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TRANSLATORS’ FOREWORD

THE authors of The Dominant Sex contemplate a re-
founding (Neubegriindung) of the comparative psychology
of the sexes. The present volume is the initial contri-
bution to that work ; it is intended to demolish the old
edifice, and in part to clear the ground for the new
construction. Literally translated, the original title runs:
“ Feminine Peculiarities in the Men’s State, and Masculine
Peculiarities in the Women’s State.” The fundamental
theory of the book is that what we call ** masculine ”
qualities to-day are merely the qualities of a dominant
sex; and that what we call “ feminine” qualities are
merely the qualities of a subordinate sex. Novel-readers
may remember that the theory was foreshadowed forty
years ago in Walter Besant’s amusing anti-feminist squib,
The Revolt of Man. In the present study we have a
work as readable as any novel in which knowledge of
the psychological and sociological effects of sex dominance
is placed upon a scientific basis. Only when full allow-
ance has been made for these effects, will it be possible
to ascertain the residue of masculine and feminine
character traits which are indisputably congenital. The
authors have proved that much of what we lightly class
as ‘“ masculinity ” and ‘‘femininity ” is not congenital,
but is reacquired from generation to generation.

There are two other main lines of contemporary research
into the problems of the comparative psychology of the
sexes. One of these is by way of direct biological study.
Excision and transplantation experiments with the re-
productive glands furnish justification for the traditional
belief that there really are such things as essential mascu-
linity and essential femininity. But these same experiments
have also confirmed Otto Weininger’s brilliant hypothesis

7



8 THE DOMINANT SEX

in Sex and Character, that what we call “man” and
“ woman ’’ are only rough-and-ready terms for the pre-
ponderance of male and female elements, both of which
are present in varying proportions in every individual.
Now the Vaertings’ study of the effect of the prevailing
type of sex domination upon the mind of the observer,
shows that the investigator cannot make due allowance
for the bias thus engendered in his mind until he has
grasped the full import of the principle they have brought
to light. Almost all who interpret such experiments as
those of Steinach and Voronoff, are still unconsciously
influenced by the preconceptions derived from the
prevalent dominance of men.

The second main line of recent research into the
psychology of sex differentiation has been that furnished
by psychoanalysis—by the direct study of unconscious
mentation in ourselves and our contemporaries, and by
the application of psychoanalytical theory in the imagina-
tive reconstruction of prehistoric society (as in Freud’s
Totem and Taboo, and Kolnai’'s Psychoanalysis and Soci-
ology). But here, likewise, inferences are vitiated by the
“ Men’s-State complex ”” of the psychoanalysts, whether
these be men or women. From one point of view The
Dominant Sex is itself a psychoanalytical study, for it shows
how largely our judgments concerning sex differentiation
are unconsciously influenced by the affects dependent upon
the extant type of sex dominion, and how historians have
tended under the influence of these affects to ‘‘ censor ”
the evidence of an antecedent type of society wherein
women were the dominant sex. Here also the arguments
will have to be reconsidered, the conclusions restated,
when we have learned to make allowance for the tyranny
which the extant Men’s-State ideology, complex, or bias,
exercises over all our thinking.

We do not wish to imply that no one before the Vaertings
has ever been aware of the existence of the bias to
which we refer. There are, for instance, reiterated allu-
sions to it in the writings of women rebels against
male dominion, from the days of Mary Wollstonecraft’s
Vindication onwards. Havelock Ellis writes to us in a
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private letter: “ The fallacy in sexual comparisons is
fairly familiar—the difficulty is to eliminate it. It has
been acutely present to my mind for nearly forty years ;
and I have always attached importance to control obser-
vations, when possible, on other species in which there
was no reason to suppose one sex dominant.” But the
Vaertings are the first to attempt the elucidation of the
matter in all its bearings, as the outcome of a detailed
historical and sociological study.

The evidence for the widespread existence of a feminine
dominance, the obverse of the masculine dominance with
which we are all familiar, is scattered broadcast through-
out the succeeding pages, and throughout those of the
numerous works to which the authors refer. There is
no need to summarise it in this foreword. Students of
sociology are acquainted with Bachofen’s theory of
matriarchy ; and those who cannot read German have
access, at any rate, to summary expositions of the theories
of the author of Das Mutterrecht. Such original English
(or American) books as Westermarck's Human Marriage
and Lewis Morgan’s Amncient Society have done much to
popularise the conception of matriarchy—and psycho-
analytical reconstructions of the patriarchal primitive
horde cannot shuffle out of the world the abundant
evidence of primitive matriarchy. But the Vaertings,
when they write of the dominance of women, mean some-
thing different from Bachofen’s matriarchy. The long-
continued dominance of women in ancient Egyptian
society, for instance, was no mere ‘‘ mother-right "’ ; any
more than the dominance of men in Hohemzollern
Prussia was a mere expansion of the powers of the
“old man” in the patriarchal horde. That is why the
translators have seldom used the terms matriarchy and
patriarchy ; and for this and other reasons they have
passed over Bachofen’s terms * androcracy " and ** gyne-
cocracy ”’ in favour of Anglo-Saxon equivalents with
somewhat different implications. We speak of the “ Men’s
Sfcate " and the *“ Women'’s State,” to denote social con-
ditions in which men and women are respectively dominant.
For the adjectival forms androcratic and gynecocratic, |
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and for similar locutions, we generally use ‘ Men’s-State ”’
and “ Women’s-State,” with a hyphen to indicate that
the significance is adjectival. In this matter, no less,
we have had the advantage of consultation with Havelock
Ellis (through whose instrumentality the Vaertings’ book
was first brought to our notice). He writes: “ The
‘-cracy ' terminology is certainly correct and accepted ;
but it is ugly, pedantic, and no doubt, to many, obscure.
I think you are quite justified in sticking to your own
terms.”

In fine, then, the Vaertings’ theory is that the Men’s
State tends to produce ‘‘ manly men,” and ‘ womanly
women.”” On the other hand, the Women'’s State tends
to produce ‘“manly women’ and ‘ womanly men.”
That is to say, the women of the Women’s Statc are
*“ mannish,” from the Men’s-State outlook; and, from
the same outlook, the men of the Women’s State are
“ womanish.” In other words, the main content of these
terms, ostensibly denoting a biological sex differentiation,
is an expression of the attributes referable to the
prevailing type of sexual dominance. Under monosexual
dominance, the ideology imposed by the nature of the
sexuo-social environment modifies all our judgments
in such matters. Nay more, that ideology distorts our
perceptive faculties, and sophisticates our reasoning, so
that history, art, and science, are subtly falsified by
the bias of the dominant sex. There are individuals
who can escape that bias, even under monosexual domi-
nance. But, in the mass, the ideology of the dominant
sex will be prepotent until sex equality is achieved.

Meanwhile, the influence of the Men’s State is un-
ceasingly at work. As Evelyn Sharp wrote recently in
the Daily Herald (September 5, 1922—article on ‘* Sex
Equality ") : ““ The perpetual insistence on the limitation
of women'’s interests has resulted in her artificial speciali-
sation in such interests. But this is a reactionary and
not a progressive tendency, and one that hinders the
solution of many problems that will only be solved when
they are approached, not as women’s, but as human
questions. It is also a tendency that hinders the eman-



THE DOMINANT SEX 11

cipation of women. For, after all, woman’s emancipation
simply means her recognition as a human being.”

Evelyn Sharp, it will be seen, like Mary Wollstone-
craft, Havelock Ellis, and many another, is a forerunner
in respect of a portion of the Vaertings’ great generalisa-
tion. But this does not detract from the latter’s origin-
ality, which consists in the vast scope of their scientific
synthesis, in the width of the implications of their theory
of the dominant sex. Darwin, Marx, and Freud—all
had forerunners.

Marx showed that history could not be made intelli-
gible without the clue afforded by the recognition of the
class struggle; he pointed out that historiographers in
general were, and could not but be, under the spell of
the ideology of the master class. History had to be
rewritten—for the most part still has to be rewritten—
by persons whose master-class bias has been readjusted.
In like manner the Vaertings contend that history is
perennially falsified by the prepotent ideology of the
dominant sex. Nor is it history alone that has to be
rewritten from an equalitarian outlook in sexual matters.
The readjustment is quite as essential in respect of the
inferences most recently drawn in the fields of sociology
and psychology. These two sciences, likewise, must be
“refounded "’ upon a sex-equalitarian basis. Blow follows
blow with disconcerting speed, making lovers of a quiet
life look back with regret to the times when Bishop
Ussher’s contemporaries found it easy to believe that
Eve was created out of Adam’s rib in the year 4004 B.C.
But alas, our authors have little difficulty in showing
that, quite apart from the excellent Ussher’s defects
‘as a chronologer, the rib-story itself has to be dismissed
as a Men’s-State fable! That was the Yahvist version,
and Yahve was a Men’s-State god, fashioned after the
image of dominant males. The Elohist myth, on the
other hand, ‘“ male and female created he them,” has a
comparatively equalitarian flavour, and was the saga
of a tribe or tribes where the sexes held equal sway. In
respect of folk-lore and primitive religion, the theory of
the dominant sex throws light into dark corners, It is
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by the abundant light the new conception brings, that
its general validity should be appraised. Let critics
beware of condemning it because, here and there in
matters of detail, the authors’ data can be questioned,
or because at times it is even possible to doubt the sound-
ness of their inferences. They have not invariably escaped
the pitfalls that beset the pathway of the pioneer. Never-
theless they have, we are confident, gone far, very far,
towards justifying their main contention—that they are
refounding the comparative psychology of the sexes.

Our sex nature is very variously composed. Neither
in society nor in the individual is it stable in its characters.
Many societies and many individuals are strongly sexed,
but the modern trend towards equal rights for the sexes
in unquestionably accompanied by a reduction in the
intensity of sex differentiation.

In the psychological sphere, sex differentiation has three
main factors: biological, psychological, and sociological.

Biologically or psychologically determined differences
in the psychology of the sexes, in sexual behaviour, in-
dubitably exist. Their existence in the human species
is indicated by the comparative study of sex psychology
in the animal kingdom, and it is confirmed by recent
experimental work in transplanting the reproductive
glands. To-day the influence of sexual hormones upon
character is an established fact. But it seems probable
that all men have circulating in their blood both ‘‘ male ”
and ‘‘ female”’ hormones. Apart from actual or experi-
mental inversion, the influence of these in any individual
is fluctuating.

Secondly, differences in sexual behaviour are largely
due to a psychological determinism, are to a great extent
the outcome of suggestions and autosuggestions as to
what conduct is appropriate for boys or girls, for men or
women. But in large part these suggestions are in turn
dependent upon the third factor, the sociological.

The Dominant Sex is a detailed study of the sociological
factor of sex differentiation.

LoNpoN, New Year 1923.
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INTRODUCTION

FroM of old the comparative psychology of man and
woman has been on a false route, and there it still wanders
to-day. The custom is to compare dominant males with
females whose position is subordinate or at least inferior
in rank, the comparison being thus between groups whose
position is fundamentally unequal. But the differences
shown to exist between such groups are just as likely
to depend upon sociological causes, and to be the outcome
of the reciprocal position of the sexes, as to be due to
congenital divergencies. It is erroneous, therefore, to do
what is usually done at the present time, and to describe
the differences in question without further consideration
as sexual characters.

The error presumably arises from a not unnatural
identification of the male sex with dorninance and of
the female sex with subordination. The respective associ-
ations have been regarded as inseparable. The extant
inequality in the positions of men and women has con-
sequently been looked upon as itself an expression of
sex differentiation, and a search for additional factors of
the inequality has been considered superfluous. Yet the
steady advance of the female sex towards the attainment
of equal rights has been enough to show that the fore-
going assumption is invalid. The course of this investi-
gation will make the fallacy manifest on other grounds.

A new basis of comparison is the essential prerequisite
to a precise comparison of man and woman, a comparison
which shall enable us to discover the truly congenital
differentiz of sex. We must compare the sexes when
their position is precisely similar. We must either com-
pare men where masculine dominance prevails with
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18 THE DOMINANT SEX

women where feminine dominance prevails; or else we
must compare women in a community where men are
dominant with men in a community where women are
dominant; or else we must compare men and women
under conditions where complete equality prevails between
the sexes. We must not, as hitherto, compare dominant
men with subordinate women; we are only entitled to
compare dominant men with dominant women, subor-
dinate men with subordinate women, or the two sexes
under absolutely equal rights.

To-day we are still far from any such equivalence of
powers. Nominally, indeed, there is an equivalence of
rights, but in reality men continue to exercise a notable
predominance. Consequently the sexes cannot at present
be unreservedly compared. But among quite a number
of peoples women have been dominant, and the women
and the men of these peoples can be compared with the
men and the women of peoples where masculine dominion
prevails. A comparison between the sexes when this
precaution is observed will throw an entirely new light
upon the psychology of men and women respectively.
Furthermore and simultaneously, it will furnish remark-
able elucidations in the domains of the ethnography,
sexology, anthropology, and sociology of the sexes. Our
investigation has enabled us to ascertain the extremely
important fundamental law that the contemporary pecu-
liarities of women are mainly determined by the existence
of the Men’'s State, and that they are accurately and
fully paralleled by the peculiarities of men in the Wbmen'’s
State.

Such is the general thesis we hope to establish in the
present volume. To do so, we must proceed to examine
the question in detail.
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CHAPTER ONE

THE PRINCIPLE OF REVERSAL IN MONOSEXUAL
DOMINANCE

TESTIMONY concerning the dominance of women among
various peoples differs greatly in comprehensiveness.
As regards the ancient Egyptians such abundant evidence
is forthcoming that the existence of feminine dominance
as far as this people is concerned has been placed beyond
question for all who have studied the matter objectively.
In the case of the Spartans the historical traces are
perhaps less numerous, but they are so plain as to leave
no doubt as to the reality of the dominance of women
in that nation. In both instances, therefore, we have
proof of the existence of feminine dominance among
civilised peoples. As far as savages are concerned, the
most detailed reports that have come to hand anent
the dominance of women relate to the Kamchadales,
the Chamorros, the Iroquois, the Basque-Iberian
stocks, the Garos, the Dyaks, and the Balonda. In
addition there were, for example, the Libyans, among
whom it is demonstrable that the dominance of women
was once absolute at a time when they were at least in
an intermediate stage between barbarism and civilisation.
We find, moreover, fairly definite traces of the dominance
of women among numerous races in the most diverse
phases of development; for instance in Tibet and in
Burma, among the Khonds, the Creeks, etc. Bachofen
has shown that matriarchy (the mother-right) existed in
Lycia, Crete, Athens, Lemnos, Egypt, India and Central
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20 THE DOMINANT SEX

Asia, Orchomenos and Minyae, Elis, Locris, Lesbos,
Mantinea, and among the Cantabri. In Bachofen’s
terminology, matriarchy (Mutterrecht) is synonymous with
the dominance of women.

It is of the first importance that we should recognise
the hitherto unknown peculiarities of the dominance of
women. A comparative study of feminine dominance
as it existed among the most diverse peoples and in
the most various phases of civilisation shows that
the main characteristics of this dominance are perennial
and immutable, whether it is encountered among savages
or in a race at the highest level of civilisation. Where
women rule, woman is the wooer. The man contributes
the dowry ; the woman expects a pledge of fidelity from
her husband, and the woman has the sole right of disposal
over the common possessions. She alone is entitled to
divorce her partner should he no longer please her.
From the husband, chastity and conjugal fidelity are
demanded ; the man is often severely punished for un-
faithfulness; but the obligations of the wife in this
respect are less exacting. The husband adopts the name
and nationality of the wife. The children are called
after the mother and inherit from the mother. The social
position of the children depends on that of the mother.
The wife’'s occupations lead her away from the home,
whilst the husband attends to domestic affairs. The
man adorns himself, but the woman’s clothing is com-
paratively sober. Unmarried men are regarded with
contempt. The males are considered kindlier and more
benevolent than the females, but less intelligent. Girl
children are valued more highly than boys. Where
infanticide or the mutilation of children prevails, as
among many savage and barbarous peoples, they are
practised on boys but not on girls. The parental duty
of providing education for the children is imposed upon
the dominant sex. The gods, or at least the leading
divinities, are for the most part feminine.

These phenomena are characteristic of feminine domi-
nance. A comparison with the phenomena characteristic
of masculine dominance shows that the latter are no less
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perennial and no less immutable among the most diverse
peoples and in the most various phases of civilisation.
The only difference is that the roles of the sexes are
reversed. Where men rule, we find that in love and
marriage, in social life and in religion, the man occupies
the position which is occupied by the woman in com-
munities where women rule.

Feminine dominance, like masculine dominance, is
especially characterised by the fact that, notwithstanding
the existence of two sexes, one sex holds sway. Both
these varieties of dominance must therefore be des-
cribed as monosexual. Monosexual dominance invariably
allots the same position to the dominant sex, be that
sex female or male. But according as man or woman
rules, we find a reversal of the relationships, which, but
for this reversal, are identical in aspect. The two leading
principles of the comparative psychology of the Men'’s
State and the Women’s State are therefore: on the one
hand, complete conformity in the general laws and
limitations of sexual and social duties; and, on the
other hand, a reversal of relative positions, an interchange
in the roles of the sexes.

As an outcome of the operation of these two principles
we find that feminine peculiarities in the Men’s State
have as their counterpart masculine peculiarities in the
Women'’s State. Conversely, masculine peculiarities in
the Men'’s State are fundamentally identical with feminine
peculiarities in the Women’s State. We shall, in the
sequel, show above all that the canons whereby feminine
peculiarities are determined in contemporary civilisation
are, in all their details, a pure product of the Men’s State.
We shall show that there is not a single “ masculine
quality ” which cannot be paralleled as a * feminine
quality ”’ in the history of one race or another. The
more complete our information becomes concerning the
phases of the dominance of women, the more fully does
it demonstrate the reversal of masculine and feminine
peculiarities.



CHAPTER TWO

THE CANONS OF THE SEXUAL LIFE UNDER MONOSEXUAL
DOMINANCE

THE working of the principle of reversal, of the exchange
of sexual roles, under masculine and feminine dominance
respectively, is extremely conspicuous in connection with
love and marriage. Courtship is, for example, to-day
regarded as a specifically masculine function, as one
for which man is especially adapted by the peculiarities
of his nature. But from the love poems of the ancient
Egyptians we learn that among them woman was the
wooer.! In fifteen of the nineteen songs in the so-called
London Manuscript the woman courts the man; in
four only is man the wooer. We may infer that most
of the poems were written by women, although that
possibility is not even considered by modern Egyptologists.
Owing to the nature of the intellectual life in the con-
temporary Men’s State, their masculine authorship is
assumed without question by investigators. This Men’s-
State viewpoint leads Miiller so far astray that he minimises
the significance of the feminine wooing, although the
internal evidence of the poems is too strong for him to
be able to deny the reality of the phenomenon. He
writes, characteristically enough, that to a modern poet
it must seem ‘‘as if Egyptian women had been over-
ready to play the man’s part.”” We see that the reversal
of sexual roles is so obvious that even the Men’s-State
investigator cannot overlook it. But Miiller hastens to
water down the import of the reversal. He goes on:

* Wilhelm Max Miller, Die Liebespoesie der alten Aegypter.—The
practice of courtship by women continued as late as 1400 B.C., if we

accept Miiller's estimate of the date when the poems were written. Some
Egyptologists, however, regard them as of much earlier date.
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‘“ At least it seemed perfectly natural to the ancient
Egyptian poets that an invitation to an assignation, in
a poem packed with allusions, should proceed from a
woman. To crown all, the Egyptian man took a delight
in representing his inamorata as playing the seducer’s
part, as not content simply to run after her lover, but
as plying him with wine and other intoxicants.” The
use of the expression ‘‘to run after’ suffices to show
that Miiller has failed to understand the way in which
the manners and customs of the ancient Egyptians were
completely transformed by feminine dominance, and that
he is judging matters exclusively by the standards of
his own time. This is why it never occurs to him that
courtship by the women in ancient Egypt was as self-
evident an outcome of the dominance of women, as
courtship by the men is in our own Men’s States. Whereas
to the Egyptians, in their Women’s State, courtship
appeared to be a natural womanly function, and whereas
they extolled courtship by women in their poems, to
Miiller, living in a Men’s State, and knowing no other
canons than those of the Men’s State, courtship by
women seemed ““ immorality and the extremity of feminine
license.”” His Men’s-State standards supply him with his
explanation of the love initiative of women, as depicted
in Egyptian poetry. For him this trend is not the glori-
fication of a predominant custom and a sign of its recog-
nition, but the outcome of an *‘ over-stimulated masculine
imagination ”’ and of ‘‘ enervated sensuality.”

- Not all investigators, of course, take so biased and
subjective a view. Reitzenstein,® for instance, recognises
that in Egypt the women were the wooers. W. von
Bissing,2 too, says: ‘‘ The peculiarity of these poems is
that they always exhibit the girls as taking the initiative ;
it is they who come to their lovers, or endeavour to
catch them.” Yet neither Reitzenstein nor Bissing
recognises that the practice of courtship by the women
is the outcome of the Women’s State. Meyer3 seems

' Liebe und Ehe im alten Orient.
2 Die Kultur des alten Aegypten, p. 39.
3 Geschichte des Altertums, vol. i. p. 5I.
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to have been on the track of this recognition, though
he does not express himself very clearly on the point.
He writes: ‘“ Among the Egyptians the women were
remarkably free. . . . As late as the fourth century B.C.,
there existed, side by side with patriarchal marriage,
a form of marriage in which the wife chose the husband,
and could divorce him on payment of compensation.’”
We note that Meyer does not plainly declare that
this reversal of patriarchal marriage is matriarchal
marriage. But the idea is implicit in the phrases he
employs.

The following facts likewise contribute to sustain the
conviction that the custom of women acting as wooers
is the outcome of feminine dominance. The farther
back we go in the literature of a people, the more frequent
.are the indications of women as wooers. But the older
a literature, the greater the probability that it arises
from phases of an earlier dominance of women, or from
times which in manners and customs were at least closely
akin to such phases. Among the Lydians, where the
reversal of roles in the division of labour is an additional
indication that the dominance of women prevailed, the
women sought out their mates.! In the ancient sagas
of Hindustan, wooing by the women plays a notable
part. By the Laws of Manu, a girl is allowed the free
choice of her husband.z We are told in the Bible that
in the case of the first human couple the woman was the
wooer. Jaeckel shows that among primitive folk it is
frequently the custom for the women to choose their
husbands. In ancient Teutonic poesy, descriptions of
wooing by women are not infrequent. Experts in Teutonic
lore speak in this connection of the “ initiative of woman.” 3
By these authorities’ own admission, they are here faced
by an insoluble enigma. In this instance as in others the
ideology of their own time has restricted the investigators’
vision,,so that they have been unable to see beyond the
customs of the Men’s State. Unquestionably we are

* Herodotus, i. 93.

