the two aspects of Lilith, Lilith the heroine
and Lilith the demon, and relates them 10
men’s fear of women’s independeiice and
strength. The story of Lifith was one my
mother 1old me, and Cantor's wearment is
sensitive, Litith Is an important figure (o Jew-
ish feminists—one of our magazines bears
that name—and she often turns up in our
myths and rituals. Deborah Lipstadt: digs into
the role of women in the large volurtary or-
ganizations of the Jewish community, provid-
ing muck of the work force but comprising
few of the leaders,

Felsenburg Kaplan is concerned that recent
changes in Jewish life, and 1the presumably i~
erating influence of Conservative and Reform
Judaism {exemplified in the removal in their
services of the curtain between women and
men, the mehitzah referred 10 above) have
made Jewish ritual and communal life more
family-centered ang thus less accessible to
single women, divorced women, women
alone with children.

Wheti women and men were separated and
worshipped with their own sex, Kaplan points
out, women had the solidarity of a female so-
<ial world whether they were married or not.

Why do people

sink whaling ships, {—w
refease dolphins, iy '
boyeott veal...? [ =

Haven't you ever wondered L._. | H

whether we reafy Reed to exploit animals
and nalyre the way we do?

A mevement is being Buitt 1o Challenge
these forms of exploiation and the cultural
attitydes that go with them, Nature alien-
ation wounds our socizty; the healing
reguiras pollticat action,

Read about it in AGENDA, the indepen-
dent, bi-monthly newsmagarine of the
rapldly growing animal rights/liberation
movement.

AGENDA’S 25 contributing editors keep
you In touch with the action for impreved
relations with he rest of The planet

3 Here's $15. Send AGENDA
for one year.

{2 #ere’s $2. Send a sample
AGENDA.

Name

Address

Mail check and coupon to:

Animal Rights Ketwork
Box 523/ Westport, CT 06881
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