* Cf. V. Jaeckel, Studien zur vergleichenden Vslkerkunde, p. 65.

3 Cf,, among others, Schmeing, Flucht and Werbungssagen in der
Legende.
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here concerned with Women’s-State courtship customs.
We have all the better warrant for the assumption,
inasmuch as Lamprecht® has positively proved that
matriarchy existed among the early Teutonic stocks.
Scherer and Miillenhoff agree in ascribing these so-called
‘ women'’s strophes’’ to feminine poets, and herein they
are certainly right. (Weinhold postulates male authors.)
From the ninth century onwards, these women’s songs
were censured by the clergy as immoral. We plainly
discern how, as the power of the male sex grew, the
practice of courtship by women (surviving from the days
of women’s dominance) came by degrees to arouse the
impression of shamelessness.

Among the Garos, women were dominant, and family
groups were of the matriarchal type, tracing descent
through the mother. According to Westermarck,: the
duty of courtship was imposed on the girls as a legal
obligation. Should a man play the wooer, he was subject
to punishment for his shameless behaviour. Waitz relates
that among the Chippewas the women took part in the
wars, the councils, and the “ Grand Medicine Festivals " ;
it is evident, therefore, that the sexes had absolutely
equal rights. It is interesting to- note that among this
people the members of both sexes could play their part
as wooers. The same is reported of the Battas of the
highlands of Sumatra; Friedenthal tells us that among
them courtship is practised by either sex. We may
also mention that according to Oscar Riecke courtship
by the women has still a vogue in the Vierlande (Berge-
dorf, near Hamburg).3

A yet plainer indication that dominance is the origin
of the practice of courtship by women is found in the
fact that sovereign princesses always woo and choose
husbands for themselves. Examples are frequent in
history. A like tendency is observable in priestesses
whenever they have considerable power.4

t Deutsche Geschichte.

* The History of Human Marriage.

3 Die Vierlande und deren Bewohner.

¢ Cf., among others, Meiners, Geschichte des weiblichen Geschlechts,
vol. i; also Miller-Lyer, Die Familie.
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An interesting psychological point is that when, in a
Women’s State, women are the wooers, we encounter once
again the individual customs that are characteristic of
male wooers in a Men’s State—these ranging from the
makmg of assignations to the use of such artificial stimuli
as wine and narcotics.* Typical and psychologically
significant is the fact that, when women are the wooers,
men are reported to behave in the way that is regarded
as proper for women to-day when men are the wooers.
Think of the wooing of Joseph by Potiphar’s wife.
Joseph indignantly repudiates the attempt to seduce
him. As a last resort, he runs away in order to preserve
his virtue. The story is told, moreover, as an awe-
struck commendation of masculine chastity, while the
narrator is filled with contempt for the female seducer.
These trends are those of countless contemporary tales,
with the only difference that in the latter the roles are
reversed, as becomes a community where the males are
dominant.

Jaeckel 2 speaks of an Indian tribe in Assam (probably
the Garos are referred to) among whom the girls are
the wooers. The courted male ‘‘ has to make a vigorous
resistance, culminating in flight; he is captured and
led back to the nuptial residence amid the lamentations
of the parents.” Among the Kamchadales, where the
dominance of women prevailed and women were the
wooers, the women positively fought for the possession
of the men (Klemm). In ancient saga, too, the motif
of courtship by women is encountered. S. Hénsch3
relates the myth of Solmacis. The nymph fell in love
with Hermaphroditus, the son of Hermes and Aphrodite,
having espied the beautiful youth bathing. We see,
then, that the character traits with which we are familiar
in women who are wooed by men, have their counterpart
in the character traits of men where women rule, and
consequently woo the males. The reversal extends, as
we have seen, even to what appear to be mere super-

t Cf., for instance, Miiller, op. cit., p. 40.
2 Op cit.,, p. 6z.
3 Mythologxsches Taschenwdrterbuch.
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ficialities, and this demonstrates that monosexual domi-
nance exercises an identical influence upon the psychology
of men and of women. In the love poems of the Women’s
State there is likewise manifest the contemporary trend
in accordance with which the wooer expatiates upon
the beauties of the wooed. Our male wooers sing the
beauties of woman; when a woman is the wooer, she
makes much of the beauties of the man she is courting.
She addresses him as graceful, as supremely beautiful,
and says that she cannot tear herself away from his
charms. An outcome of courtship by women is that
the woman seeks out the man. Thus in Unexpected
Awakening® we read: ‘I found my brother in his
bed! My heart is overjoyed beyond all measure.”

The psychological correspondence between the con-
temporary masculine peculiarities in the Men’s State
and the feminine pecularities in the Women’s State, is
as conspicuous, or even more conspicuous, in the case
of marriage. The very qualities we regard to-day as
specifically masculine, are regarded in the Women’s State
as specifically feminine; conversely, qualities that we
look upon as womanly are in the- Women'’s State looked
upon as manly. Consider, for example, the fundamental
law of Men’s-State marriage, that the wife shall obey
her husband. Down to the present day, attempts have
always been made to base this law upon psychological
arguments concerning the differences between men and
women. The tendency to accept subordination has been
described as specifically feminine ; the subordination of
the wife to the husband has been supposed to be in the
best accord with woman’s nature. Man, on the other
hand, we are assured, has a naturalinclination to command,
so that it is congruent with the male disposition that
the husband should exercise dominance over the wife.
But if we turn to contemplate marriage in the Women’s
State, we find the same fundamental law of obedience
in action, the only difference being that here the roles
of the sexes are reversed. In the Women’s State the

* Miller, op. cit., p. 24.
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duty of obedience is incumbent on the husband; the
wife holds sway. We see, then, that dominance in married
life runs strictly parallel with dominance in the State.
This parallelism is of great psychological importance to
the study of the peculiarities of man and woman, for it
teaches us that we are mistaken in our contemporary
assumption that the tendency to command is specifically
masculine and the tendency to obey specifically feminine.
It shows that we are not here concerned with biological
peculiarities of the sexes, but with a simple product of
dominance.

The conformity to type displayed by the sexes goes
so far that the dominant partner, when entering upon
marriage, demands an express pledge of obedience from
the chosen mate. To-day men receive from their wives
a promise that these will ‘“‘love, honour, and obey.”
In ancient Egypt the wife exacted a promise of obedience
from the husband. Diodorus® says in plain terms:
‘“ Among the people,> too, the wife has authority over
the husband, and in the marriage contract the husband
has expressly to pledge himself to obey his wife.” We
see that the ruling sex, whether male or female, is never
so firmly convinced of the other sex’s natural disposition
towards obedience, as to be willing to trust to the voice
of nature in such a matter. Invariably the law is invoked,
to make up by its aid for the deficiencies of nature.

If additional evidence be demanded in support of
the contention that in ancient Egypt women held sway
over men, it may be found in the fact that the Egyptian
texts frequently denote women by the epithets *‘lady ™’
or ‘““mistress.””3 In the songs, the man addresses his
inamorata as ‘“ lady ” [in the sense explained in the note].
In business letters the husband speaks of his wife as
‘“ the mistress’” [in the sense explained in the note].

t 1. 27. The accuracy of the passage has been confirmed by recently
discovered papyri. To this matter we shall return.

2 That is to say, not only in the royal family, whose customs in this
respect he has already described.

3 The feminine equivalents of ““lord ’’ and ‘‘ master,’”” definitely con-
noting the idea of command. In the German original, ‘' Herrin "’ and
“ Herrscherin.”
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Characteristic is the fact that such Egyptologists as Miiller
and Erman, whose minds are permeated with the ideology
of the Men’s State, cannot allow these words to pass
without attempting to interpret them in the terms of
that ideology. Miiller r writes that the appellations seem
quite incomprehegsible when applied to women. Erman
and Krebs? attach to the word ‘‘ mistress’’ a footnote
to the effect that it is ‘““an affected designation for
wife.”

In Sparta, likewise, the men were subject to the women.
Plutarch states in several passages3 that the Spartan
women were the only wives who held sway over their
husbands. Aristotle,¢ too, says in a phrase quite free
from ambiguity: *‘Contentious and warlike peoples
such as the Lacedemonians always pass under the
dominion of women.” Plutarch s tells us that the Spartan
women (like the Egyptian women) were spoken of by
their husbands as ‘' mistresses’’ (8eomoivas). We thus
see that obedience and subordination are invariable in
form, indifferently whether we have to do with a husband
obeying a wife in a Women’s State or with a wife obeying
a husband in a Men’s State.

To the men of a community -where the males are
dominant, the accounts of the earlier extensive prevalence
of a social system in which the men were subject to the
women are as annoying as a red rag to a bull. Witness
Meiners, when confronted with the fact of the dominance
of women among the Lacedemonians. He writes that
the Spartan women had absolute authority over their
‘“ degenerate "’ husbands. The husbands treated the wives
as mistresses, and termed them such. The women of
other parts of Greece esteemed the Spartan wives for-
tunate, and did not hide their envy of the latter’s
‘ spurious happiness.”” The ‘ regiment of women” in

1 Liebespoesie der alten Aegypter.
3 Aus den Papyrus der koniglichen Museen.
3 Lycurgus. Spartan Apophthegms.
¢+ Politics, II. 6. 6.
5 Lycurgus, 14.
t‘ Op. cit,, vol. i. pp. 355 et seq.; English transl, vol. i. pp. 291
et seq.
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Sparta, as in all “ noble’ but “ corrupt’’ peoples, was
an unmistakable indication that the men who submitted
to female authority were no longer fitted to rule other
men.

The author’s summarisation is obviously full of Men’s-
State prejudices. The men who belonged to the opposite
phase of the distribution of the power of the sexes, and
who were subject to the canons of that phase, seem
‘““ degenerate”’ to a man who is a member of a com-
munity where masculine dominion prevails ; he considers
the sway exercised by women over men a * spurious
happiness ' ; and he describes the whole race as “ corrupt.”
And yet the husband who, in the phase of feminine pre-
dominance, is subordinate to his wife, is no whit more
‘*“ degenerate ”’ than the wife who obeys her husband
in a community where the males dominate. For the
members of neither sex are free to act; both sexes are
equally subject to the law of monosexual dominance.
Subordination of the husband, the imposing of the duty
of unconditional obedience upon the husband, are found
in all those primitive peoples among whom the dominance
of women prevails. Meiners! tells us that the sway of
the women was unrestricted among the Kamchadales.
The men were entirely subordinate to their wives. A
husband never secured anything from his wife by force,
but ““ achieved his ends only by the humblest and most
persistent petitions and caresses.” Among the Chamorros,
too, the dominance of women was in force. Waitz2
declares that the legal status of the women was higher
than that of the men, and that the men had practically
no legal rights. In the most trifling matters, the wife’s
consent must be secured. The husband was forbidden
to alienate any property without his wife’s permission.
If the husband failed in due obedience to his wife, the
latter would knock him about. Or in some cases the
parents would punish the erring husband severely.

Meiners 3 gives a similar description of the complete

1 Op. cit,, vol. i. pp. 19 et seq.; Eng. transl, vol. i. pp. 17 et seq.

3 Anthropologie der Naturvélker, vol. v. p. 107,
3 Vermischte philosophische Schriften, p. 267.
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subordination of the husband in a Chamorro marriage.
The Chamorro men, who were famous for their bodily
strength, were kept by their wives in a state of abject
subjection, The wives ruled, and the husbands could
do nothing without their consent. If a man failed to
pay due respect to his wife, or if he gave her any other
cause for dissatisfaction, she would make him rue it by
physical methods.

The same duty of subordination was imposed upon
married men among the Iroquois, where the dominance
of women likewise prevailed. Lewis Morgan tells us
that the wife was the head of the family, and that at
any time she could order her husband out of the house.
According to Livingstone, among the Balonda the husband
was so completely subject to the wife that he could do
nothing whatever without her approval—neither enter
into an agreement, nor do any one some trifling service.
So was it, too, among the Cantabri and the Zambesis,
where the men had absolutely no independence, and
were entirely subject to their wives. Miiller-Lyer writes
of the Pani-Kooch of Hindustan that the husband had
to obey the orders of his wife and his mother-in-law.
Among the Khonds and the Sakai,-also, the wife lorded
it over the husband.

We see, then, that one-sided obedience on the part
of one sex in marriage is the outcome of monosexual
dominance, and that it is manifested quite independently
of the question which of the two sexes holds sway
Volney * writes : ‘‘ Domestic despotism lay at the founda-
tion of political despotism.” Maybe Volney was right.
But the reverse may be true. It is possible that political
despotism brought domestic despotism in its train.
Whatever the causal sequence, one thing is certain, that
the two varieties of despotism are invariably associated,
be their primal origin what it may.

An additional proof that the subordination of one
partner to the other in marriage arises out of monosexual
dominance, is supplied by the fact that at all times there
have been sovereign princesses no less than sovereign

* Les Ruines.
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princes who have carried over into conjugal life the
despotism exercised by them in the political field. As
regards male rulers, instances in which dominance in
marriage and subordination of the wife extended to the
exercise of the power of life and death over the spouse,
are familiar to all. These cases are strictly paralleled
in the behaviour of female despots, and the only reason
why the phenomenon has not hitherto been generally
noted is that the reports concerning the conjugal despotism
exercised by female monarchs have never become widely
known. A few examples will therefore be given.

Westermarck tells us that among the people of Loango
the queens kill their paramours when these allow their
affections to stray. From Meiners we quote the following
passage concerning the privileges of the women of the
reigning house among the Natchez—a people among
whom, according to Waitz, the women were greatly
honoured, and could discharge the functions of royalty.
“ They exercised the power of life and death, and could
order their guards to put to death summarily any one
who was unlucky enough to incur their displeasure. If
a queen should do a subject the honour of choosing him
as a husband, the latter had to obey his exalted partner
in all things, and to preserve inviolable fidelity towards
her. The queen could punish a disobedient or unfaithful
husband, just like any other commoner, by ordering his
instant execution. But the queens regarded it as their
traditional privilege to live precisely as they pleased.
Their husbands had no say in the matter, no ground for
complaint if the wife were unfaithful, nor any right of
punishment.”

Meiners reports the exercise of similar unrestricted
authority over husbands by the sovereign princesses of
many other tribes. In almost all the instances it is
expressly stated that this authority included the power
of life and death. Jaeckel tells us that in the case of
a general social predominance of women, no less than
where a woman occupied the throne, conjugal despotism
by women went so far that the husbands had to kneel
in the presence of their wives, or to adopt some like
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posture of humility -when serving their wives’ needs.
Who that reads of such humiliations inflicted upon men
by women, can fail to recall the precisely similar humilia-
tions inflicted upon the female sex by the male? Mono-
sexual dominance degenerates in the same fashion which-
ever sex rules; it blossoms in the same poison-flowers,
indifferently whether men or women hold sway.

This conformity recurs in respect of other exaggerated
manifestations of conjugal authority on the part of the
dominant sex. At the height of its power, a dominant
sex is not satisfied with insisting that in married life the
members of the subordinate sex shall obey their partners;
in addition it reserves to itself the right of divorce. In
absolutist Men’s States, the right of the husband to put
away his wife is often regarded as self-evident—was so
regarded, for instance, among the Old Testament Jews.
Historians willingly record such facts, but they are less
inclined to allude to the right of wives in a Women’s
State to put away their husbands. Nevertheless such
a right has been just as freely conceded to and exercised
by wives as the corresponding right of husbands in the
Men’s State. In ancient Egypt the right is directly
specified in marriage contracts belonging to the phase
of feminine dominance. Two such contracts dating from
the pre-Greek era give assurance of this. Both are
reported by Spiegelberg.r Although their dates are
separated by nearly three hundred years, the clauses of
the two agreements cover much the same ground. In
the older papyrus, the wife who is entering into the contract
says to her husband: ‘ Should I divorce you because I
have come to hate you and because I love another more
than you, then I will give you, etc., etc.” The divorce
formula is exactly the same in the later contract. Not
a word has been modified, so that we are entitled to
infer that we have to do with a legally established form
of marriage contract. Among the Balonda, the Iroquois,
the Cantabri, the Khonds, etc., during the era of feminine
dominance, whilst the wife had the right to divorce her

t Der Papyrus Libbey, etc., Schriften der wissenschaftlichen Gesell-
schaft in Strassburg, 1go7.

8
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husband, the husband was not entitled to divorce his
wife.

Even certain notorious customs connected with the
termination of a marriage by the death of the dominant
partner are the same whether the deceased was a man
or a woman. Every one knows that, in the case of
certain ruling princes, when the sovereign died his widow
or widows had either to join the husband in the tomb,
or else were condemned to practice some extraordinarily
harsh form of mourning; every one, too, has heard of
the practice of suttee in Hindustan, where the widow
was burned alive on the husband’s funeral pyre. But,
in accordance with the peculiarities of the Men’s State
ideology, few of our contemporaries are aware that these
customs have their obverse where women are endowed
with despotic powers. Jaeckel (op. cit., p. 62), for example,
tells us that among the Ashantis the husbands of the
priestesses had to follow their wives in death. Accord-
ing to Bossu,* among the Natchez the princesses of the
ruling race could choose as many lovers as they pleased ;
upon the death of one of these princesses, all her lovers
must die. Among certain South American tribes, after
a wife’s death a prolonged period of severe ceremonial
mourning was imposed on the bereaved husband.

However, we need not turn to such morbid outgrowths
and degenerations of marriage customs in order to show
that the sexes have similar characteristics, whether the
husband or the wife plays the despot in conjugal life.
The little tokens of affection that are displayed in marriage
suffice to prove that these characteristics are not funda-
mentally different in the two sexes, but are determined
by the form of sexual dominance. It is noteworthy,
for example, that in ancient Egyptian representations of
a married pair, the wife’s arm always rests upon that
of the husband.? This position corresponds to feminine
dominance in marriage, whereas the reverse position
represents masculine dominance. We may further note

t Nouveaux voyages aux Indes, vol. ii. p. 44.
‘ s Mttller, op. cit,, p. 23; Revillout, L’ancienne Egypte, vol. ii. La
emme, ‘
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that in ancient Egypt when a man became betrothed
he was said “ to hide himself behind a girl ”; when
he had married, the phrase ran “a wife sits by
him.” t

Duplex sexual morality, with which we are all familiar
as an accompaniment of male predominance, is met
with in the reverse form where women rule. The dominant
sex, whether male or female, has sexual freedoms which
are sternly forbidden to the subordinate sex by custom,
the moral code, and in many instances by law. In the
Men’s State, the males arrogate to themselves sexual
freedoms and privileges ; in the Women’s State, sexual
license is a feminine privilege. Where monosexual domi-
nance prevails, even the monogamic principle proves
impotent to hinder the development of a duplex sexual
morality, to prevent the favouring of the dominant sex
in the matter of sexual freedoms.

It is a familiar fact that in modern civilised countries
under masculine domination a duplex sexual morality
prevails, despite the recognition of the monogamic prin-
ciple. There, in the life of sex, the men have preferential
rights. But hitherto it has not been generally recognised
that where women rule, sexual morality develops in the
inverse sense, so that the women have more sexual
freedom than the men. Here likewise there is an in-
fringement of the monogamic principle, but this time
in favour of the wife. The phenomenon is met with
wherever the dominance of women obtains, whether
among civilised nations or among primitive folk. During
the most flourishing period of Sparta, monogamy became
the recognised form of marriage in that country. Hero-
dotus 2 tells us that among the Spartans a man had only
one wife. According to Plutarch3 there were no male
adulterers in Lacedemon. But as regards the fidelity
of Spartan wives, history tells a very different tale.
Meyer 4 declares that polyandry was common in Sparta.
The Spartan women were never faithful to the marriage

* Milller, op. cit., pp. 3 et seq. * V. 39.
3 1. 196. ¢ Op. cit,, vol. i. p. 28.
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bond. Plutarch:® relates that adultery on the part of
women was even considered commendable. By the laws
of Lycurgus the position of women in regard to adultery
was much more favoured than that of men. Euripides?*
goes so far as to say that despite her best endeavours
no Spartan woman could possibly lead a chaste and
virtuous life. Plato animadverts upon the loose morals
of the Lacede@monian women. According to Nicolaus
Damascenus a Spartan wife was entitled to have herself
impregnated by the handsomest man she could find,
whether native or foreigner. Meiners3 expressly declares
that the Spartan women grew more licentious in pro-
portion as their dominance became more marked. Wives
and young unmarried women led the men astray. This
author pours forth the vials of his wrath upon Lycurgus
for introducing unnatural institutions whereby the marriage
ties had been in a sense dissolved, and whereby ‘ girls
and women had been transformed into youths and men.”
Thus we see that Meiners had recognised the principle
of reversal in the sexual canons nf Spartan conjugal life.
But he completely overlooked the fact that the particular
reversal he was studying was the outcome of the domin-
ance of women, and therefore failed to gain an under-
standing of its significance as a function of monosexual
dominance. Speaking generally, historians have utterly
failed to understand the dominance of women in Sparta
and its consequences.s

We still possess but little information concerning the
sexual life of the ancient Egyptians in the period when
the dominance of women was complete.

The only erotic document at our disposal is in the so-
called Turin papyrus. Here are pictures of sexual scenes.
They do not warrant any inferences as to the polyandry
of Egyptian women, but (as we shall see presently)
they show obvious characteristics of feminine dominance.
Monogamy developed early in Egypt. In the days of

t Life of Pyrrhus.

s Andromache, 596.

3 Op. cit.,, vol. i. pp. 352 et seq.

4 In this connexion, cf. Schulte-Vaerting, Die Friedenspolitik des
Perikles, ein Vorbild fitir den Pazifismus, p. 195.
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Herodotus, the features of this institution were still
well-marked. But although monogamy prevailed, women
had more sexual freedom than men. Many investigators
are of opinion that “ upon women in ancient Egypt the
obligation of conjugal fidelity was not imposed.” This
view is confirmed by the fact that in Egypt no stigma
attached to the mother of an illegitimate child, and that
the position of illegitimate children was just as good as
that of children born in wedlock.r

According to quite a number of authorities, polygamy
must also have been practised in ancient Egypt, at least
in isolated instances. In proof, such writers point first
of all to the royal harems. These harems, however, are
among the contentious points of Egyptian history.
Wilkinson expressly denies that the Egyptian monarchs
practised polygamy. In his view the harem did not
contain the king’s wives, but prisoners of war or purchased
slaves who had been adopted into the family and were
employed as domestic servants by the queen or her friends.
Rameses’ wives at Medeenet Haboo were probably maid-
servants, and not the monarch’s wives at all.2 The children
of these women were children of the royal household,
but not for that reason children of the king. To the
Egyptian court may have applied what Luther proved
to be true of “the three hundred wives of Solomon *’
when he showed that they were not the king’s wives
but only ladies of the court. Jaeckel reports a similar
state of affairs in Africa. The king of the Makwa (on
the Mozambique coast) lived with from one hundred to two
hundred wives. But Wilkinson shows that these women
were not really to be regarded as the king's wives, for
he says that all a man’s unmarried female relatives, and
even the women slaves of his household (though they
might have husbands of their own), together with all
stranger women that might happen to be under his pro-
tection, were spoken of indifferently as his * wives.”

It is probable that ignorance of the conditions of

* Diodorus, I. 80. See also, Wilkinson, Manners and Customs of the
Ancient Egyptians, vol. ii. p. 64.
* Wilkinson, op. cit,, vol. i. p. 319, vol. ii. p. 60.
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ancient Egyptian life accounts for the apparently authentic
instances of polygamy practised by the Egyptian kings.
For instance, it was formerly believed that Rameses II
married his own daughters, since these bore the title of
“ royal spouses.” Later researches have shown that all
the daughters of the royal house received this title at
birth. The contrast between Egypt with its monogamic
and moral laws, and surrounding peoples whose customs
were more or less polygamous, has been overlooked. In
outward appearance Egypt conformed to the practices
of these other nations, but did not do so in reality. For
example, the king of Babylon sent one of his daughters
to wed Amenhotep III. The lady’s brother subsequently
lodged a complaint, on the ground that no Babylonian
envoy had ever seen her again. It is evident that
Amenhotep, not wishing to refuse the proffered alliance,
had ostensibly wedded the Babylonian princess, but that
in actual fact she had never become his wife. The strict
observance of monogamy in Egypt is testified by the fact
that none of the princesses of the Egyptian royal house
ever married a foreign sovereign, although the honour
of such an alliance was often solicited. No princess of
Egypt must be exposed to the risk of becoming a member
of a polygamous household. Doubtless the dominance of
women in Egypt was a contributory cause of the custom
to refuse foreign conjugal alliances. It is remarkable
to find Reitzenstein writing, “in the Middle Kingdom
polygamy was fairly common among the middle class,”
and quoting Erman as witness for the truth of the asser-
tion. But Erman expressly declares that instances of
genuine polygamy were rare. Moreover, the few instances
that Erman adduces are far from convincing. For
example, Erman writes: ‘ When, on a stone preserved
in the Berlin Museum, we read that a certain Amenemheb
prayed in the temple of Osiris, accompanied by his mother
and seven sisters, we may doubtless assume that the
seven °‘sisters’ by whom the happy man was attended
were in truth the ladies of his harem.” The example
shows clearly that the few cases of polygamy recorded
among the ancient Egyptians must have been recorded
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through a misunderstanding on the part of Men’s-State
investigators. As early as the days of Diodorus, such
misunderstandings may have occurred, for by that time
Egypt had already been long exposed to the Men’s-State
influence of the Greeks. Nevertheless Diodorus plainly
declares that only men of the lower classes might
have a plurality of wives. We may infer from these
words that in ancient Egypt polygamy was strictly for-
bidden. For the upper class is always the most conser-
vative ; is always the class which, vis-a-vis the conquerors,
likes to parade the tenacity with which it clings to
traditional customs. Very likely, too, Diodorus was
merely referring to a duplex moral code giving greater
freedom to men, seeing that (according to Herodotus)
in Greece, likewise, monogamy was the only form of
marriage.

Among primitive folk where the dominance of women
prevailed, there was the same tendency towards the
maintenance of a duplex code of sexual morality, according
to which the duty of conjugal fidelity was enforced on
men only. Women could follow their own bent in sexual
matters. In the case of the Chamorros conjugal infidelity
was severely punished in men, even when the offence
was merely suspected, not proved. The accused husband
was dealt with by the women of the neighbourhood. But
if the wife proved unfaithful, her husband had no right
to lay a finger on her. Meiners declares that among the
Chamorros it was only the women who were privileged
libertines. This phrase gives us a clear insight into the
characteristics of family life among this people.r
_ Conditions were precisely similar among the Kamcha-
dales. Meiners 2 tells us that the married men of this
race had to conceal their amours with extreme care.
But wives bestowed their favours quite openly, not con-
sidering it worth while to hide their infidelities from their
husbands. We cannot fail to be struck by the way in
which this duplex morality of the Women’s State finds

* Meiners, Geschichte, etc., vol. i. pp. 105 et seq.; History, vol. i.
PP. 89‘ et seq.
* Ibid,, vol. i. pp. 19 et seq, and vol, i. pp. 17 et seq.
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its counterpart in the Men’s State. Among the Mingrelians
and the Circassians, where women were likewise pre-
dominant, a woman was more honoured in proportion
to the number of her lovers. In many cases, duplex
sexual morality takes the form of a one-sided develop-
ment of polyandry or polygamy. Polyandry invariably
presupposes the dominance of women; polygamy pre-
supposes the dominance of men. The connexion between
these institutions has not hitherto been recognised. But
in many Women’s States the existence of polyandry
has been expressly recorded: among the Garos, the
Nayars, the Tlingits, the Eskimos, the Sakai; in Tibet
and in Burma. In the case of the Iroquois, polyandry
was permissible to women, but polygamy was forbidden
to men (Westermarck). A characteristic fact is that we
are often told how well the numerous husbands of one
woman got on together.

Among the Arabs, too, in the days when women were
dominant, polyandry prevailed.r Even in Mohammed’s
time, the Arab woman was essentially polyandrous.
According to Reitzenstein, Mohainmed once exhorted a
married woman to be faithful to her husband, and ad-
monished her not to indulge in whoredom. She made
answer : ‘‘ A free woman does not practise whoredom.”
The implication was that a free woman might have carnal
relations with as many men as she liked. Children born
out of wedlock secured full recognition, and were not
regarded as bastards. On the Malabar coast, where also
women were dominant, polyandry was practised, not
only by the queens, but throughout the population.
Among the Cascovins, where the women were dominant,
a wife usually had, in addition to her husband-in-chief,
a supplementary husband to whom various duties were
assigned.

In like manner, the value placed upon pre-conjugal
chastity in men and women respectively is sharply con-
trasted in the Men’s State and the Women’s State. Only
in the Men’s State is feminine continence before marriage

1 Strabo, xii. 31.
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highly esteemed; in the Women’s State the unmarried
girls enjoy (openly or secretly) sexual freedom, just as
unmarried men do in the Men’s State. Meiners t writes
of the Kamchadales that they do not prize virginity at
all. ‘‘ The greatest recommendation an unmarried girl
can have, is that she has bestowed her favours upon an
exceptionally large number of lovers. Such a girl is
supposed to have exceptionally good grounds for expecting
that she will be able to count upon the love of her future
husband, since she has given plain proof of her experi-
ence in love.” Even to-day we can see quite clearly
that the value placed upon pre-conjugal chastity is an
outcome of monosexual dominance. H. Wega 2 recently
wrote : ‘ Virginity is no longer highly esteemed; it
has ceased to play a part in the amatory life of the male.
. . . Purity and chastity are obsolete notions. Women
demand in sexual matters the same standard of values
as men, and men concede this standard.” The decline
and disappearance of the old one-sided estimate of the
value of pre-conjugal chastity in women, however, are
not (as is commonly supposed) manifestations of the
decay of morality ; they are the outcome of a waning of
masculine predominance. Since the valuation is merely
a product of male supremacy, it must perforce be reduced
in proportion as male supremacy becomes less marked.
In the Women’s State, conversely, masculine chastity
is highly esteemed. Among the Iroquois, where the
women were dominant, the sexual life of the young
unmarried men was kept under very strict control.
Intercourse with the girls was absolutely forbidden ;
the youths were not even allowed to converse with them
in public. Marriages were arranged for young men by
their mothers. Similar conditions obtained in other
Women’s States. In Sparta the boys were brought up
to be far chaster and more bashful than the girls. Xeno-
phon tells us that it is easier to make a pillar of stone
speak or a marble statue move its eyes, than a Spartan
boy. The boys, he says, are more bashful than the girls.

! Vermisihte philosophische Schriften, p. 174.
3 ‘““ Nord und Sid,” 1920, Unsere gesunkene Moral und ihre Ursachen.
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Among the Garos the contrast was even greater. The
young males were strictly segregated in a domicile for
youths ; the young women led free lives, and the obli-
gation of chastity was not imposed on them (Friedenthal).
We see, then, that pre-conjugal chastity and also a
“ maidenly ’ reserve and bashfulness are, when mono-
sexual dominance prevails, displayed only by members
of the subject sex. In another respect, sexual customs
prove to be wholly dependent upon the wielding of power.
Dominant males and dominant females have harems
whenever this accords with the established code of sexual
morals. The resemblance between the respective practices
of the male and the female owners of harems is so close
as to seem almost incredible. In the male harems of
negro queens, for instance, we find the precise counter-
parts of the female harems of the rulers of Persia.r The
same aberrations of jealousy and the same abuses of
power are encountered in both cases. The negro queens
could choose for their harems any men that took their
fancy. No man could refuse the queen’s favour, except
at the risk of liberty or life. The men were the slaves
and the prisoners, rather than the spouses, of their
distinguished wives. The men in the harem were rigidly
secluded from the other sex. They were not allowed
even a glimpse of any woman except their queen-wife.
They could only go out under a strong escort, whose
duty it was to keep the streets clear of girls and women.
If any strange woman, disregarding the regulations,
ventured near the strictly guarded husbands, or if a
woman should even catch sight of one of them, her life
was infallibly forfeit, and she was executed in igno-
minious fashion. The same punishment awaited any
husband who should be unfaithful to his queen-wife.
Exactly similar precautions, exaggerated in like manner
to the pitch of cruelty, were observed in Persia when
the ladies of the harem were on a journey. The only
difference was that the sex roles were reversed. When
T Meiners, Geschichte, vol. i. pp. 74 et seq. and pp. 160 et seq.;

History, pp. 62 et seq., and pp. 134 et seq. It need hardly be said that
Meiners himself fails to note the resemblance.
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the royal harem was on its way through a town, all
the male inhabitants of the houses along the line of
route had to leave their homes, and the side streets
were cut off by curtains. If the harem was to pass
through a country district, all the men were hunted out
of the roadside villages several hours before. Two hours
before the coming of the harem, muskets were fired as
an additional warning. Then, an hour before the harem
came, the eunuchs rode along the highway and killed
every male that they encountered. Chardin reports a
number of tragical incidents; he tells how old men,
who imagined that their years would give them a eunuch’s
immunity and who tried to present petitions to the
monarch, were butchered by the latter or his eunuchs.
Unsuspecting travellers, and servingmen who had fallen
asleep by the way, met a similar fate.

Seeing that the vagaries of love in the two sexes,
when these respectively hold sway, are so closely akin
psychologically, are indeed identical, all over the world,
we can no longer doubt that sex differentiation is merely
tpe outcome of the position of dominance or subjection,
and is not a product of inborn biological characteristics.

Above all it is plain to us that the views previously
held as to the causation of polygamy are utterly
erroneous.

Again, the customary relationship between husband
and wife in the matter of age, far from being dependent
upon biological and psychical sexual differentiation, is
simply a consequence of monosexual dominance. The
supremacy of either sex tends to establish a particular
age relationship between husband and wife, the rule
being that in marriage the member of the dominant sex
is in almost all cases considerably older than the member
of the subordinate sex. Where men dominate, therefore,
husbands are older than their wives; and where women
dominate, wives are older than their husbands. The
chief determinant here is the duty of providing for the

spouse, inasmuch as we shall see that this duty devolves
upon the dominant sex.
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In Egypt, for instance, it was the young man, not the
maiden, who was exhorted to marry early. Miiller
translates from the Bulak papyrus: ‘ Get thyself a
wife while thou art young, so that thou mayst procreate
a son in thine own likeness. If she bear thee a child while
thou art still young, that is as it should be.”

Among the Iroquois, where the women were dominant,
the wife was usually older than her husband. Waitz?
reports that a young man was often assigned by his
mother to a wife older than himself—for the mothers
were supreme in matrimonial arrangements. There have
been many other peoples among which, during the phase
of feminine dominance, the marriage of a young man to
an older woman was customary. Jaeckel 2 gives numerous
instances of this. In some cases, 15 was regarded as
the best age for a young man to marry, and 19 for a
young woman. ‘‘ Youths who have not married before
they are 16 are derided, whereas it is no shame to a girl
to remain unmarried until she is 20 or more.” The
age contrast that obtains between husband and wife
in the contemporary Men’s State is here faithfully re-
flected, of course with the usual reversal of roles; the
same remark applies to the one-sided social valuation
of early marriage, for we see that it is always the members
of the subordinate sex that must be married off while
still quite young.

Among the Otomacos of South America the young
men were first wedded to elderly women; and subse-
quently, after these had died, to young girls. Among
the Fuegians, ““ the young men would rather marry an
experienced woman of a certain age, than a young and
even beautiful girl.”” Among the Khonds, #he father
usually chooses for his son a wife about six years older
than the lad. In Burma, the difference is even greater,
for here the wife is apt to be from ten to fifteen years
older than her husband.

There is but a scanty tradition concerning social con-
ditions in ancient India, but it would seem that in the
earliest days women were dominant. According to Winter-

s Op. cit., p. 102. s Op. cit., p. 60.
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nitz,* the vestiges of the oldest Indian civilisation indicate
that in those days women married comparatively late,
But we have little trustworthy information. Among
the Reddi of Southern India, immature boys are wedded
to fully grown girls. The converse of this mischievous
custom is not unknown to us in certain varieties of the
Men'’s State.

In bringing to a close our account of the differential
psychology of love and marriage in the Men’s State and
the Women’s State, a reference may be made to the
valuation of celibacy. In this matter, also, opinion re-
ceives its stamp from monosexual dominance. It is
always the members of the subordinate sex who are
derided for being unmarried. A one-sided contempt for
the * old maid " is purely a product of the Men’s State.
Where women rule, it is the *“ old bachelor *’ whois an object
of derision, the target of popular wit—though attention
has not hitherto been directed to the fact. Among the
Koreans a lad is already subjected to ridicule if he reaches
the age of 16 without being married. Such an “ old
bachelor "’ is refused the title of man, and receives the
contumelious name of ‘jatau.” Who can fail to be
reminded of our Men’s-State usage of the term ‘‘ old
maid "’ ?

Among the Santals, unmarried men are similarly
scorned. They are regarded with contempt by both
sexes, and are compared with thieves and witches. They
are ‘“not men.” In Sparta, during the days of the
dominance of women, unmarried men were utterly
despised. A Spartan bachelor was actually deprived of
civil rights. At certain times in winter he had to walk
through the market place totally nude, singing a song
descriptive of his own shame, and admitting that it
was a just punishment for having despised marriage.
Herein we see the precise counterpart of the institutions
of the Men’s State, where the old maid is the subject
of contumely, and completely loses caste.

But the unmarried are only contemned when they

* « Archiv fir Frauenkunde,” 1918.
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belong to the subordinate sex. This one-sided restriction
of scorn to members of the subject sex is doubtless
connected with the division of labour that obtains under
monosexual dominance, and also perhaps with the conse-
quent differentiation in social position. The fuller con-
sideration of this topic must be deferred.



CHAPTER THREE

DIFFERENCES IN SEXUAL ETHICS UNDER MASCULINE
AND FEMININE DOMINANCE, AS BASED UPON PHYSIO-
LOGICAL DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE SEXES

A pupLEX moral code in sexual matters is an inevitable
accompaniment of monosexual dominance. Mutatis mu-
tandis, it asserts its influence equally under masculine
dominance and under feminine. Invariably the ruling
sex has sexual privileges and freedoms which are denied
to the subordinate sex. But whereas the general trend
towards the establishment of a duplex code of sexual
ethics is identical in the Men’s State and the Women’s
State, some of the results of the working of this duplex
code differ in the respective cases. The contrast makes
its appearance precisely where physiological differentia-
tion is operative, so that the result§ cannot be identical
in the two sexes despite their close psychological likeness.

One of these divergencies has already been mentioned.
It concerns the position of the illegitimate child. Under
masculine predominance we invariably find that illegiti-
mate children have an inferior status, and are sometimes
regarded with the utmost contempt. This contempt
extends also to the mother, and indeed seems primarily
to be visited upon the mother. Contempt for the mother
of ‘an illegitimate child is, in the Men’s State, a natural
outcome of duplex sexual morality. For in the Men’s
State chastity and conjugal fidelity are imposed upon
women as parts of their womanly duty. In the Men’s
State, unmarried motherhood is an unmistakable indica-
tior.x that a woman has transgressed the code of sexual
ethics, and her violation of the canons is severely punished.
In the Women’s State, conversely, woman enjoys sexual

@
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freedom, whereas man's liberty is restricted in these
matters. But when an illegitimate child is born, whilst
there is irrefragable physiological evidence of its mater-
nity, its paternity is a moot question. Consequently,
contempt cannot be visited upon the father, since his
identity cannot be established. On the other hand, as
far as the mother of an illegitimate child is concerned,
in the Women’s State she cannot be exposed to con-
tumely, inasmuch as she has merely availed herself of
the sexual freedoms which are the privilege of the domi-
nant sex. Moreover, since the unmarried mother does
not forfeit public esteem, no social discredit will attach
to her illegitimate offspring.

In all Women's States, therefore we find that the
position of the illegitimate child is just as good as that
of the legitimate child. There is plain evidence of this
in the case of ancient Egypt. As regards Sparta we have
testimony that unmarried motherhood was positively an
honour to a woman. Timaa, wife of King Agis, bore
a son to Alcibiades; * far from being ashamed of the
fact, she was proud.” Again, Chelidonis lived in open
adultery with ‘the handsome youth Alcotatus.” She
was envied the possession of such a lover, and the Spartans
wished her many children by such a man.t

We see clearly that the difference in the position of
the illegitimate child and the unmarried mother in the
Men’s State and the Women’s State respectively does
not depend on any difference in the development of
parental feelings in men and in women, but is merely
the expression of physiological differences in sexual
organisation. There can be no doubt who a child’s
mother is, but fatherhood is uncertain. The consequence
is that unmarried parenthood can only be a one-sided
stigma ; it may be blameworthy in the unmarried mother,
but not in the unmarried father. There can be no doubt
that the only reason why the Women’s State does not
vent. an equally one-sided disapprobation upon unmarried
fatherhood, is that information as to parenthood is here
limited by physiological possibilities.

t Schulte-Vaerting, op. cit., pp. 192 et seq.
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Like considerations apply to the destruction of the
germinating life. The degree to which, in the Men’s
State, the practice of abortion is regarded as a serious
crime depends upon how absolute male predominance is.
To all appearance the origin of such moral judgments
is to be found in the strict sexual code which, as an
outcome of duplex sexual morality, is one-sidedly imposed
upon members of the female sex. Abortion destroys
the evidence of a breach of the code. Herein lies the
gravamen of the offence as far as the dominant males
are concerned, and that is why, in the Men’s State, the
practice is so severely punished. (At all times, doubtless,
there have been men and women who considered there
were ideal grounds for objecting to the practice of abor-
tion.) But where women rule, ‘* morality ”’ is a masculine
virtue. Here, however, breaches of the code which is
so strictly imposed upon males are made manifest, not
in the person of the offender, man, but in the person of
his sexual partner, woman. In the Women’s State,
woman is free; she can follow her own bent. Should
she be disinclined for motherhood, there is no law to
hinder recourse to abortion. Where women rule, abortion
will always be legitimate, for its legitimacy is an essential
part of a woman’s physiological freedom. It follows
that the difference in outlook as between unmarried
motherhood in the Men’s State and unmarried fatherhood
in the Women’s State depends upon the fact there is
no physiological parallelism between man and woman,
for man does not bring forth young.

In the case of one Women’s State we are expressly
informed that abortion was quite permissible there. I
refer to the Kamchadales. Meiners*® reports the fact
with profound disapproval. His attitude is easily ex-
plicable, for he belonged to an age when masculine pre-
dominance was almost absolute.

To-day, when masculine dominion is on the wane
and when the influence of women is increasing, we
naturally find that there is a vigorous campaign on
behalf of an equality of rights for the illegitimate child,

* Vermischte philosophische Schriften, vol. i. p. 174.
4
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and on behalf of the right to procure abortion. The
free woman wishes her freedom to extend to the use of
her own body. Some men are willing to concede to
women this right of bodily self-determination; others
would fain refuse it. In like manner, the craving for
freedom is stronger in some women than in others. Con-
sequently, the movement progresses at varying rates
among different peoples. It is slow here, more rapid
there. But one thing seems certain. The right to
procure abortion is an outcome of the increasing influence
of women; we shall therefore not have to wait until
women are dominant before this right is conceded—
equality of the sexes will suffice. Everywhere, as the
position of women improves, the penal laws against
abortion grow milder, and in some cases penalties are
completely abolished (as recently happened in the canton
of Basle).

The men and the women who object to the annulling
of the laws against abortion, and who fear that the
repeal of these laws will have disastrous consequences,
overlook the consideration that there is much less reason
to expect any abuse of the right of physiological self-
determination in the case of free women than in the
case of women who have grown up under the tyranny of
masculine predominance.

We now come to a third difference between the sexual
ethics of the Men’s State and those of the Women's
State, a difference that is likewise based upon a physio-
logical difference in sexual organisation. Here, too, the
duplex morality of monosexual dominance is the starting-
point of the difference.

Duplex morality, with freedom in sex relations for
members of the dominant sex and restrictions for members
of the subordinate sex, necessarily leads to prostitution.
In accordance with the working of the law of reversal,
the prostitution of women develops in the Men’s State,
and the prostitution of men in the Women’s State. The
facts are extremely characteristic. Not merely do we
find that the tendency to this reversal is manifest, but



THE DOMINANT SEX 51

we discover that the reversal is pushed to the limits of
physiological possibility.

The Men’s State is invariably cursed with the institution
of female prostitution. So powerless is it to deal with
the evil, that prostitution has not infrequently been
declared to be an ineradicable evil. /The assertion is
true only in so far as it applies to the Men’s State. But
in the Women’s State the prostitution of women is
unknown, even among peoples at a high level of civili-
sation.

Both in the case of the ancient Egyptians and in that
of the Spartans, the absence of female prostitution has
been noted in contrast to what obtained in contemporary
Men’s States. In Egypt there were no female prostitutes.
As regards Sparta, Plato says there were no prostitutes
there because women could not make a living at the trade.
Among the Arabs, too, female prostitution was unknown
during the days of women’s dominance.

But the absence of female prostitution is not an ex-
clusive peculiarity of the dominance of women, for we
note the same absence where the sexes have equal rights.
As examples may be mentioned the ancient Teutons
and the modern State of Wyoming. Prostitution was
unknown to the former, and there is no prostitution in
the latter. The Norse peoples, among whom the move-
ment for the equal rights of women has made consider-
able progress, have likewise great successes to record in
this respect. The matter of equal rights, and their
effects, will have to be further considered in the
sequel,

The absence of female prostitution in the Women'’s
State shows that in this field no less than in others
the law of reversal in monosexual dominance is operative.
The reversal of duplex sexual morality in the Women’s
State makes it impossible for female prostitution to
exist. Aristophanes* was not slow to point out that
women in general would gladly do away with hetaire
so that they could reserve for themselves the caresses
of young men in their prime. The dominance of women

t Lysistrata.
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and female prostitution are opposites ; they are mutually
exclusive. The absence of female prostitution where
women rule is therefore a self-evident phenomenon, a
necessary outcome of the working of the law of reversal.
The phenomenon testifies, not to a difference between
men and women, but to the psychological similarity of
the sexes.

But in accordance with the law of reversal, and in
view of the aforesaid psychological resemblance between
the sexes, we should expect to find male prostitution
in the Women'’s State as the counterpart to female prosti-
tution in the Men’s State. Duplex sexual morality,
leading to the prostitution of women where men rule,
ought, mutatis mutandis, to lead to the prostitution of
men where women rule. As a matter of fact there are
plain indications of the occurrence of male prostitution
under the dominance of women. For example, Strabo *
reports that the women of Lydia, who were dominant
in that country, chose lovers at their own free will, and
spent lavishly in order to please the men of their choice.
They were likewise ““ so indulgent ’ that they gave their
lovers hospitable entertainment. The wording of the
report shows that it emanated from a male writer who
had not really fathomed the nature of the prostitution
he described, precisely because it was male prostitution
under the dominance of women. Nevertheless the charac-
teristics of prostitution are unmistakable. The woman
seeks out her lover, and pays him for his amatory services,
either in money or by way of entertainment. But the
study of such a work as Iwan Bloch’s great history of
prostitution 2 shows us that male prostitution has never
attained the vogue of female prostitution. The develop-
ment of the former has, in fact, been almost infinitesimal
in comparison with that of the latter. We find traces
of its existence wherever there is good reason to look
for it, but it always seems to remain in an incipient
phase of development. '

Herein, then, we detect a real difference between the
Men’s State and the Women’s State. But we should

= XIII, 815. 3 Iwan Bloch, Die Prostitution.
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make a great mistake were we to refer this difference
to a psychological distinction between men and women—
to suppose that either sex possesses a larger infusion of
inborn moral faculty, or that either sex possesses in this
respect some peculiar mental aptitude denied to the
other. The difference depends entirely upon physiological
causes. The only reason why male prostitution in the
Women’s State never develops to the same extent as
female prostitution in the Men’s State is that men are
physiologically incapable of becoming the counterparts
of women in this particular matter. Man'’s sexual nature
is such as to make him physiologically incompetent to
fulfil the requirements of male prostitution. His capacity
for sexual intercourse is insignificant in comparison with
that of woman, of whom indeed Fraenkel ! goes so far
as to say that her capacity in this respect is, physio-
logically speaking, boundless. Within a single day or
night, one prostitute can satisfy the sexual requirements
of quite a number of men. She can entertain as many
visitors as choose to offer themselves, without any im-
pairment of her sexual powers and without being any
the worse for it constitutionally. A man, on the other
hand, is unable even during the years of maximum potency
to have intercourse with a woman regularly as often as
once a day. Should a male prostitute endeavour to
practice his trade with a vigour which would in truth
be trifling in comparison with that which is habitual in
the case of female prostitutes, he would soon suffer from
a sexual and general constitutional collapse.?

We see, then, that the difference between the prevalence
of female prostitution in the Men’s State and that of
male prostitution in the Women’s State has a purely
physiological cause in the difference between men and
women in the matter of capacity for sexual intercourse.
The respective frequency of prostitution in the Men’s
State and the Women'’s State exhibits variations which

* Normale und pathologische Sexualphysiologie des Weibes,

3 Cf. Vaerting, Ueber die sexualphysiologischen Grundlagen der dop-
pelten Moral und der Prostitution, ‘' Zeitschrift zur Bekenntnis der Ges
chlechtskrankheiten,” 1917.
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precisely correspond with the variations between the
capacity for sexual intercourse in the two sexes. The
absence of prostitution in the Women’s State, and where
the sexes have equal rights, betokens a higher degree
of sexual health in such communities as compared with
the Men’s State. To this matter we shall return.



CHAPTER FOUR

SEXUAL ETHICS WHERE THE SEXES HAVE EQUAL
RIGHTS

WHERE the sexes have equal rights, sexual ethics are
characterised by complete equality of sexual rights and
duties for the two sexes. The duplex morality met with
under monosexual dominance is replaced by a code which
is precisely the same for men and for women. Now,
sexual equality can manifest itself in either of two ways.
Every phase of equal rights for the sexes is preceded
by a particular phase of monosexual dominance. The
transition from one phase to another is not sudden but
gradual. One phase develops out of the other. When,
as to-day, a society where men hold sway is yielding
place to one in which men and women have equal rights,
attentive observation will show that there are two dis-
tinct trends in the evolution of sexual morality. The
starting point in each case is the demand for the abolition
of the sexual privileges of the male, but two ways of
achieving this present themselves. Women may be
granted like sexual freedoms to those which men already
possess, or the rigid canons of sexual behaviour which
are already imposed upon women may be imposed upon
men also.

Both these trends are conspicuously in evidence to-day.
The remarkable fact is that the former trend has more
champions among women, the latter among men. Pre-
eminently it is women who seek to realise sexual equality
through the extension of masculine sexual freedom to
women. Women’s standpoint in this respect is mani-
festly an outcome of the hitherto prevalent condition
of male predominance. A subordinate sex will invariably
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attempt to win for itself the same rights as those of the
heretofore dominant sex ; it will not endeavour to impose
upon the latter the code that has up to now regulated
its own conduct.

It is less easy to understand why men would rather
see the restrictions of female sexual morality imposed
upon their own sex, than see the sexual freedoms of men
granted to women also. If future events should confirm
the supposition that this is so, we shall at least be able
to infer that men think it more important to restrict
the sexual freedom of women than to preserve their
own. We cannot venture to say whether the un-
certainties of paternity play their part in determining
such a masculine outlook.r

It is obvious, however, that, under monosexual domi-
nance, monogamy must always be fictitious. The mono-
gamic code is continually being infringed owing to the
perpetual resurgence of the duplex morality inseparably
associated with the sway of one sex over the other.
Schopenhauer 2 writes: “ It is futile to make a conten-
tious matter of polygamy. We must accept it as a
universal fact, and our task is merely to regulate it.
Where are genuine monogamists to be found ? We are
all polygamists, for a time at least, and most of us always.”
Schopenhauer is right for every phase of monosexual
dominance. This, owing to the duplex morality that
characterisesit, invariably leads to polygamy. But Schopen-
hauer is wrong in believing monogamy to be impossible.
It is only impossible where monosexual dominance pre-
vails. Where the sexes have equal rights, monogamy is
provided with opportunities for a genuine development,
in virtue of the disappearance of the trend towards
duplexsexual morality. It hasnot hitherto beenrecognised
that equality of rights for the two sexes is the essential
prerequisite to true monogamy. The general belief has
been that monogamy is the outcome of the refinement

1 Of course there are numerous exceptions to the foregoing generalisa-
tion: women who demand monogamy for both sexes; and men who
demand sexual freedom for both sexes.

» Parerga und Paralipomena.
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of the amatory life which attends the higher stages of
civilisation.* Some have taught that monogamy arose
through an increase in paternal authority (Lewis Morgan,
Engels, etc.). But such forces are quite incompetent
to bring genuine monogamy into being. There is only
one factor that can do this—equality of rights for the
sexes. Itis an essential factor, though not the only factor.
We shall learn that polygamy sometimes exists even
when the sexes have equal rights.

Equality of rights is of such fundamental importance
in relation to monogamic morality, that perhaps the
former has to be regarded as the real originator of the
latter. Nations wherein the idea of monogamy is con-
spicuous have unquestionably passed through a phase
in which the sexes have had equal rights ; the monogamic
principle is a vestige of such a phase. We shall see in
due course that the phase of equal rights for men and
women creates the economic conditions that are the
indispensable antecedents of monogamy.

For the strict carrying out of monogamy there are two
requisites : premarital chastity in both sexes ; and faith-
fulness after marriage in the case of both parties. Waitz 3
tells us that among the Creeks, a Red Indian tribe, both
the men and the women could be chiefs. The sexes
held equal sway. Strict monogamy prevailed. Severe
punishment was visited upon all married persons, of
either sex, who permitted themselves any sexual license.
Among the Cingalese, during the period when the sexes
had equal rights (and according to Friedenthal’s des-
cription sexual equality was thoroughly established in
the case of this people), both polyandry and polygamy
~were forbidden. There were two kinds of marriage.
In some cases the wife took a husband to herself; in
other cases the wife entered the husband’s house. We
see that in this instance, as the outcome of sexual equality,
Men’s-State customs and Women’s-State customs had an
equal vogue. In Egypt, during the days of sexual
equality, monogamy seems to have been likewise strictly

* See, for instance, Reitzenstein, Urgeschichte der Ehe.
* Op. cit,, pp. 101 et seq.
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enforced. The same statement is true of the early Teutons.
At the time when, in all probability, the sexes had equal
positions among this people, a strictly monogamic code
regulated sexual relationships. Premarital chastity and
fidelity in marriage were demanded of both sexes alike.
St. Boniface reports of the Saxons that seducer and se-
duced were both punished with death. Among the
ancient Teutons marital infidelity was visited with the
same punishment whatever the sex of the offender.
Among the Babylonians in the days of Cyrus and Cambyses
the sexes were equal, and according to Kohler* at this
period strict monogamy was practised. Some parts of
the Judaic law, where sexual morality is concerned,
remind us of the period when the sexes were on an equal
footing, inasmuch as they treat both sexes alike. Thus
we read in Deuteronomy 23, 17: ‘‘ There shall be no
harlot of the daughters of Israel, neither shall there be
a sodomite of the sons of Israel.”” According to the
laws of Moses, those who were found in fornicatory inter-
course, must marry. The ordinance that every man
visiting a harlot was punishable with forty lashes seems
to date from a period when the transition from equal
rights to masculine dominance was in progress. Very
characteristic of the suggestive influence which mono-
sexual dominance exercises upon the view taken of other
phases in the sociology of sex relations is the fact that
Reitzenstein,2 who strongly favours monogamy for both
sexes, draws from the before-mentioned sections of the
Judaic law the conclusion that at this period * virginity
was made the ideal of the unmarried woman. Esteem
for virginity was inculcated as the best bulwark against
extra-marital sexual intercourse.” But Reitzenstein has
not a word to say concerning the interest in masculine
chastity which is equally manifest in the laws we are
now considering. He applies to this phase of sexual
equality a yardstick belonging to the phase of masculine
dominance—the phase to which he himself belongs.
For this reason, even where the monogamic ethic of
equal rights is conspicuous, he can see nothing but the
t Zum neubabylonischen Recht. s Op. cit., pp. 85 et seq.
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customary duplex morality characteristic of masculine
predominance, with its one-sided esteem for female
chastity.

Conversely, in the transition to the simpler ethic of
sex equality, the polygamic principle which represents
the other trend of the duplex morality characteristic
of monosexual dominance, may gain the victory over
the monogamic. Then we have a simultaneous prevalence
of polygamy and polyandry. Among many primitive
folk, when first discovered, this type of equal sexual
rights was in full force, as for instance among the indigens
of Venezuela, in the Sandwich Islands, and elsewhere.?
Westermarck 2 tells us that many savage peoples allow
complete freedom to both sexes before marriage. Strabo
relates of the Medes that every man had five wives and
every woman five husbands. We shall subsequently
consider the fate of this passage in the hands of translators
imbued with the Men’s-State ideology.

The polygamic principle can also exist side by side
with the monogamic principle in this way, that both
sexes may be perfectly free before marriage, whereas
as soon as marriage has taken place monogamy becomes
a strict obligation.

Apparently, in the phase of equal sexual rights, the
monogamic principle has a better chance of success than
the polygamic principle or the mixed polygamic and
monogamic. The probable explanation is that in human
beings the monogamic trend is stronger than the poly-
gamic. Elsewhere the present authors have proved this
as regards males.3 Moreover, it is probable that the
intensity of the monogamic trend runs parallel with the
development of the understanding—a relationship to be
further considered in the sequel. This gives us some
reason for hoping that in the coming days of sex equality
the prospects of a victory of the monogamic principle
are greater than those of a victory of polygamy. But

t Cf. Lewis Morgan, Ancient Society, 1877, pp. 409 et seq.
3 Origin and Development of Moral Ideas, 2nd ed. vol. ii: (1917), st 428,

3 Die monogame Veranlagung des Mannes, ** Zeitschrift fir
wissenschaft,” 1917.
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no practical decision of the problem is possible to-day.
We live in the transitional phase, when the various
principles are fighting the matter out. On the one hand
we have a struggle going on between the old duplex
morality of monosexual dominance and the unified ethic
that springs from the new sexequality. Onthe other hand
the monogamic principle wrestles with the polygamic
principle for victory within the domain of the newly
unified sexual ethic.



CHAPTER FIVE

REVERSAL OF THE CANONS OF SOCIAL LIFE FOR THE
RESPECTIVE SEXES ACCORDING AS MEN OR WOMEN
RULE. PROPERTY RIGHTS AND THE DIVISION OF
LABOUR

OwNERSHIP and occupation are the two things which
mainly give the stamp to social life. In this respect,
likewise, monosexual dominance is decisive of the role
of the sexes in social relationships, for the dominant sex
and the subordinate sex alway play the same respective
parts no matter which sex holds sway.

Where monosexual dominance is absolute, the right
of ownership is always vested exclusively in the dominant
sex. The subordinate sex has no property of its owmn.
We are all familiar with this reStriction of the right of
ownership to the dominant sex as far as the Men’s State
is concerned. Here the man alone owns property. The
proprietary rights of the male are especially conspicuous
in marriage, for in the Men’s State the wife has no pro-
prietary rights whatever. But though every one is familiar
with this allotment of the right of ownership in the Men’s
State, few people are aware that it has a precise counter-
part in the Women'’s State. Just as in the psychology
of the amatory life and in that of conjugal life, so also
as concerns ownership and the material basis of marriage,
the same principle of reversal prevails, so that the roles
of men and women are similarly interchanged. Whereas,
for example, it is the rule that under masculine predomi-
nance the woman contributes a dowry whilst the man
is the property owner, under feminine dominance we
find that the husband contributes a dowry and that
the wife is the property owner.

)



62 THE DOMINANT SEX

Where women are dominant, this tendency is manifest,
both among primitive folk and in civilised nations. In
ancient Egypt, the husband always brought a dowry into
the marriage, and it became the property of his wife.
This custom prevailed as late as the Ptolemaic era. In
the earlier days of Egyptian civilisation women were
alone entitled to own property. It is true that Miiller,
who is obsessed by the ideology of the Men’s State,
opines that the Greeks were guilty of exaggeration when
they declared that all the possessions of an Egyptian
bridegroom were made over to his bride. But there
was no exaggeration. The reports of Greek observers
have been confirmed by subsequent investigations. As
late as the days of Darius, the wife said of the dowry
brought by her husband : ‘“ It is my property.” Again,
in its oldest form the word * wife * signified in Egypt :
‘* The one who clothes her husband.” We may presume
this to mean that the wife was responsible for the
expenditure on clothing. We learn from Wiedemann’s
hieratic texts that when marriage was contracted the
house became the sole property of the wife. In this
connexion there is an interesting letter dating from
1100 B.C. A man had given a tenant farmer notice to
quit. But the man’s-wife wished to keep the farmer
as tenant, and it was regarded as self-evident that her
will should prevail. The relevant passage in the letter
runs as follows:* “I have come back to the capital.
1 had told you that I did not want you to till the land
any longer. But now my wife and housemate, who
rules my home, has said, ‘ Do not take away the land
from PA-neb-en-uzad; assign it to him and let him till
it.” As soon, therefore, as my letter reaches you, you
can get to work once more on the land.”

We see that the husband, in his communication to
the farmer, implies that his wife’s will is the only thing
that counts. Were the change of plans due merely to
complaisance on his part, he would have said, ‘“ I have
yielded to my wife,” or have used some similar phrase.
But he merely tells the farmer that his wife has expressed

t Eyman and Krebs, Aus den Papyrus der kéniglichen Museen.
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her wishes, and therefore the farmer can stay on as tenant.
There is nothing more to be said about the matter.
Turning to Sparta, we have an express declaration
on the part of Plutarch*® that women there were the
sole property owners. Meiners considers that this ex-
clusive right of the Spartan women to hold property
was a direct outcome of their dominance. It is plain,
too, from Plutarch’s reports concerning the party struggles
under Agis and Leonidas, that power, wealth, and owner-
ship were exclusively vested in the women of Sparta.s
In the case of those primitive folk among whom women
were dominant, there is no lack of detailed and unam-
biguous information to the effect that women were
the sole property owners. This was the case among the
Chamorros, the Cantabri, the Balonda, the Iroquois, the
Lycians, the Kamchadales, the Nicaraguans, the Zambesis,
and many others. Among such peoples, the husband
could not sell anything without his wife’s permission.
We find among the Chamorros a typical instance of
the way in which, under the dominance of women, the
husband brings the dowry whilst the wife is the sole
property owner. Here it was always the husband who
contributed the dowry, never the wife. If the husband
had no property to contribute when he married, he became
the wife’s servant. All the property belonged to the
wife, and she retained everything in the event of a divorce.
When a man died, all the property remained in the hands
of the wife ; at a woman’s death, on the other hand, the
heritage passed to her children and other blood relations,
and never to her husband, who had absolutely no right
to dispose of the property independently. Conditions
were similar among the Iroquois in the days when feminine
dominance prevailed. Among the Lycians, where women
were also dominant, the mother had the sole right to
dispose of property, and daughters were the only in-
heritors. A son could inherit nothing. Among the
Kamchadales, the husbands had no property rights.
The wives owned all the property of a married pair, and
even allowanced the husbands’ tobacco as they pleased.

1 1. 190. s Agis, 7.
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Meiners writes: ‘‘ The dependence, or rather the subor-
dination, of the Kamchadale men goes so far that they
make no complaint because their wives have the sole
right of disposal over the family possessions, and because
the husbands are only allowed to use what they
require in accordance with the pleasure of the ruling
women."’

Strabo reports that among the Cantabri the daughters
were the only heritors. Brothers were supplied with
what they needed by their sisters. Among the Nayars
of the Malabar coast, where women were dominant, only
the daughters could inherit.

Far more significant psychologically than the relation-
ship between property-owning and dominance, is the
determination of the division of labour between the
sexes by the question whether men or women hold sway.
It is a very general belief that the contemporary division
of labour between the sexes is the outcome of specifically
sexual, specifically masculine and feminine, peculiarities.
Already in the days of Socrates the opinion prevailed
that the nature of the sexes was decisive as regards the
division of labour. It seemed incontestable that men
were suited for such occupations as were carried on away
from home, whereas ‘“ woman, who is weak and timid,
is predestined, as if by divine command, to occupy herself
with domestic affairs.” But with the aid of our com-
parative study of the history of monosexual dominance
we shall be able to show that this ancient assumption
is false. We can prove that the division of labour between
the sexes is not determined by inherited differences between
men and women, and that it depends solely upon mono-
sexual dominance. In Women’s States we find precisely
the same tendency to the division of labour between the
sexes that we find in Men’s States, the only difference
being that the roles of the sexes are reversed. Where
woman rules, the women carry on the occupations outside
the home, whilst the men look after the household and
care for the family. But when man rules he insists that
“ woman’s place is the home,” and declares that outside
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occupations are a masculine prerogative.! The dominant
sex, male or female as the case may be, tends to restrict
the subordinate sex to work in the home and to family
cares. The behaviour of dominant women in this respect
is exactly like the behaviour of dominant men.

We find this both among civilised nations and among
primitive folk. Ancient Egypt, in earlier days, was
unquestionably familiar with the reversal of the division
of labour as between the sexes. The reversal must have
been in force as late as the time of Herodotus. He
relates that in Egypt the women, in contradistinction to
the customs prevailing among other nations, were engaged
in masculine occupations, practising commerce and fre-
quenting the markets, whereas the men sat at home
weaving, and in general looked after the housework.
The Talmud confirms Herodotus’ statement, for it tells
us that the children of Israel during the captivity were
indignant because, when in Egypt, the Jewish men were
compelled to do women'’s work, whereas the Jewish women
were set to the tasks of men.? We cannot suppose that
the reversal of roles was due to the servile status of the
Jews, for had this been the case the labours appropriate
to the subordinate sex among the Egyptians would have
been assigned, as a mark of contempt, to both sexes of
the enslaved race.

The reversal of roles in the division of labour is equally
plain, as regards Egypt, in a passage we find in the
Edipus at Colonus of Sophocles (339 et seq.).s Edipus
says to his two daughters : ““ How you imitate the manners
of the Egyptians in your ways of thought and your
mode of life! In Egypt the men stay at home and sit
at the looms, whilst the women go abroad to seek the
necessaries of life. And they whom it beseemed to
care for my needs sit at home like maidens, whilst
you in their place weary yourselves to relieve my
miseries.”

In addition, Bachofen refers to Nymphodorus of

* Cf. Bucura, Die Eigenart des Weibes, 1918.

3 According to Duncker, Geschichte des Alterthums, vol. i, the

Israclites were in Egypt about 1300 B.C.
3 Cf. Bachofen, op. cit., p. 100.
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Syracuse as having confirmed Herodotus’ reports. Bacho-
fen also tells us that King Sesostris is said to have been
the first who imposed women’s work on men.

The reversed role of women in social life is plainly
indicated by the fact (to which Herodotus expressly
refers) that the duty of maintaining parents was incumbent
upon daughters and not upon sons. Obviously sons
could not discharge this obligation in a social system
where women were the sole property-owners, where the
right of inheritance was reserved for women, and where
women were the only bread-winners.

Many additional traits of ancient Egyptian life bear
witness to the reversal of the division of labour. For
example, let us consider the Egyptian “ Liturgies.” *
This term, from the Greek Aeitovpyia, denotes a public
office or duty which the richer citizens discharged at
their own expense. Some of these seem to have been
performed by men and some by women. Wills of the
Ptolemaic era are extant showing that sons and daughters
inherited such liturgies from father and mother. Here,
indeed, we have an indication of the equal rights of the
sexes, a matter to which we shall return. But even at
this late period we find that the women were still active
outside the home. In connexion with court occupations
of the Ptolemaic days women are referred to as ‘‘ bearers
of the prize of battle and bearers of the basket.” 2

In a previous chapter we have referred to the oldest
Egyptian poems that have come down to us. These
contain evidence that women were engaged in occupa-
tions outside the home. Fowling was an important
occupation in Egypt, and would appear in early days to
have been reserved for women, seeing that the word
“fowler ” is always used in the feminine. Laundry
work, on the other hand, would seem from the poems
to have been an exclusively masculine avocation. Men,
too, prepared the nuptial couch, providing the finest
linen and the most costly essences. One of the poems,
written by a woman, shows that her domestic affairs
were attended to by a man. According to Erman, at

* Erman and Krebs, op. cit. 3 xavngdpot.
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a later period a woman would help her husband to look
after the housework. The implication is that at this
date housework was still regarded as a masculine occu-
pation.

We have another remarkable indication of the fact
that in ancient Egypt the women were concerned with
extra-domestic occupations whilst the men did the house-
work. Herodotus tells us that in Egypt, *“ where every-
thing was topsy-turvy,” the sexes even relieved the calls
of nature in the reverse of the customary way, for the
women stood up to make water whereas the men adopted
a crouching posture. The latter point is peculiarly
striking.

In the days when the dominance of women was ab-
solute, the assignment of domestic work to the males
probably included the care of infants in arms. In the
case of the Libyans we have reports as to their manners
and customs during the period when women held sway,
and we learn from these that there was a complete reversal
of the division of labour familiar to ourselves. In Libya,
not only did the men do the housework, but they took
care of the little children, and in especial looked after
the feeding of children.: -

Diodorus 2 writes as follows: * All authority was
vested in the women, who discharged every kind of public
duty. The men looked after domestic affairs, just as
the women do among ourselves, and did as they were
told by their wives. They were not allowed to undertake
war service, or to exercise any of the functions of govern-
ment, or to fill any public office, such as might have
given them more spirit to set themselves up against
-the women. The children were handed over immediately
after birth to the men, who reared them on milk and
other food suitable to their age.”

There are definite indications that in ancient Egypt,
likewise, the men had the care of infants in arms and
looked after their feeding. It is recorded that the royal
princes and princesses had male nurses as late as the
days of the Middle Kingdom. Erman writes that these

t Cf. Ploss and Bartels, Das Weib, vol, ii. » ITI. s1.
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men who had the care of the princes and who ranked
among the highest persons about the court *“ used, strangely
enough, to speak of themselves as the princes’ nurses.
Thus, during the reign of Amenhotep I, Prince El Kab
was the nurse of the royal prince Uadmes, and Semnut,
the favourite of Queen Chnemtomun, was the male nurse
of the royal princess Ranofre.” Again, in the days of
the Middle Kingdom, a [male] ‘‘ guardian of the diadem "
boasts of having ‘‘ given suck to the God " and of having
“ adorned Horus the Lord of the Palace.” Of course
Erman misinterprets the significance of this designation
‘“nurse.” He regards it as nothing more than an honorary
title, which seems to him ‘“ a very strange one.”” Under
a later king, Chuenaten (Amenhotep IV), there is mention
of a woman nurse *‘the great nurse who gave suck to
the God and adorned the King.” This time Erman
believes that the reference is to a real nurse !

It is most probable that these men described as nurses
among the Egyptians did actually discharge the duties
of a nurse, caring for infants in arms and seeing to their
food, just as men did among the Libyans. Even if we
are to suppose they were merely teachers in the royal
family, and that the title ‘“ nurse '’ was a survival not
carrying with it the obligation to undertake the duties
of a nurse, the very title, though honorary, suggests
that such duties must have been real in earlier generations.
As a fact, however, we have no reason to assume, with
Erman, that these male nurses were nurses only in an
honorary sense. Erman is led astray by the Men’s-State
ideology. Because, as far as his experience goes, none
but women tend infants in arms, he jumps to the
conclusion that the title * nurse” applied to a man
can have no serious meaning.

In Libya, a State contemporary with and bordering
upon ancient Egypt, and one in which women were
dominant, there was a complete reversal of the division
of labour as we know it to-day.r As previously explained,
not only did the Libyan men do all the housework, but
they took care of the children from infancy onwards.

* Ploss and Bartels, op. cit., vol. ii.
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We have a detailed description of the way in which they
cared for nurselings. Ploss and Bartels note as “a
strange phenomenon’ this interchange of sexual roles,
but do not seem to have an inkling of its true significance.

Similar facts regarding male nurses are reported in
the case of other peoples.r ‘ The father feeds his little
ones, and carries them about caressing them tenderly.”
A vestige of this Women’s-State custom is found in India
to-day, where men act as nurses to European children.
We are told that they make excellent nurses, and also
excellent sick-nurses. Among the Battas the care of
children is entirely in the hands of the men. In the
case of the Basque-Iberian stocks, where women held
sway, we have the authority of Strabo and of Humboldt
as to the prevalence of a similar custom. The women
did the field work, and children were entrusted to the
care of the men immediately after birth. Among these
tribes, moreover, the father of a new-born child was
treated like a lying-in woman. The custom has prevailed
on into recent times. In this connexion we may note
that as late as 1800 a characteristic incident showed
the political influence of women among the Basques,
for when in this year a popular vote was taken the
women exercised the suffrage as well as the men.

According to Westermarck among the blackfellows of
Encounter Bay in South Australia it was regarded as
absolutely indispensable that the father should care for
the children. If, therefore, a woman bore a child after
the father had died, she killed this posthumous infant.
The same custom is reported of the Creeks.

Herein, according to the authors of the present work,
is to be found the true explanation of the couvade, of
the putting of the father to bed when his wife bears a
child. Innumerable reasons have been suggested for the
prevalence of this strange custom, but its true ground
has escaped notice owing to the dominance of Men’s-
State ideology. The couvade prevails or has prevailed
very widely. For days, and sometimes for weeks, after
the birth of a child, the father takes to his bed and is

1 Jaeckel, op. cit.,, pp. 90 et seq.
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treated as,if he were a lying-in woman, whilst the mother
gets up to pursue her ordinary avocations. It seems
most probable that the custom is intimately connected
with the Women’s-State obligation that the father shall
care for the new-born infant. Presumably the father
stays in bed during the first days after the birth of a
child in order to keep the latter warm, for this is most
essential in the case of new-born infants. The couvade
is a practical survival from the days of women’s rule.
We have also unambiguous information concerning the
Kamchadales that a reversed division of labour was
attendant on feminine dominance. When women ruled
in Kamchatka, the men not only did the cooking but all
the rest of the housework, the sewing, and the laundry
work, docilely doing everything assigned to them by the
women. The men are so domesticated, says Meiners,
that they greatly dislike being away from home for more
than one day. ‘ Should a longer absence than this
become necessary, they try to persuade their wives to
accompany them, for they cannot get on without the
women folk.” Such traits are characteristic of the house-
wife in the Men’s State. The love of home and the
dependence on the spouse are, as we see, faithfully re-
flected in the husbands of the Women’s State. For
these men, home is the world. When away from home
they cannot feel at ease without the protection and the
company of their wives. Among the Kamchadales, more-
over, we learn from Ellis that the women built the houses.
In this matter of the division of labour, the character
traits of men in the Men’s State are likewise reproduced
down to the smallest details in the women of the Women’s
State. Among ourselves to-day, men refuse to engage
in what they term feminine occupations, not because
they do not know how to do them, but because they
consider such work beneath their masculine dignity.
For example, the man of the house, in our western lands,
would scorn the task of patching and mending the family
clothing, and would consider it beneath him even to sew
on a button. Now, precisely as in the Men’s State men
despise ‘“ women’s work,” so in the Women’s State do
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women despise ‘“men’s work.” Under the changed
conditions, a man’s work is beneath a woman’s dignity ;
she thinks it would demean her to undertake any of the
duties that are allotted to the subordinate sex. Not
even a promise of high pay could induce a Kamchadale
woman to undertake sewing, laundry work, and similar
services,! In Kamchatka these were a man’s tasks.
There was only one way in which members of the explor-
ing party in Kamchatka could bribe the Kamchadale
women to undertake tasks regarded by them with such
contempt. This was ‘‘ by the gratification of their sensual
appetite.” The point is worth noting because it is so
characteristic of monosexual dominance to find the
dominant sex repaying the subordinate sex for sexual
services. Where men rule, it is the way of men to
reward women for their caresses, and the practice of
course tends to degenerate into feminine prostitution.
Where women rule, we find the obverse of this tendency ;
women reward men for the gifts of love.

There is plain evidence that the position of predomi-
nance is the reason why the men of the Men’s State
despise typically feminine tasks, and why the women
of the Women’s State despise typically masculine tasks.
For there is no refusal, in either case, when a member
of the subordinate sex is asked to undertake some occu-
pation usually regarded as appropriate to members of
the dominant sex. On the contrary, in the Men’s State
women are proud when they can do men’s work just as
efficiently as the men. They do not consider that men'’s
occupations are degrading; they feel that, as members
of the subordinate sex, they are lifted by such occupations
to the level of the dominant sex. We have, therefore,
in such instances, nothing to do with a specifically
feminine or masculine aptitude for some particular occu-
pation. The determinative factor is sexual dominance.

Among the Lapps2 there was a reversed division of
labour. The men did all the housework, the cooking,

* Meiners, Geschichte, etc., vol. i. pp. 27 et seq. ; History, etc., vol. i.
PP. 23 et seq.

* Herbert Spencer, in his Principles of Biology, pointed out that the
women of Lapland occupied a ' free ** position.
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and the sewing. The women went fishing and were
excellent sailors. Leather-dressing, which was one of
the chief occupations in Lapland, was also women'’s
work. The same fact is reported by Livingstone in the
case of the Balonda, among whom the women ruled and
were the bread-winners.

In the land of Adel (a province of Abyssinia) where
according to Jaeckel ‘‘ women enjoyed great freedom ’’
[read, * held sway "], the women did all the hard work,
whilst the men were engaged in such tasks as to us seem
essentially women’s work—sewing, for instance. Accord-
ing to Mungo Park, in Africa, speaking generally, all the
boys were taught to sew. Among some of the Malay
tribes and in certain regions of Peru the women tilled
the land whilst the men did the housework. In Tibet,
women were the bread-winners; the women traded as
far as the confines of India; they undertook great enter-
prises. Burdach  relates that among the negroes, among
most of the American indigens, in Chile, in Tibet, and
in Siam, the women tilled the land. Burdach is merely
expressing an opinion that is still generally held when
he attributes this reversal in the division of labour to
the “sloth of the men, and to the greater alertness and
skill of the women, among savage peoples.” Again and
again, where women are found to do all the field work,
the informants are of opinion that the men must have
led idle lives, exploiting the women. Typical, in this
respect, are the accounts concerning our Teutonic fore-
fathers. Here, we are told, that the women did all the
work, and in especial the farm work, tilling the land and
looking after the cattle, whilst the men took their ease
and “lounged on bearskins.” Manifestly, in all these
accounts, we have to do with a misunderstanding of the
reversal of the division of labour under femijnine domi-
nance. Where women ruled, and where women worked
outside the homes (tilling the soil, when the tribe was
agricultural), the men were no more idlers than women
are idlers where men rule. The men in such cases did
the housework, and cared for the children with great

: Die Physiologie als Erfahrungswissenschaft, vol. i. p. 347.
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zeal. They had no thought of imposing the heavier
tasks on their wives and of thus exploiting the women
folk. It was precisely in the days when women did
the most arduous work that the men had no authority
over the women, inasmuch as the male sex was sub-
ordinate.

To-day an investigator who had grown up in a Women'’s
State and who should then pay a visit to our own Men's
State and there observe that the arduous work away
from the home was being mainly or almost exclusively
done by men, would certainly derive the impression that
our women were leading slothful lives and were merci-
lessly exploiting our men. No such visitor from a
Women’s State would ever hit upon the notion that
this sex, comprised of those who groan under the burden
of extra-domestic occupations and who produce the
unmistakable impression of being downtrodden, is in
truth the dominant sex. In like manner a traveller
from a Men’s State who sees women sweating at field
work, believes them to be exploited by lazy males, whereas
in this case the women form the dominant sex. The
misunderstanding has always been easy when observers
from a Men’s State have studied-Women’s-State customs
and institutions. All the more easy was it for such an
observer to overlook the fact that the men in these
cases were not loafers, but were busily occupied at home,
for domestic occupations did not come under his purview
at all. Furthermore, among ourselves to-day, a great
many women (especially in the upper circles) do actually
lead idle lives. Conversely, there must have been a
similar stratum of male idlers in the Women’s State.
‘Travellers, at any rate those who write books, make
acquaintances chiefly among the upper circles; and we
may assume that the upper-class men of the Women’s
State must have led a life no less slothful than that with
which we ourselves are so familiar in the case of the
upper-class women of the Men’s State. Among the
well-to-do, even to-day, the men have as a rule some
active occupation away from home, whereas their women-
kind lead a life of absolute inertia, not even doing any
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housework. In the contemporary Men’s State, the tend-
ency is to employ more menservants in proportion as
the family rises in the social scale. It follows that a
visitor from abroad, besides seeing all the arduous work
outside the home done by men, would find that in the
houses of the well-to-do a great deal of the housework
was being done by men. He would certainly believe
that the men were the only workers, and that the women
were idlers. Obviously a foreign visitor to a Women’s
State would derive the converse impression, would think
that the women worked while the men lazed.

A reversal of the division of labour is reported of the
Lydians, who are known to have lived under the
dominance of women. InLydia, Herodotus saw a mortuary
monument which he described as the greatest work of
the kind in the world next to those of the Egyptians
and the Babylonians. Upon the pillars at the time of
his visit was still to be read a statement that the greater
part of the construction had been done by women. Of
the same monument Strabo tells us that it was mainly
built by girls. Another remark of Strabo’s shows how
widely diffused in the Europe of his day was the reversal
of the division of labour. This is what he writes concerning
the Celtae : ‘* They have in common with a great many
peoples that the tasks of men and of women are the
opposite of those with which we are familiar.”

Parenthetically let us remark that the talent many
men display for cooking (for sometimes men actually
excel women in this art) is less surprising than certain
authorities imagine. Treitschker writes: ‘‘ From the
days of the kings of Egypt down to those of our nineteenth-
century epicures, the greatest experts in the culinary art
have always been men.” As far as ancient Egypt is
concerned, it is natural that men should have been the
culinary experts, for there women ruled, and the kitchen
was part of man’s sphere of work. But if Treitschke
were right in his contention that to-day, when the roles
of the sexes have been reversed, and when work in the
kitchen is within the domain of women’s occupations,

t Politik, vol. i, p. 256,
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man nevertheless excels woman in the art of cooking,
we should have to infer that men have a greater natural
aptitude for cooking. It is, however, just as likely that
we have to do with nothing more than one of the prejudices
of the dominant sex. During the days of its dominance,
each sex invariably imagines that its members can do
all things better than the members of the subordinate
sex.

Burdach was merely reiterating an opinion of Socrates
when he wrote: ‘ The allotment of occupations is a
natural one, and is in accordance with the peculiarities
of the sexes, when man pursues his avocations away
from the home whilst woman attends to home affairs.”
Such a view still prevails almost universally. It has
seemed valid for centuries, and indeed for millenniums,
thanks to the influence of the Men's State, which gave
birth to the idea. We have shown that, despite its
venerable antiquity and universal acceptance, the theory
is untenable. The division of labour as between men
and women is not the outcome of sexual differences, but
has originated exclusively under the pressure of mono-
sexual dominance. The dominance is the decisive factor.
But this shows us that the view prevalent to-day is
erroneous—the view that the tendency to division of
labour in general is a purely masculine tendency.
Economists, historians, and sexologists have all made
the same mistake to mention only Schmoller, Simmel,
and von Wiese. We have seen that the tendency to the
division of labour is no less persistent and no less universal
among the most various peoples in the Women’s State
than it is in the Men’s State. Monosexual dominance
always prescribes one sort of occupations for the dominant
sex and another sort of occupations for the subordinate
sex. The tendency, therefore, is not specifically masculine ;
nor does it originate with women any more than with
men; it is exclusively determined by the principle of
monosexual dominance. This shows that the contention
of Marx and Engels* to the effect that * the first division

St;aa:.yl" Der Ursprung der Familie, des Privatsigentums und des
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of labour was that between man and woman for the
procreation of children,” is erroneous. To men it seems
almost self-evident that the sexes adopt a division of
labour relevant to the reproductive faculties of women,
and it is natural enough in the contemporary world to
refer the division of labour between the sexes to the
peculiarities of women’s structure. When we contem-
plate women to-day we find them, on the average, physically
weaker than men. A considerable proportion of women
suffer from disturbances attendant on menstruation, and
child-birth involves for many women a prolonged
interruption to work. Nevertheless, as will be shown
in a subsequent chapter, the women of the Women’s
State have very different physical aptitudes from those
possessed by the women of the contemporary Men'’s
State. Where woman rules, she is no less superior to
man in bodily capacity than man is superior to woman
in this respect where man holds sway. It is home work,
in especial, that impairs bodily fitness. Bachofen *
recognised this influence, though only as regards the
members of his own sex. He declared that a high position
for women entailed an increasing physical degeneration
for men. ‘‘Conditions obtaining to-day will enable
us to understand such phenomena more easily. When
the man sits at the loom, the powers of his body and
his mind will inevitably become impaired.” Yet even
Bachofen fails to see that in the case of women continued
occupation at the sewing machine or the cooking stove
must impair the powers of body and mind.

Nevertheless Bachofen recognised that women tend
to become more vigorous as their sex gains power. ‘It
is well known that the physical strength of women grows
proportionally with the decline in the physical strength
of men. If to this there be superadded the ennobling
influence which the consciousness of power and its exercise
have upon them, whilst men are burdened by a sense of
enslavement and are depressed by the performance of
servile tasks, it is natural that the disparity between
the two sexes should soon become more prominent. A

t Op. cit., p. 100.
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physical degradation of the men and an increasing physical
fitness of the women, are the necessary outcome of such
conditions.”* Thus the women of the Women’s State
spontaneously acquire a physical fitness which enables
them to satisfy the demands of the reversed division of
labour. Monosexual dominance brings about a disparity
in the physical aptitudes of the sexes. Charlotte Perkins
Gilman 2 has rightly pointed out that there is no ‘“weaker
sex '’ among the lower animals. As will be shown in the
eighth chapter, in proportion as women acquire equal
rights, their physical fitness increases. The women of
the ancient Teutons were no whit inferior to the men in
respect of bodily size and strength. An experiment
made by Gamba shows how quickly the bodily frame can
be modified. He measured boys and girls at the outset
of a gymnastic course and again six months later. The
chest measurement, the stature, and the bodily strength
all exhibited a notable increase.

We have, therefore, adequate grounds for the opinion
that women’s physique has had nothing to do, as cause,
with the division of labour between the sexes. Here
the comparative weakness of women is not a cause but
an effect. Since in the Men’s Stdte to-day we see only
the effects, we readily make the mistake of confusing
effect with cause. In contradistinction to the general
opinion, we regard it as incontestable that the first
division of labour was that between a dominant sex
and a subordinate sex. Herein is perhaps to be found
the origin of all division of labour.3

The division of labour between the sexes originates
in this way, that the dominant sex tries to stabilise its
power and to secure greater freedom for itself by providing
food for the subordinate sex. Whether men rule or women,
this division of labour has both advantages and disadvan-

1 Very remarkable is the way in which Bachofen fails to recognise
that the influence of masculine dominance is precisely the same, except
that thereby it is the men who are made fit whilst the women are enfeebled.

2 Women and Economics, 1906.

3 Schurtz considers that in the most primitive stages of human
economic life the division of labour was such that men provided the
foodstuffs of animal origin and women those of vegetable origin. The
dea is untenable.



78 THE DOMINANT SEX

tages. To-day, when men rule, it is natural that. we
should fix our eyes upon the advantages that attach to
the division of labour that is appropriate to masculine
dominance. In such circumstances mankind declares
that it is advantageous for men to be occupied away
from home, and that woman’s place is the home because
woman is the child-bearer.

But these advantages would not be recognised were
women dominant. In that case it would be said that
illegitimate children would be left uncared for if men
were to do extra-domestic work and were to be the bread-
winners—and this neglect of illegitimate children is
what we actually see to-day when man is the bread-winner.
While the dominance of men remains undisputed, the
drawback is ignored. Even to-day it is generally over-
looked that the neglect of illegitimate children is a con-
sequence of the occupation of men in extra-domestic
concerns. The transition towards equal rights for the
sexes tends, however, to make such drawbacks conspicuous.

Were women dominant, and should men attack the
system, women would defend the division of labour in
accordance with which they worked away from the home.
This system, the women would say, is divinely ordained
and in conformity with the laws of nature, for in the
reversed system illegitimate children would be uncared
for. Such a defence of feminine privileges would be quite
as ‘‘logical” as the contemporary masculine defence
of men’s privileges on the ground that woman’s place
is the home because woman is the child-bearer.

These dominant women would likewise declare that
prostitution would become a growing evil were men to
work away from home—and we find that prostitution is
actually rife to-day under masculine dominance. This
great evil, which invariably attaches to the extra-domestic
occupation of men, is overlooked during the period of
masculine dominance. In a transitional phase of society, .
people become aware of its existence. In the Women'’s
State, should men make an attack upon the privileged
position of the women, these latter would stress the
evils of prostitution even more strongly than men to-day
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stress the ‘ purity of women’ in order to prove that
women must continue to be sheltered in the home. Women
to-day, although to a considerable extent they are now
invading men’s spheres of occupation, are not installing
brothels with male inmates; and such institutions are
unlikely to become general, whatever happens, owing
to the comparatively inadequate sexual capacity even
of the most vigorous among men. Mutatis mutandis,
however, in a Women'’s State wherein men’s attack upon
women'’s privileges had advanced as far as women’s attack
upon men'’s privileges has advanced in the contemporary
Men’s State, men would unquestionably proceed to
establish brothels with women as inmates, although
hitherto no such brothels had existed. To the women
this would seem “ an irrefutable proof that man’s place
is the home.”



CHAPTER SIX

THE SOCIAL POSITION OF THE SEXES WHEN MEN AND
WOMEN HAVE EQUAL RIGHTS

THE division of labour into a domestic sphere for one sex
and an extra-domestic sphere for the other, is a definite
criterion of monosexual dominance. Equality of rights
for the sexes, on the other hand, with its concomitant
bisexual dominance, necessarily leads to the abrogation
of the division of labour on sexual lines.

In Egypt, during the later days of the ancient regime,
at a time when the dominance of women had apparently
given place to a phase of equal rights for the sexes, there
are plain indications that various kinds of work were
undertaken now by members of one sex and now by
members of the other, so that there was no sharp delimita-
tion of avocations as between the sexes. In marriage
contracts belonging to the days of Darius, the wife, who
alone is mentioned as the contracting party, expressly
refers to ““ all that I may earn in conjunction with you.”
It seems clear that the husband was now a joint wage-
earner. Later, under the Ptolemies, this joint bread-winning
was still in vogue. By that time, when the Greeks
had conquered Egypt under Alexander and had imposed
their Men’s-State customs,* the husband had become the
contracting party. But the phrase ““ all that I may earn
in conjunction with you” appears in the contract un-
changed. When bisexual dominance became established
in Egypt, the so-called Liturgies (see above p. 66) passed
by inheritance from father and mother to the children of

t Revillout has shown that Amasis II had already instituted reforms

on the Greek model, about two-and-a-half centuries before the beginning
of the Ptolemaic era.
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both sexes. Characteristic is the fact that under the
Ptolemaic regime, when ostensibly a masculine predomin-
ance had been established in Egypt after the model of
the conquering State, wills of the period show that the
liturgies could still pass by inheritance to the daughters—
a fact which clearly proves that the artificially imposed
male dominance was making but slow headway. In
externals, the change was speedily made manifest in the
wording of marriage contracts, which implied that wives
were under their husband’s tutelage. But as far as the
essence of the matter was concerned, the transformation
was tardy. Masculine guardianship might be established
by law, but the women paid little attention to these
regulations.

Down to a comparatively late period, the sexes followed
the chase together, practising in common the sport of
fowling, which was very popular in Egypt. In earlier
days, as the old love-songs show, the women had gone
fowling alone.

Just as the two sexes pursued their extra-domestic
avocations in common, so do they seem, in these days when
sex equality was being established, to have done house-
work together. .Erman ! reports that the wife helped her
husband to look after the housekeeping. We see from
this that the husband was still responsible for the house-
keeping, but that the wife no longer regarded participation
in such tasks as ‘ unwomanly.” Obviously we are here
contemplating the early stages of a transition.

At this period, honours and distinctions were bestowed
upon men and upon women in precisely the same form.
In the new realm the rank of “ fan-bearer on the king's
right hand *’ was the highest of all dignities, which could
be granted only to princes, judges-in-chief, treasurers-in-
chief, generals, and other supreme officials. But the
title of fan-bearer was now allotted both to men and to
women ; the members of either sex could display the
insignia of this exalted office.

In Babylonia, concerning which Viktor Marx? has
made a detailed study of the position of women, the

1 Op cit., vol. i. p. 217. » Beitriige zur Assyriologie, vol. iv.
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period from 604 to ¢85 B.C. was manifestly one when
equality of the sexes prevailed. Men and women worked
together. In a lawsuit concerning an inheritance, a wife
declares : “ My husband and I carried on business with
the money of my dowry, and we jointly purchased a build-
ing site.”” There are many allusions to this joint conduct
of affairs by husband and wife. Women could also carry
on business alone, could do so apparently whether married
or single. At any rate, no mention is made in the
documents of their status in this respect. The fact
that both sexes engaged in extra-domestic occupations
is indicated by the circumstance that in marriage contracts
neither the wife nor the husband undertook any obligation
in respect of a common residence. The same remark
applies to Egypt.

At this period the sexes were quite independent of one
another in social life. Men and women could both bring
lawsuits, could both be sued, and could both act as witnesses.
The wife was not under guardianship, and could freely
dispose of her own property (Kohler). Thus the right
of property, like other rights, was common to the two
sexes. Consequently a woman was just as competent
to act as guarantor for a man as a man was to act as
guarantor for a woman. The mother decided the amount
of the dowry, and a son could not choose a wife without
his father’s permission.

Explorers have frequently encountered primitive folk
living in the phase when there is no division of labour
along sexual lines. They report instances in which men
and women jointly care for the children and jointly
participate in extra-domestic avocations. Among the
Motu * the men stayed at home to care for the children
when the women went fishing. But if the men went
fishing, the women stayed at home to look after the children.
In Australia, likewise, there are tribes among which both
sexes tend the children. _

Among the Battas the two sexes tilled the ground
together, but the care of the children devolved exclusively
on the men. This last example is especially instructive

s Cf. Jaeckel, op. cit., pp. 9o et seq.
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as an illustration of the way in which the division of labour
develops during the transition from monosexual dominance
to equality of rights between the sexes. Here we have
obviously to do with a transition from feminine dominance,
since the men were still charged with the duty of looking
after the children. Characteristic are the two facts:
that the men were already sharing in the extra-domestic
work, the tilling of the soil ; and that the women had not
yet begun to do their share of the domestic occupations.
Indubitably this is closely connected with the principle
of dominance, for the avocations of the dominant sex are
regarded as more exalted than those of the subordinate
sex. Consequently, during the transition to equal rights
for the sexes, the members of the subordinate sex feel
they are honoured by being allowed to participate in the
work of the dominant sex, and this is an object of desire.
Conversely, to the members of the dominant sex the
avocations of the subordinate sex still appear debasing,
so that for them there is not the lure of something that
elevates, but, instead, the repulsion of something that
degrades. Furthermore, the capacity for bringing in
a monetary return attaches mainly, if not solely, to the
occupations of the dominant sex, and this provides an
additional reason for continuing to do that sort of work
(in the case of members of the dominant sex), or for aspiring
to undertake it (in the case of members of the subordinate
sex).

We have, then, several factors which reinforce one
another in impelling the members of the subordinate sex
to push their way into the avocations of the dominant
sex; and we have several factors tending to restrain the
‘members of the dominant sex from sharing in the domestic
avocations of the subordinate sex. The result is—when
such a transition from monosexual dominance to equal
rights is in progress— that the barriers between the respec-
tive spheres of activity of the two sexes are broken down
more quickly in one direction than in the other. We
have been studying, in the case of the Battas, a transition
from feminine dominance to equal rights. Among our-
selves to-day may be observed the same trends, the
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only difference being that the roles of the sexes are reversed.
Our civilisation is passing from the phase of masculine
dominance to the phase of equal rights. Characteristic
of the transition is the manner in which our women are
pushing their way into the extra-domestic occupations
of the men, whilst the men are very slow to share in the
domestic avocations of the women. In our own case,
likewise, questions of wages and earning capacity play
a considerable part in accentuating the speed with which
the subordinate sex comes to share in the work of the
dominant sex, and the slowness with which the dominant
sex comes to participate in that of the subordinate sex.



CHAPTER SEVEN

THE INFLUENCE OF MONOSEXUAL DOMINANCE ON
BODILY DEVELOPMENT, THE SEXUAL IDEAL OF
BEAUTY, CLOTHING, AND THE LOVE OF ADORN-
MENT, IN MEN AND WOMEN RESPECTIVELY

CERTAIN peculiarities of bodily form are to-day regarded
as typically feminine characters. It is not only among
the laity that * an agreeable rounding-off of the frame with
fat ”’ is considered characteristic of women as contrasted
with the ‘‘ angularity ** of men, for a recognition of this
contrast is believed to be one of the most stable among
medical theories. In like manner, it is supposed to be
a scientific fact, based upon biological differences between
the sexes, that men are on the average considerably
larger and stronger than women. Bucura,’ in a recently
published work, gives a renewed account of these differences
between men and women, believing himself to be providing
a scientific foundation for the popular opinion upon such
matters. But a comparison of the bodily types of men
and women in the Men’s State and the Women’s State
shows that the current assumptionis false. The differences
with which we are familiar are not secondary sexual
characters; they are the outcome of monosexual
dominance, being closely connected with the division of
labour.

The members of the subordinate sex always exhibit a
comparative obesity no matter whether they be men or
women. In the Men’s State, this luxuriance of physique
is characteristic of the women, who are here subordinate ;
in the Women'’s State, on the other hand, it is the subordinate
males who display a roundness and exuberance of body.

' Op. it.
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The more absolute the dominance of one sex, the more
marked the roundness of shape in the members of the
other sex. Obesity in women is especially conspicuous
in the women of those oriental races among which the
supremacy of the men is unchallenged. At the other
extreme we find the Kamchadales during the days when
the women were absolutely supreme, and when the
men displayed a positively ‘‘ negroid luxuriance” and
obesity.

The cause of this difference between the sexes in the
matter of bodily form when monosexual dominance
prevails is unquestionably to be found in the sexual
division of labour. The tendency to fatty deposit always
affects the subordinate sex. As we have seen, this is
the sex which finds its sphere of work in the home, and
domestic avocations certainly tend to promote the
deposit of fat. 'First of all, those who work in the
house have charge of the cooking pots, and can gorge at
will. For instance, Waitz reports that the Eskimo
men were inclined to fat. But among the Eskimos,
as we have already learned, the men did the housework.
Furthermore, the sex which works at home has more
rest and leisure, a less active and less exciting life, seeing
that the care for the maintenance of the family is always
the task of the dominant sex—the one that works away
from home. But the more repose, the less active move-
ment, and the less excitement, a human being has, the
more marked the tendency to put on fat. On the other
hand, leanness is promoted by an arduous life and by one
full of anxiety.

The tendency to put on fat is especially conspicuous
in those members of the subordinate sex who belong
to the upper classes, for here the factors that favour
this tendency are exceptionally powerful. Among the
well-to-do, food is more plentiful, leisure is more abundant,
and safe-guarding from cares is more effectual. Now we
know that the popular ideal of beauty is mainly determined
by the physical traits of the upper-class types. Since a
rounded body is especially characteristic of the well-
to-do members of the subordinate sex, we find that
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under monosexual dominance this is the type regarded
as the ideal of beauty.

Concerning the Celtae likewise, we have facts showing
how the bodily development of the sexes was influenced by
monosexual dominance. We have already (see p. 74)
quoted Strabo’s account of the way in which, among
this people, the sexual division of labour was the reverse
of that with which we are familiar, Now among the
Celtae of Strabo’s time there must have been a marked
tendency to obesity, for in another passage! he tells
us that the men ran to fat, and that the youths had to
attain a prescribed girth.

Under monosexual dominance, just as a considerable
deposit of fat is typical of the subordinate sex, so are
greater stature and greater strength characteristic of the
dominant sex. Reports concerning these points are,
indeed, scantier, both as regards Men’s States and as
regards Women’s States. A few examples from the
latter may be given, to show the reversal of what we
know in our own Men’s State. Aristotle expressly declares
that, among the Spartans and the Athenians, the ideal of
beauty for women was to be very tall. Among the early
Teutons, the women must have been well grown, for in
ancient Teuton tombs female skeletons have been found
ranging up to seven feet in length. Ammian? writes
that among the Gauls the women were stronger than the
men. In this case, too, a reversed division of labour
seems to have obtained between the sexes. Strabo more-
over says that the Gaulish women were taller than the men.
We have reports as to the women being stronger and
taller in the case of quite a number of primitive tribes.
Joseph Thomson states this concerning the Wateita,
an East African people. Writing of the Bosjesmans,
Fritsch says that the women were on the average about
4 centimetres (more than 1} inches) taller than the men.
Ellis tells us that among the Andombis of the Congo
the women are stronger and better developed than the
men. They have a splendid physique. It is they who

t IV. 6. * XV. 12,
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do all the more arduous work. Among the Papuans,
likewise, the women are stronger than the men.

A parenthetical reference may be made to the amazing
strength of the Tahitian queen Oberea. Jaeckel quotes
Captain Wallis as saying that she could carry him about
as if he had been a child.

There are probably two reasons why the members of
the subordinate sex lag behind those of the dominant
sex in stature and in bodily strength. In the first place,
during childhood and youth, when the growth of the
body is taking place, the former are not so well nourished
as the latter. Among ourselves to-day the belief is still
current that females need less food than males. When
this theory is translated into practice during the years
of growth, the effect on the physique must be considerable.

In the second place, from youth upwards, the members
of the dominant sex enjoy greater freedom of movement
and engage in more active physical exercise. These
circumstances must favour the natural growth in height
and strength,

Passing now to consider the ideal of beauty, we find
that under monosexual dominance this has a sexual
stress in the case of only one of the sexes, the one that
issubordinate. Theideal which the dominant sex cherishes
regarding the beauty of its own members is always char-
acterised by neutrality in the sexual respect. The ultimate
causes of this difference cannot be considered in the
present work, and we must content ourselves with giving
a few instances to show that it does actually exist. The
ideal of beauty in the case of the subordinate sex, in so
far as that ideal finds expression in art, must always
have the charm of youth, whereas this element forms
no necessary part of the artistic expression of the ideal of
beauty in the case of the dominant sex. As soon as our
attention has been directed to the matter, confirmatory
instances from the contemporary art of the Men’s State
crowd upon our notice. Among the ancient Egyptians
we find the obverse of the same trend. The kings were
usually depicted as young men, although we know that
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in many cases they lived to a great age. Weber and
Baldamus * write: ‘‘ All the statues of the Pharaohs
have the typical aspect of an amiable young man in the
early twenties.”” Schneider goes so far as to say that
often enough the statues of the kings exhibit a “‘ sugary
insipidity.”’

Not merely do we find that the masculine and feminine
bodily forms regarded in any age as typical are influenced
by monosexual dominance and vary from one extreme
to the other according as one sex or the other holds sway.
In addition we have to note (and this is very remarkable)
that the tendency to adornment and the inclination to
wear finery, and therewith sexual differentiation in hair-
dressing and costume, are profoundly affected by mono-
sexual dominance. To-day, for instance, the love of
finery and the fondness for self-adornment are looked
upon as specifically feminine. It is regarded as unquestion-
able that they are the manifestations of an inborn peculiarity
of women. Runge? is merely expressing the universal
opinion of his contemporaries when he writes : ** Woman’s
love of adornment and her inclination to coquetry are mani-
festations of the sexual life.”

Nevertheless, the information we have concerning
styles of hairdressing and prevalent costumes in the
case of men and women of various lands and at various
epochs where or when women held sway, suffices to show
that in this respect no less than in others the theory of
specifically feminine peculiarities is a Men’s-State error.
In ancient Egypt the love of adornment was a masculine,
not a feminine, trait. Erman writes: * Whereas to us
it seems appropriate that women, not men, should be
fond of self-adornment, the ancient Egyptians would
appear to have been of the opposite way of thinking.
The fashions in men’s clothing were greatly diversified,
but women'’s dress remained strangely uniform throughout
the ages. From the Fourth Dynasty to the Eighteenth,
the women of Egypt, princess and peasant woman alike,

s Weltecveschichte.
* Das Weib in seiner geschlechtlichen Eigenart.
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continued to wear the same sort of dress—a simple garment,
without folds.” We learn from Herodotus that in his
day the men of Egypt had two suits, but that the women
had only one gown. This remarkable simplicity of
women'’s dress, and the fondness of men for self-adornment,
seem inexplicable to Erman, for they conflict so directly
with our own experience of sex characteristics, and the
influence of monosexual dominance was unknown to him.
But that influence was the sole determinant, as we may
learn from a comparison between the essentials of costume
in the respective cases of the Egyptian woman of the
Women’s State in old days and the man of the modern
Men’s State. We shall find precisely the same trends in
the dominant sex, female in one case and male in the other.

The dress of the women of ancient Egypt was identical
for all classes. Among ourselves to-day we find a similar
uniformity of dress in the case of the men of all classes.
So remarkable is the identity of masculine clothing through-
out all social strata of modern society that we are entitled
to speak of “ man’s dress ’ without qualification as uniform
in type. Even ceremonial costume is the same for all
classes ; on State occasions a man wears a frock-coat and
a tall hat, whether he be sovereign prince or shopkeeper.
Nor is there any change in this respect as a man grows
older. He may be eighteen or he may be sixty, but irre-
spective of age he must turn up at a formal party in a
suit of the same tint and the same cut. The trend towards
uniformity in dress for the dominant sex would appear
to be more marked in proportion as monosexual dominance
is more completely established.

Uniformity of appearance extends in the case of the
dominant sex to the manner of dressing the hair as well
as to the clothing. To-day, nearly all men wear their
hair in the same fashion. In Sparta a like uniformity
in the matter of hairdressing prevailed among women,
who were the dominant sex. But whereas among our
men the mode of hairdressing is regulated by unwritten
laws only, in the case of the Spartan women it was formally
prescribed by written laws.*

1 Jaeckel, op. cit., p. 3.
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A fondness in men for self-adornment, and a tendency
on the part of women towards simplicity and uniformity
in dress, are reported in the case of other peoples besides
the ancient Egyptians. Such a reversal of the trends
and customs of our own civilisation was marked among
the Libyans. We have already noted that in Libya
the dominance of women was absolute. Strabo relates
that the men of this land were addicted to self-adornment
and that they delighted in the care of their bodies. They
curled the hair and the beard, wore plenty of gold orna-
ments, and were diligent in the care of the teeth and the
finger-nails. “ The men dress their hair in so artificial
a fashion,” writes Strabo, ‘ that when they are on an
excursion they are rarely seen to touch one another, for
fear of disarranging their coiffure.”” The reader is in-
voluntarily reminded of the extremes of artificiality in
women'’s head-dressing, such as are preserved in pictures
dating from the most diverse epochs of masculine dominance.
Westermarck tells us that among the Khonds, where the
women rule, the men wear their hair long, and spend
much time dressing it. The men of Tanna, in the New
Hebrides, wear their hair “ twelve and eighteen inches
long, and have it divided into some six or seven hundred
little locks or tresses.” * Some of the North American
Indians wear the hair so long that it reaches to the feet.
The Latuka men have an elaborate coiffure, and the hair
takes ten years to reach its full length. Pliny2 relates of
the ancient Teutons that the men in especial were wont
to dye their hair.

- We may presume that the inclination towards self-
adornment displayed by members of the subordinate
sex, and the tendency of members of the dominant sex
to dispense with ornaments and to wear drab clothing,
are both intimately connected with the sexual division
of labour. Those who belong to the sex which works
in the home have more time and opportunity for self-
adornment than those who belong to the sex which works
away from home. The arts of the toilet become a pastime.
? Turner, Samoa, s Higt, xxviii, 12,
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But there is a supplementary factor which strengthens
the pleasure and the interest in this pastime. Leisure
increases erotic susceptibility. Since the members of
the other sex have less leisure, the pent-up erotic passion
of the home-keeping sex seeks an outlet in the practice
of bodily adornment—which was primitively regarded (and
is unquestionably still regarded to-day) as a preparatory
love-act. There may also contribute an impulse accen-
tuated by the heightened sensuality, the impulse to please
the members of the other sex who are the objects of
sexual desire.

This is why we find that to-day the women who have
most leisure and least work are those who devote most
time to the care of the body and to its adornment. On
the other hand, the members of the sex that is predomin-
antly occupied in extra-domestic concerns lack both time
and inclination for self-adornment. In the latter, too,
generally speaking, the impulse to exert a sexual attraction
upon members of the opposite sex tends to pass into abey-
ance. The more absolute the dominion of one of the sexes,
the more vigorously does it maintain its monopoly of
extra-domestic avocations. As a consequence, it becomes
increasingly overburdened with work, with a concomitant
decrease in leisure and a decline in interest for sexual
matters. Herewith the main motives for bodily adorn-
ment disappear, and its practice tends to be discarded
as superfluous and as merely a nuisance.

Dress is simplified as much as possible. This simpli-
fication is the basis of the prevalent uniformity. For,
first of all, the trend towards simplification affects the
majority of the dominant sex, seeing that the overwhelming
majority is engaged in extra-domestic avocations, and
has therefore to work very hard and with little leisure.
Furthermore, the less energetic and diligent members of
the dominant sex, those who might retain the inclination
to self-adornment, have little or no influence, inasmuch
as their lack of industry makes it impossible for them to
win possessions and power. Those who devote their
energies to work, and pay little heed to dress, have the
best chance of gaining influential positions. These, there-
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fore, are the persons most imitated ; it is they who set
the standard in matters of appearance. To the effects
of the imitative impulse are superadded the effects of
pressure from above in the direction of uniformity. It
is in the interest of the influential to deprive those who
are less powerful of the sexual advantages which these
might derive from neglecting work for bodily adornment.
This is why the stamp of uniformity is impressed upon
the younger members of the dominant sex ; this is why
the young are compelled to assimilate themselves in appear-
ance to the old.

The way in which overwork, and the associated indiffer-
ence to sexual concerns, lead to sobriety of aspect and
to labour-saving in matters of appearance, is likewise
illustrated by the way in which men do their hair in the
contemporary Men’s State. Modern styles of hairdressing
for men are ugly but convenient. The conjunction of
qualities is characteristic. To the over-worked man, the
ugliness is of little moment, since he has no great interest
in arousing sexual liking in the members of the other
sex. Convenience is the decisive factor for one whose
long hours of work make time-saving of the utmost
importance.

The desire to save time is the probable explanation of
the fact that the men of States in which the rule of their
sex is unchallenged usually let their beards grow. The
men of ancient Egypt were invariably clean-shaven.
Always, as the influence of women increases, we find among
men a growing tendency to shave the beard. An accessory
factor is probably at work here, for when women become
more influential, youth in men is more highly valued,
and the appearance of the young male becomes the ideal
of masculine beauty.

The overburdening of the dominant sex with work
is, it would seem, the explanation of what appears to
be a fact—that tattooing is a practice peculiar to that
sex. E. Meyer tells us that tattooing was rare in ancient
Egypt, and that it was confined to women. Among
ourselves, tattooing is almost confined to men. As a
means of adornment tattooing is distinguished by the
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fact that it is done once for all, so that no further time need
be spent on adornment.

There are also certain sexual distinctions in dress which
are probably not the outcome of the sexual division
of labour, but are directly dependent upon the dominance.

Monosexual dominance invariably evokes a tendency
towards the differentiation of dress into masculine and
feminine types. For each sex there is one typical garment
which diverges as markedly as possible from the typical
garment of the other sex. In modern Europe the con-
trast between trousers and skirt is characteristic. But
should any one be inclined to fancy that the wearing of
trousers by men and skirts by women is connected with
certain masculine and feminine biological peculiarities,
a glance at contemporary fashions in other civilisations
than our own (to say nothing of the costumes of past
ages) will enable us to reduce the theory to absurdity.
There exists to-day an extremely ancient nation in which
sexual differentiation in dress bas taken the opposite
direction. In China, the men wear skirts (or at any
rate long robes) and the women wear trousers. We see,
then, that this particular difference of dress has nothing to
do with the biology of sex. Those who imagine that it
has, are obviously creating an imaginary difference
between the sexes. Such a tendency to create imaginary
differences is the direct outcome of monosexual dominance.
A basic principle of monosexual dominance is precisely
this inclination to exaggerate sexual contrasts and to
ignore sexual similarities. We must defer to a later work,
the sequel to the present study, our elucidation of the
causes of this phenomenon.

It has been shown that the role of wooer is always
assigned to members of the dominant sex. Since, as we
have just learned, the dominant sex inclines to discard the
arts of bodily adornment, the result is that, when mono-
sexual dominance prevails, the wooer is as a rule soberly
attired, whereas the members of the wooed sex are gaily
adorned. This combination of drabness of attire and
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wooing, on the one hand, and of ornateness and being
wooed, on the other, seems in striking contrast with the
phenomena of animal life in general. If among the lower
animals we find the members of one sex distinguished
from those of the other by motley splendour, the more
ornate sex is commonly the wooing sex—so far as our
admittedly imperfect insight enables to judge of these
matters. Hitherto, at any rate, we have felt justified
in assuming that among the lower animals the more
ornate sex is the wooing sex. Liepmann,’ for instance,
gives an interesting demonstration that in the case of
birds the sex which has the more splendid plumage,
whether male or female, acts as wooer and is more combative
than the other. The birds with duskier plumage look
after the fledglings, even though these less ornate ones
are the cocks. The question therefore arises whether
man is in truth biologically distinguished from the lower
animals in this respect, or whether monosexual dominance
may not be a degenerative phenomenon—destined, as
will be shown in the sequel, to lead to absurdities. In
fact, equality of rights for the sexes seems accordant
with natural trends, whereas monosexual dominance
always fosters tendencies that conflict more or less sharply
with the inborn nature of human beings. It is, therefore,
not merely possible but probable that monosexual
dominance is invariably a degenerative phenomenon.

* Die Psychologie der Frau.



CHAPTER EIGHT

THE INFLUENCE OF EQUALITY OF RIGHTS FOR MEN
AND WOMEN UPON SEXUAL DIFFERENTIATION IN
RESPECT OF BODILY FORM AND CLOTHING

IN respect of the development of bodily form and in
respect of the clothing typical for the two sexes, equality
of rights initiates a trend exactly opposite to that charac-
teristic of monosexual dominance. Whereas monosexual
dominance is established upon an artificial creation of
contrasts and differences between men and women, equality
of rights is established upon the maintenance of the natural
resemblances between the sexes. The result is that in the
era of equality we find that the sexes are equal in average
stature, that they tend to resemble one another in bodily
form, and that they wear the same sort of clothing. Typical
in these matters were our own ancestors, the ancient
Teutons. We have abundant indications that among
them in the days of Tacitus the sexes had equal rights.
Tacitus expressly reports that among the Teutons men
and women were of the same height and were equally
strong. He also tells us that they were similarly dressed.
There seems to have been very little difference in the
way they did their hair, for both men and women wore
the hair long. Diodorus® reports of the Gauls (and we
may presume that he is referring to the period when
the sexes had equal rights among these people) that
the women were as tall and as strong as the men.
O. Schultze 2 enumerates the secondary sexual characters
of women, mentioning among others a smaller skeleton,
weaker muscles, rounded forms, and a stronger growth of
hair on the head. All these characters, which are to-day
1 V. 32. s Das Weib in anthropologische Betrachtung.
06
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so universally assumed to be secondary sexual characters
of woman, are merely the characters of the subordinate
sex under monosexual dominance, and disappear slowly
but surely when equality of rights is established.

Ploss and Bartels write of the Kamchadales: ‘“ The
women show a complete lack of feminine charm, and are
distinguished from the men only by the difference in the
genital organs. The women are so like the men that
at the first glance we can hardly tell the sexes apart.”
This report is peculiarly instructive. It seems at first
to conflict with the account of the matter given by
Meiners. That authority declared that the Kamchadale
women were remarkably good-looking, and that they
preserved their youth exceptionally long. But in
reality there is no contradiction, for Meiners’ report
dates from a much earlier period than that of Ploss and
Bartels. Meiners was referring to the era when the
dominance of women was unchallenged among the Kam-
chadales. Since, according to the latest investigations,
male dominance is now being definitely established among
this people, they must have passed through a phase when
the sexes had equal rights, and it is to this period indubit-
ably that Ploss and Bartels’ account relates. The instance
shows with remarkable clearness how strong an influence
sexual dominance exerts on the development of typical
bodily forms. More especially we see that the develop-
ment of equal rights tends to do away with the artificial
differentiation produced by monosexual dominance and
to restore the primitive similarity. Two or three centuries
are more than enough to bring about such transforma-
tions in an entire race. This is proved by the instance of
the Kamchadales. Moreover, we have direct proof that
changes in the average stature of a nation can take place
far more rapidly than this. Bolk * has shown that during
the last fifty years there has been an increase of four
inches in the average height of the Dutch.

Liepmann * writes: ‘A stressing of the secondary
sexual characters is felt to be beautiful.”” We, however,

1 ‘* Zeitschrift fir Morphologie und Anthropologie,” 1914.
* Op cit,, p. 104.
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are now able to realise that this is merely a Men’s-State
view, and that it has no application to conditions where
equality of rights prevails.

In the case of many other peoples we have data show-
ing the existence of a close likeness between the sexes
in physical form. The most perfect instance of this
would seem to be that of the Cingalese. Albert Friedenthal
states that a newcomer to Ceylon is quite unable to distin-
guish between the sexes. Men and women dress alike, the
only difference being that the men wear a curved mother-
of-pearl comb. Friedenthal gives additional details which
show clearly that the Cingalese are in the phase of equal
rights for the sexes. Of the Lepkas, the same writer tells us
that the sexes are so much alike that it is necessary to
count their hair plaits in order to distinguish men from
women—for the women wear two plaits and the men
only one. According to Ellis, among the Pueblos the
men and the women closely resemble one another in
bodily form. Avé-Lallemant:® says of the Botocudos,
that the men and the women seemed extraordinarily alike.
“T was looking at a repulsive medley of women-men
and men-women ; there was not a real man or a real
woman in the whole crowd.” The wording of this passage
gives a plain indication of the traveller’s Men’s-State pre-
judices. To persons belonging to the Men’s State, it
seems a matter of course that there should be marked
physical differences between the sexes, and that is why
the resemblances characteristic of equality of rights seem
to them * repulsive.”” We are told of the Eskimos that
the features of the men and of the women are extraordin-
arily alike, so that the sexes are often mistaken one for
another. Parenthetically let us remark that in this
case also we perceive how erroneous is the prevalent
opinion concerning a “‘ natural ”’ difference between the
growth of the hair in the two sexes.

We are in a position to-day to observe how during
the phase of equality of rights a tendency arises to mitigate
the sexual differences in bodily form and in dress that
have been established during monosexual dominance.

* Reise durch Nord-Brasilien.
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A comparison of the typical feminine figure in the Germany
of thirty years back with the feminine figure which is
typical to-day will show how vast has been the trans-
formation. All the artificially accentuated feminine traits
—accentuated with the aid of corsets and breast-pads—
have disappeared. No longer do we see slender waists,
broad hips, and luxuriant bosoms. The ideal of feminine
beauty tends to approximate towards a boyish type. In
the case of men we notice the same trend. Germans are
now clean-shaven, or at most have a mere indication of a
boyish moustache. The much bebearded man, regarded
thirty years ago as the typical German citizen, seems to
be dying out. In the case of other nations the character-
istic luxuriance of the feminine figure has already disap-
peared or is on the way to disappear. In the United States,
where the movement towards equal rights for the sexes
is farther advanced than in Europe, the disappearance
of the ultra-feminine type was already so marked by
the year 1910 that voices were raised in warning. Sargent
and Alexander ascribed the transformation to sport,
and prophesied that within a few years women would no
longer be distinguishable from “men. Of late in the
U.S., with the further progress of the trend towards equal
rights, the assimilation between the sexes in respect of
dress and coiffure has become still more manifest. We
learn that there is a club whose members, men and women,
wear the same dress. It is true that the club was founded
to fight the clothing profiteers in America, but the thought
that men and women could dress alike would never have
been put into practice had there not pre-existed a vigorous
movement towards equal rights for the sexes. Even
where this movement is already active, the obstacles
imposed by the deeply-rooted prejudices of monosexual
dominance may still be sufficiently formidable to check
advance in the new direction for a considerable time.
It is barely ten years since an attempt was made in France
to introduce the fashion of the divided skirt and short
hair. At that date, however, the movement could make
no headway against the prejudices of the Men’s State.
The change in dress for women remained restricted to
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night attire in the form of pyjamas. We read to-day that
English women are already able without being mobbed
to cut their hair short and to go about their business
wearing breeches and square-toed shoes, and that American
women can wear trousers or breeches if they please.
In the long run, such developments make their way in
defiance of all opposition. Obstacles may slacken pro-
gress for a time, but in the end they are swept away,
and the current seems to move all the more swiftly. It
is of psychological interest to note that, speaking generally,
the dominant sex raises the chief objections to such
changes in dress. Thus at the present time men are
most vociferous in their protests against the ‘‘ mascu-
linisation *’ of women’s dress. For an obverse instance,
we may turn to Madagascar. Here a king wished to
introduce new customs, and issued an ordinance that
the soldiers were to cut their hair short. The women
raised a riot and prevented the enforcement of the decree.

In the period of transition from monosexual dominance
to equality of rights, two trends are manifest. The
greater simplicity and unadornedness of the dominant
sex struggle ‘with the marked trend of the subordinate
sex towards self-adornment, each of these trends trying
to extend its dominion over both sexes. The two ten-
dencies seem to have equal chances of success. The
growing influence of women increases the erotic inclina-
tions of the males, and therewith simultaneously accen-
tuates the impulse towards self-adornment. In the case
of women, on the other hand, who are now engaging in
extra-domestic avocations, there is less leisure for self-
adornment, and an inclination towards simplicity and
utility in dress awakens.

There are, consequently, certain reasons for hoping
that in the phase of equal rights for the sexes dress will
undergo a development along a line that will be the resul-
tant of these two forces. In that case the clothing of
men and women will combine tasteful beauty with useful
simplicity.



CHAPTER NINE

THE INFLUENCE OF MONOSEXUAL DOMINANCE ON THE
DEVELOPMENT OF SEXUAL MODESTY

UNDER monosexual dominance the role of sexual modesty
is always assigned to the subordinate sex. When man
rules, the convention is that woman should be modest.
Down to the present day, therefore, in Men’s States,
modesty is extolled as a womanly virtue. But in Women'’s
States, conversely, it is valued as a specifically masculine
quality. An observation made by Herodotus* shows
that this was so already in classical times. He writes:
‘“ Among the Lydians, as among almost all barbarians,
even a man is terribly ashamed of been seen naked.”
The inference is that in the writer’s Grecian homeland
men were not thus shamefaced, whereas it was taken
as a matter of course that women should be modest.
Were it otherwise, Herodotus would not have used the
word ‘‘even.” Moreover, the indignation the other
Greeks displayed because the Spartan women practised
gymnastic exercises in a state of nudity, shows that Grecian
women in general were ashamed of nudity. It follows
that in Hellas in the days of Herodotus the prevailing
nmoral notions concerning nudity and modesty were
based upon the canons for men and for women respectively
with which we are familiar in the practical experience of
our own Men’s State.

A Lydian man, then, was greatly ashamed to be seen
naked. But as regards the Lydians we have already
noted a number of data to show that they were in the
phase of feminine dominance. That is why modesty was
a masculine virtue among the Lydians as among the

t 1. 10,
101
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other barbarians—for not a few of those whom the Greeks
in Herodotus’ days designated barbarians lived under the
dominance of women.

In Sparta, young people of both sexes practised gym-
nastics together in the nude state. Probably in earlier
days this had been the custom for women only, but as
men grew freer it had been sanctioned for youths as
well. We see the counterpart in contemporary Sweden,
where the sexes bathe together unclothed. In this
instance the assimilation comes from the other side, men
having long been dominant and women having of late
won a freer position. In the Athens of the classical age
the young men used to exercise together in the nude state,
and since the Athenians were outraged because the Spartan
women did the same thing, we can only suppose that
this ran counter to the Men’s-State prejudices of the
Athenians. Euripedes, writing of the Spartan women
in this connexion, says: ‘‘ The daughters of Sparta are
not to be found at home; they consort with the young
men. Having laid aside their clothing, having bared
their hips, the maidens wrestle with the youths. To
me, indeed, such conduct seems shameful.”

All the prejudice of monosexual dominance is crudely
displayed by the closing phrase. To Euripedes there
seemed nothing shameful in the fact that the Spartan
youths exercised together in a state of nudity, for did
not the Athenian youths do the same thing? But he
was outraged at the idea of women participating under
the same conditions, for the Athenians had no such
custom and it was offensive to Men’s-State susceptibilities.
Similar Men’s-State prejudices are exhibited by missionaries
to-day. Westermarck tells us that they are particularly
keen, when they have to do with naked savages, in pressing
garments upon the women.

The notion that women are more modest than men is
so ingrained in Men’s-State investigators as to blind them
to obvious facts. It was found, for example, in the case
of many savages that the men were more decorously
clad than the women. From this various observers
(Waitz and others) have inferred that the clothing worn
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by these tribes cannot have been donned from a sentiment
of shame, since in that case the women would have been
more adequately clothed than the men. A very moderate
degree of objectivity of outlook would have made so
remarkable an inference impossible. One would think
that the most superficial observation would have shown
that the peculiar sexual organisation of men makes it
far more necessary for them than for women to conceal
the genital organs. It is not altogether agreeable to
a man that every one should promptly become aware of
the fact that he is in a condition of sexual excitement.

The one-sided manner in which the demand for modesty
is concentrated on the subordinate sex is to be explained
by the essential nature of monosexual dominance. There
are three main peculiarities of this dominance of which
a one-sided development of modesty is a logical conse-
quence. First of all we have to consider duplex sexual
morality, in virtue of which the sexual activities of
members of the subordinate sex are restricted, and chastity
is imposed on them as a duty. One-sided modesty is
the outcome of this one-sided obligation of chastity.
Modesty is cultivated in every possible way, so that it
may serve as the guardian of chastity and sexual continence.
Inasmuch as the dominant sex has no interest in the
chastity of its own members, it is indifferent to modesty
as far as they are concerned.

Furthermore, as we have seen, the members of the
dominant sex are always the wooers, and the members
of the subordinate sex are always the wooed. This is
peculiarly favourable to the preponderant development
of modesty in the subordinate sex, for modesty in the
wooed acts as an incitement to the wooer. The division
of labour characteristic of monosexual dominance like-
wise contributes to strengthen the development of modesty
in the subordinate sex and to weaken its development
in the dominant sex. The members of the latter, in their
extra-domestic activities, are removed from association
with the other sex. In these circumstances, there is no
stimulus to modesty, but the reverse. When the members
of one sex are alone together, there is apt to arise a free
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and easy attitude in respect of sexual matters, and this is
antagonistic to the growth of modesty. At home, on
the other hand, the members of the subordinate sex are
seldom exempt from the presence of members of the other
sex. The elders of the dominant sex who are past work,
the young who are not yet fit for work, the invalids who
are temporarily unfit, are all homekeepers, and this prevents
the isolation of the subordinate sex. Moreover, the
nature of extra-domestic occupations involves a high
degree of aggregation of members of the dominant sex,
whereas the nature of domestic avocations is not such
as to involve the aggregation oi the subordinate sex.
But it is the aggregation of individuals of one sex to the
exclusion of the other which entails the risk of a decline
in modesty.

It is probable, however, that the decisive factor tending
to restrict the development of modesty to members of the
subordinate sex is the one-sided way in which sexual
concerns are always contemplated under monosexual
dominance. Monosexual dominance entails that the
outlooks of the dominant sex are alone valid. Each
sex sees in its own members, for the most part, the sexually
neutral side of character, whereas in the other sex it pays
special attention to the sexually tinged aspects of character.
The authors propose to discuss the subject exhaustively
in a later volume, and their reference to it here is merely
parenthetical. Above all, modesty is a sexual sentiment.
It is therefore predominantly displayed towards members
of the other sex. Consequently, when members of the
dominant sex compare the two sexes, they will always
perceive that the subordinate sex bears the palm for
modesty.

It is, however, a remarkable fact that the characteristics
of erotic art during the days when the dominance of one sex
is at its climax are by no means in accord with the view
that the subordinate sex is the more modest. Such,
at any rate, is the first impression produced by the examina-
tion of these works of art. They incline to indicate
plainly and unrestrainedly the sex of members of the



THE DOMINANT SEX 105

subordinate sex, but to indicate the sexual characters
of members of the dominant sex with very light touches.
As far as ancient Egypt is concerned, the oldest erotic
depiction is found in the Turin papyrus. There can be
no doubt that this dates from the period when the domin-
ance of women was absolute. It is typical that in these
drawings the men are represented with erect penises,
whereas the sexual characters of the women are ignored.
As a counterpart to these sexual extremes in pictures
from the Women’s State, we find the other sexual extremes
represented in pictures from the Men’s State. In these,
men are hardly ever represented with erect penises,
and indeed the male genital organs are usually covered.
There can be no doubt that the use of the proverbial
fig-leaf to cover the genital region in nude male figures
is appropriate to a period when the dominance of men
was pushed to an extreme. Under such conditions we
find, not merely a fondness for depicting women entirely
nude, but often for representing them at the climax of
erotic ecstasy. As regards the former, think of the
pictures of Susanna and the Elders, where Susanna is
nude, whilst the elders are fully clothed—this is a favourite
motif of Men-State art. As regards the latter, think of
representations of Danae with the Shower of Gold and
of Leda with the Swan. In both of these the woman
is shown at the critical moment, whereas there is no
depiction of the man in a like situation. Unquestionably
drawings of men with erect penises are in the Men’s
State regarded as the climax of obscenity, whereas in
Women'’s States (ancient Egypt and ancient Greece)
.they are common themes of erotic art.

These trends of erotic art have two lessons. They
teach us first of all that the dominant sex is really more
shamefaced than it is inclined in theory to admit. Secondly,
they show that the members of the subordinate sex are
always predominantly regarded as sexual beings. Were
it true that men in the Men’s State are as immodest as
they are commonly supposed to be, they would not
consider pictorial representations of their own sexual
peculiarities so extraordinarily immoral. They would
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feel quite indifferent when contemplating pictures of men
in all possible sexual situations. But this is not the case.
Men find such pictures disagreeable, and therefore they
are seldom drawn. When representations of the kind
derived from other ages or other climes exist, they are
kept under lock and key.

In any picture gallery we may note how strong this
sense of shame is in civilised humanity. When two
persons of different sexes are visiting such a gallery,
the sense of shame is aroused in either by sexual repre-
sentations of his or her respective sex. For instance,
should the two come across a picture representing a
woman in a dubious situation, it is the female observer
who will feel ashamed ; and conversely. Since, however,
our picture galleries contain works that are almost exclu-
sively products of Men’s States, and since therefore erotic
representations of women are enormously more frequent
than erotic representations of men, there is much more
to arouse shamefacedness in a female visitor than in a
male. Such erotic representations of males as are to
be found in our galleries are for the most part the work
of homosexually inclined artists, and are rare. It follows
that if we were to keep a record of the manifestations of
shame in a mixed company of men and women visiting
an art gallery, we should certainly find a considerable
excess among the women. This preponderance, however,
would not be the outcome of a stronger inborn tendency
to modesty, but would depend upon the Men’s-State
trend of the works of art on view. On the other hand,
when members of the same sex accompany one another
in the study of works of art, the psychical reaction is
very different. The sense of shame usually remains
latent. Instead, an erotic stimulus is commonly at work,
emanating, of course, from artistic representations of
members of the other sex. But these problems cannot
be further considered at this stage.

When the transition from one form of sexual dominance
to the other occurs, everything that may offend the
modesty of the members of the sex that is newly rising
to power is thrust out of sight. The result is that the
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more marked the dominance of one sex, the less do its
members in their daily experience encounter anything
likely to put them to shame.

Inasmuch as everything offensive to modesty is hidden,
modesty is never offended ; and since modesty is never
offended, the supposition is apt to arise that modesty
is non-existent. This is supposed to be the case with
men to-day. Herein we find the main reason why the
dominant sex never inspires so much love as the subordinate
sex. The fact that men seem shameless is repulsive to
many women, although neither men nor women have
hitherto understood the reason for this apparent lack
of modesty in men. The real reason is that in the case
of men in our civilisation the stimuli to modesty have
been removed. As woman attains to power, she will
tend to put out of sight things that offend her, and to
bring to the front things which disturb man. Therewith
man’s fondness for woman will dwindle, but woman'’s
fondness for man will grow.

Such data as the foregoing are not obtainable at all
epochs, but they are conspicuous in a period of transition
like our own. At other epochs, other data may be pro-
curable, data which now elude us owing to the mental
characteristics of our own era.

Under monosexual dominance the subordinate sex
is always the main topic of erotic art, for the works of
art are almost exclusively produced by members of the
dominant sex. In normal cases, it is only the other sex
that arouses erotic interest. We are indifferent to the
sexual characters of members of our own sex; the traits
in them that arouse our interest are neutral from the
Sexual point of view. Consequently an artist, when
depicting members of the other sex, tends to concentrate
attention on erotic traits, whereas when we depict members
of our own sex we tend rather to consider sexually neutral
traits. The dominant sex controls artistic production,
and with us to-day men are dominant. The result is
that in our artistic representations of human behaviour,
the doings of women receive predominant attention.
Furthermore, when woman'’s behaviour is being portrayed,
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much stress is apt to be laid upon the sensual and the
erotic, whereas these aspects are almost always ignored as far
as men’s behaviour is concerned. In the arts, men, whether
clothed or nude, are mainly depicted as neuter beings.
Male artists are chiefly interested in the sexually neutral
traits of their male models, for these neutral traits seem
to the artist the most significant and the most characteristic.
The sexual characters of the members of his own sex are
not so much indifferent to him as positively antipathetic,
so that he inclines to veil the insignia of manhood with
a fig leaf. In the Women’s State the conditions are
reversed. Here artistic production is mainly controlled
by woman. She regards man predominantly as a sexual
being, and this outlook naturally finds expression in
her works of art. We can hardly doubt, for instance,
that the drawings in the Turin papyrus wherein men are
represented with erect penises were made by women.
The assumption seems all the more warranted inasmuch
as in these drawings the sexual characters of women are
ignored. People are either uninterested by sexual mani-
festations in members of their own sex, or else they find
such manifestations distasteful.

The foregoing considerations provide a sufficient ex-
planation of the origin of the phallus cult and the Venus
cult respectively. It has hitherto been assumed that
the phallus cult is man-made, and the Venus cult, woman-
made. Such an opinion is likewise maintained by connois-
seurs like Krauss and Reiskel.r They write that the phallus
cult is found among virile, warlike peoples, and the Venus
cult among effeminate peoples. It can be demonstrated
that the truth lies the other way about. The phallus cult
is typical of the female sex, and therefore gets the upper
hand where feminine dominance prevails. The Venus cult
is typical of the male sex, and attains its climax in the
Men’s State. Thus the phallus cult was most widely
diffused in ancient Egypt, which is indeed regarded as
its original home. ‘‘ Monuments of this cult are most
numerous in Egypt. From this centre they spread into
Asia Minor, Greece, and Italy. Egyptian history throws

* Die Zeugung in Glaube, Sitten und Brauchen der Vélker,
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more light on the phallus than the history of any other
oriental nation’ (Krauss and Reiskel).

During the greater part of its history before the birth
of Christ, Egypt was a Women’s State. Moreover, the
reports of Herodotus and Plutarch concerning the phallus
cult in Egypt show that this cult was in the hands of
women. Plutarch r refers its origin to Isis—a goddess.
Herodotus tells us that in the villages women organised
processions in honour of the phallus, carrying about really
remarkable images. Moreover, in Upper Egypt, in the
tomb of a lady of rank, there has been found an embalmed
phallus of huge proportions, presumably derived from
the sacred bull.

In the case of other peoples we have plain proof that
the phallus cult was an affair of women. In Syria
gigantic phalluses have been found with the inscription :
‘** Bacchus erected these phalluses in honour of his step-
mother Juno.” The phallus cult was vigorously defended
by the women, not by the men. In Krauss and Reiskel
we read : ‘‘ Notwithstanding the onslaughts of Christianity,
the phallus cult was long maintained by the Greeks.
The Greek women continued to wear phallic pendants of
various forms as amulets.”” In Egypt the phallus cult
persisted for four centuries after Christ.

We are often told that women acted as chief priests of
the phallic deities. Assa, the son of David, deprived
his mother Machia of her power, and destroyed the images
and shrines of the phallic deity whose chief priest she was.
Herein we perceive an incident in the struggle between
the sexes for dominance. The fight of the male leaders
of the children of Israel against the worship of Baal
belongs to the same chapter. Baal was preeminently
the god of the Women’s State, for he was presumably a
phallic deity, at any rate at the epoch when the men of
Israel, striving for masculine predominance, were waging
war against Baal.

The Venus cult is the typical cult of masculine dominance.
It is related that among the Indians, the Greeks, and the
Romans, the female pudendum was worshipped under

* Isis and Osiris.
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the symbol of the goddess Venus or the goddess Astarte—
or in Rome as Libera. Juvenal, writing anent the prosti-
tution practised in the temple of the goddess of love,
says that Venus was often represented by Ganymede.
The observation shows that the cult of Venus was man-made
and man-sustained, just as the cult of the phallic deities
was the work of women.

Of course in the cult or worship of the sexual symbol
of one sex, members of the other sex often become involved,
with the obvious aim of bringing the cult into closer
contact with realities. Among many peoples, these
cults are made the occasions for sexual intercourse. In
such cases, differences arise from the natural differences
between the sexes. Owing to these sexual differences,
the male sexual divinity could to a certain extent become
a substitute for the mortal reality he symbolised,* whereas
in the case of the female divinity this substitute role was
denied. As a general rule, therefore, the temples of the
phallic deities were served only by women, whereas the
attendants in the templesfofgVenusfwere of both sexes.
Since Venus was not able in person to gratify the sexual
desires of her male worshippers, it was natural that her
place should be taken by mortal women. It is known
that in Babylon young people of both sexes worshipped
in the temple of the goddess of love. Still, this circum-
stance may have been a manifestation of the equal rights
of the sexes. We know (see above, p. 82) that such a
phase was manifest in Babylon about 600 B.cC.

According to Krauss and Reiskel there is evidence
of the existence of the phallus cult among almost all
peoples. It follows from what has been said above that
among all peoples women must have at one time held
sway.

As far as our own civilisation is concerned, the phallus
cult and the Venus cult have both been banned. All
the same, masculine dominance is still manifest in the
Venus cult displayed in the numerous works of art that
glorify Venus. But under the dominance of men, when

t We think, in the connexion, inter alia, of the fasci hich
used by the Jewish women. ¢ asanm W was
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fully established, there is no place for images of the phallic
deities. It is in conformity with masculine dominance
that love should to-day be mainly symbolised by a goddess.
In our man-ruled world, Venus is the supreme symbol
of love, and the star of Dionysos has paled. Who knows
Bacchus or Dionysos as the god of love? Bacchus has
for us become the god of intoxication—not the intoxica-
tion of love, but of wine. Cupid, indeed, is a male deity,
but he is only a child.



CHAPTER TEN

THE RESPECTIVE VIEWS OF MEN AND WOMEN CON-
CERNING BEAUTY AND INTELLIGENCE AS PRODUCTS
OF MONOSEXUAL DOMINANCE

WHERE men rule, the current belief is that women are
more beautiful than men, and that men are more intelligent
than women. These differences are numbered among the
sexual peculiarities whose origin is supposed to be trace-
able from inborn qualities that vary in the two sexes.
In reality, the theory is a pure product of monosexual
dominance. Only in the Men’s State is beauty regarded
as a predominant attribute of women, and there alone is
livelier intelligence ascribed to men. In the Women’s
State, the usual opinions are the reverse of these. As
the tendency towards sex equality makes progress, beauty
and intelligence are considered to belong in equal measure
to the two sexes.

Proneness to regard women as gifted with more intelli-
gence than men, is very plainly manifest in the Women’s
State. Among the Kamchadales, for instance, both the
men and the women considered it unquestionable that
women are far more intelligent than men. The investiga-
tors who have failed to recognise the influence of monosexual
dominance accept the prevailing view of the Kamchadales
as a fact. They believe that the Kamchadale women
really were more intelligent than the men, and that this
is why they held sway over the men. Do we not seem to
be studying the opinions of our own day, but seen looking-
glass fashion, so that the réles of the sexes are reversed ?
Till quite recently every one among ourselves believed,
and many still believe, that our men are more intelligent
than our women, and that for this reason among us the

112



THE DOMINANT SEX 118

men rule. It isthesame erroras thatof the Kamchadales ;
we put the cart before the horse, mistaking effect for cause.
Preponderating intelligence in one of the sexes is not the
cause of monosexual dominance, but conversely mono-
sexual dominance with its accompaniments creates a
semblance of preponderating intelligence in the dominant
sex. Or are we to believe that the contemporary waning of
masculine hegemony depends upon a progressive waning
in the intelligence of men and a progressive waxing in
the intelligence of women ? As will be shown in a later
chapter, there are very different reasons to account for
the way in which masculine dominance is yielding place
to sex equality. Concurrently with a change in the
relationships of power as between the sexes, there invariably
occurs a change in the prevalent views concerning the
comparative intelligence of the sexes. Georg Ebers,
therefore, is quite mistaken when he writes that the
Egyptian girls were treated as the equals of the boys
because the girls were regarded as no less intelligent than
the boys. The causal sequence runs the other way about.
Because the Egyptian girls had equal rights with the boys,
they were considered the boys’ equals in intelligence.

The views that prevail concerning the intelligence of
a class, a caste, or a sex, are purely the outcome of the
relationships of power. The dominant class, caste, or
sex, uses its power to diffuse the idea that its members
are endowed with exceptional intelligence. Of course it
may chance that the more intelligent win to power. But
it may equally well happen that the less intelligent gain
dominion over the more intelligent. In either case the
dominants, in order to stabilise their power, will spread
the notion that they are more intelligent than the subordi-
nates. Proofs of this abound. In almost all countries,
the supreme rulers, the kings, have gone so far in the
cultivation of the belief that they are cleverer than their
subjects as to claim kinship with the divine. The pope
is reputed infallible when he speaks as the ruler of Christen-
dom. Perhaps the plainest proof that our valuations of
intelligence run parallel with the actualities of power is
to be found in extant opinions concerning the relationship

8
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between the congenital aptitudes of children and the
social position of their parents. It is generally assumed,
not merely that the upper classes, the rulers, are more
intelligent than the lower classes, the ruled ; but, in addi-
tion, that the scions of the well-to-do are from birth
better endowed than the children of the working class.
The same mistake is made as regards men and women.
When men rule, they see to it that their sex enjoys the
prestige attaching to superior intelligence ; when women
rule, they do exactly the same.

We do not need to go so far afield as Kamchatka to
find  instances. The first historical reports concerning
the ancient Teutons unquestionably relate to a period
when equality of rights was being established between
the sexes, but when there were still obvious indications
of the transition from the phase of female dominance.r
At this epoch the women were considered cleverer and
wiser than the men. On account of her wisdom, Veleda
was almost universally looked upon as a goddess. Tacitus
tells us of the Teutons that they believed there attached
to woman a sacred and prophetic quality, so that *“ woman’s
counsel should be followed, her answers noted.” The
view that the wisdom of women excels the wisdom of
men (a view characteristic of the earlier phase when
women had held sway) had by this time undergone modifica-
tion concurrently with the development of the phase of
equal rights. Consequently in the days of Tacitus women
were supposed to be seers. It is, of course, possible
that the Roman historian, influenced by his Men’s-State
preconceptions, erred in his statement that the Teuton
women were believed to possess the prophetic gift. This
may merely have been his gloss upon a situation in which
women were dominant, and were therefore believed to
be actually more intelligent than men. However this
may be, we learn from Tacitus’ report that among the
ancient Teutons there was manifest the tendency that
is characteristic of a belief in the intellectual superiority
of women, namely the tendency to rely on women’s advice.

* It is a matter of common knowledge that Lamprecht has demon-
strated the existence of matriarchy among the ancient Teutons.
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In ancient Egypt during the days of women’s dominance,
there was likewise a general belief in the intellectual
superiority of women. This is shown by the allotment
of roles to Isis and Osiris. Isis, the female deity, was
the legislator ; Osiris, the male deity, was the benefactor.
The goddess, therefore, is the incorporation of intellectual
functions ; the god, of affective. Diodorus® records
from the pillars of the shrines of Isis and Osiris inscrip-
tions which plainly indicate this reversal of what among
ourselves is regarded as the natural antithesis between
manly intelligence and womanly sympathy. Isis boasts :
“ What I have established as a law can be abrogated by
no one.” Osiris, on the other hand, says: * There is
no place in the world which I have not visited to do my
benefactions there.”

Isis, the goddess, was mainly venerated as legislator ;
Osiris, the god, was mainly venerated as benefactor.
Demeter, one of the oldest of the Greek goddesses, is
described by Diodorus as ‘‘ the legislator, the one who
first prescribed the laws.” To-day, under male hegemony,
our views concerning the typical functions of the two
sexes have developed in the opposite directions. Legisla-
tion is considered a specifically masculine function,
whereas benefaction is assumed to be peculiarly accordant
with the natural aptitudes of women. The relative
positions of Isis and Osiris in ancient Egypt suffice to
indicate that such views are the outcome of monosexual
dominance. Isis takes precedence of her spouse Osiris,
and is always named before him. Even Plutarch speaks
of *““Isis and Osiris.” In the inscriptions reproduced by
Diodorus, that relating to Isis begins, ‘I, Isis, am the
Queen of all Lands,” whereas that relating to Osiris
begins, “ My Father is Chronos.”” Whilst of Isis we are
told that she rules all the countries of the world, of Osiris
it is merely reported that he has visited them all. In-
dubitably at the time when these inscriptions were carved,
Isis must have ranked higher than Osiris. Thus Isis
was the personification of the dominant sex, which ascribed
to her as her most characteristic quality that which was

t I, 27,
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most highly esteemed among the attributes of the dominant
sex.

In the case of beauty there is less abundant historical
evidence than in the case of intelligence to indicate that
its ascription in higher degree to members of the dominant
sex is a direct outcome of sexual dominance. Nevertheless,
what was recorded in an earlier chapter concerning the
predominance in the subordinate sex of the tendency to
self-adornment, has a definite bearing upon this matter.
It is natural that the sex which devotes more attention
to self-adornment should be reputed the more beautiful.
Moreover, the subordinate sex, especially among the
well-to-do, has more time and opportunity for beauty
culture and for care of the body, thanks to its restriction
to domestic occupations.

There are factors which contribute in actual practice
to make the subordinate sex better looking than the
dominant sex. There are, in addition, psychological
reasons why beauty should be speciously ascribed to
the subordinate sex. At this stage the matter can be
touched on only in passing. Each sex always looks upon
the other sex as predominantly the embodiment of sexual
qualities. Now, sexuality and beauty are intimately
associated. Beauty plays a great part in stimulating
the senses, in arousing sexual desire. The result is that,
normally, each sex will regard the members of the other
sex as better looking than the members of its own sex.
In men, the physical excellencies of a man do not arouse
a sexually tinged admiration; the charms of a woman
leave another woman cold, or at most arouse a sexual
envy. It is part of the essential nature of sexuality
that we should tend to esteem intelligence more highly
in members of our own sex, and to esteem physical beauty
more highly in members of the opposite sex. What the
average sensual man chiefly values in another man is the
latter’s wisdom ; what he chiefly values in a woman is
her physical *“ points.” Conversely, what a woman finds
interesting in another woman is intelligence, whereas
in the case of a man she thinks rather of his good looks.
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We see this in the representations of the Pharaohs during
the days when the arts were most flourishing in ancient
Egypt. As already mentioned, they are always depicted
as young and handsome. Some of our historians have
pointed out that the faces of these kings appear to lack
intelligence. But we could hardly expect them to seem
intelligent to a masculine eye, for they are artistic products
of feminine taste. On the other hand, the features of
Queen Hatshepsu exhibit remarkable intelligence.

Wherever one sex rules, one aspect of this duplex outlook
will prevail. The standpoint of the dominant sex will
dominate. When men rule, the masculine view that
women are more beautiful than men, and that men are
more intelligent than women, will be regarded as the
natural opinion of all mankind. When women rule, the
converse theory, equally subjective, equally one-sided,
will be regarded as objective truth.



CHAPTER ELEVEN

THE INFLUENCE OF MONOSEXUAL DOMINANCE ON
THE POSITION OF CHILDREN

IN the Men’s State, children bear the father’s name.
In the Women’s State, they receive the mother’s name.
The dominant sex transmits the name to the offspring,
and the name of the subordinate sex disappears from the
line of succession. Transmission of the mother’s name
to the offspring is one among the few phenomena whose
significance has heretofore been recognised as ‘““matriarchal.”
For Bachofen, this transmission of the mother’s name was
a criterion of the dominance of women, but very few
investigators have followed him here. Almost universally
there has been an attempt to draw a sharp distinction
between matriarchy! and the dominance of women.
This tendency is the outcome of the Men’s-State ideology
of contemporary investigators.

In the case of almost all peoples who lived under the
dominance of women, we are informed that the children
bore the mother’s name. It was so among the Iroquois,
the Lycians, the Cantabri, the Acharnians, and others.
According to Lamprecht, the Germans in the days of
Tacitus were still named after the mother. We have
incontrovertible evidence that among the Egyptians it
was the custom to call cbildren after the mother only.
Subsequently to the conquest of Egypt by Alexander,
the manners and customs of the Greeks were introduced,

t It is unfortunate that the accepted English equivalent of Mutterrecht
(literally, mother-right) is matriarchy, which derivatively connotes the
idea of dominion. The German term we have translated by ‘' dominance
of women,” and analogous phrases is Frauenherrschaft (women’s rule).

There is no terminological contradiction in German when a distinction

is drawn between Mutterrecht and Frauenherrschaft.—TRANSLATORS’
Note.
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and it became usual to name children after both parents.
For a time, however, the Egyptians still clung to the
ancient practice, and there are many bilingual documents
from this period in which the Egyptian text speaks of
persons only by the matronymic, whereas the accompany-
ing Greek text uses the patronymic. Greatly as their
Men’s-State ideology tends to restrict our investigators’
understanding of Women’s-State customs, in the case
of Egypt numerous Egyptologists report the naming of
children after the mother. Ermant tells us that it was
customary among the Egyptians to engrave upon mortuary
columns the matronymic of the deceased, ‘“ and not, as
seems natural to us, the patronymic.”” Erman never
recognises the connexion between monosexual dominance
and the manner in which children are named after the
father or the mother as the case may be, and he therefore
never suspects that the use of the patronymic only
appears to him more “ natural ” because he happens to
have been brought up in a Men’s State. E. Meyer?
likewise points out that in Egypt the sons were usually
named after the mother, and adds in explanation that the
position of women in Egypt was ‘‘ remarkably free.”
This expression is the circumlocution characteristically
employed by Men’s-State investigators to denote the
dominance of women, for the explicit recognition of this
dominance is repugnant to Men’s-State prejudices.

In the Women’s State of ancient Egypt, descent was
traced through the mother, precisely as it is traced
through the father in the genealogical trees of the Men’s
State. According to Erman,3 in the mortuary monuments
of the Old Kingdom the mother of the deceased and his
wife were represented, but a representation of the father
was almost always lacking. In contradistinction to
Bachofen, MacLennan describes the naming of children
after the mother as the outcome of promiscuity, and of
the consequent uncertainty as to fatherhood. Our informa-
tion concerning the Egyptians shows that this theory is
erroneous. They were monogamists, and yet the children

1 Op. cit., vol. i. p. 224. s Op. cit,, vol. i. p. 51.
3 Op. cit,, vol. i. pp. 224 et seq.
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were named after the mother. The decisive factor in
this respect was indubitably monosexual dominance.

The privileged position of the dominant sex is shown
in other ways besides that of naming the children. We
know that in our own Men’s States the social status
and the nationality of a child are exclusively determined
by the social status and the nationality of the father.
We find the obverse of this custom in Women’s States.
If an Iroquois woman wedded a man belonging to another
tribe, the offspring were accounted Iroquois. But if an
Iroquois man married out of the tribe, his children were
looked upon as aliens.r It was the same with social status.
We encounter like customs in ancient Egypt. If a free
woman married a slave, the children were free. The
legal position of the children was solely determined by
that of the mother. Bachofen’s? investigations concerning
matriarchy among the Lycians show that, in relation to
the child, the mother in the Women’s State exercises
precisely the determinative influence that is exercised
by the father in the Men’s State.

We have definite information that the dominance of
women prevailed among the Lycians. Heraclides Ponticus
writes of them: * From of old they have been ruled by
the women.” Herodotus says of the same people:
*“ They have . . . one singular custom in which they
differ from every other nation in the world. They take
the mother’s and not the father’s name. Ask a Lycian
who he is, and he answers by giving his own name, that
of his mother, and so on in the female line. Moreover,
if a free woman marry a man who is a slave, their children
are full citizens ; but if a free man marry a foreign woman,
or live with a concubine, even though he be the first person
in the State, the children forfeit all the rights of citizen-
ship.””3 Herodotus’ account is confirmed by Fellows’
Lycian researches and by the reports of other writers.
According to Nicolaus Damascenus: ‘ The Lycians
pay more honour to women than to men. They name

1 Lewis Morgan, op. cit., p. 203.
* Verhandlungen deutscher Philologen, Stuttgart, 1856, p. 42.
3 I. 173. Rawlinson’s Translation.



THE DOMINANT SEX 121

themselves after their mothers, and their possessions
pass by inheritance to the daughters instead of to the sons.”
Parenthetically we may mention that by the time of Hero-
dotus the Lycians had been Hellenised, and that they greatly
transcended the other Asiatic Greeks in point of civilisa-
tion. Miiller-Lyer tells us that in Germany under the
Merovingian kings children still took their mother’s
social status. The Athenians, too, before the days of
Cecrops, were under thedominance of women, and children
took the name and rank of the mother. In the case of
quite a number of peoples we are informed, not merely
that children took their mother’s name, but also that the
husband assumed the wife’s name. This was so among
the Cantabri, the Locrians, etc.

Thus we see that the institutions of the Women’s State
are in these respects a faithful reflection of those of the
Men’s State, the only difference being that the réles of
the sexes are reversed. It is obvious, therefore, that we
are here concerned with the products of monosexual
dominance. In every case the dominant sex safeguards
its own privileged position, and assigns to the members
of the subordinate sex the position of those who have
neither name nor rights. Even in our own day there is
ample evidence obtainable of the extent to which the
naming of children is influenced by the relationships of
power between the sexes. In the U.S., where women
have already gained considerable influence, it is customary
to give children the mother’s maiden name as a second
baptismal name. In other nations where an increasing
tendency to equal rights for women is manifest, we find
a growing disinclination among women to discard the
maiden name on marriage. In some cases they prefix
this name to the husband’s surname, in others they use
it as an adjunct. In either case, the children of the
marriage bear the names of both parents.

The general name used for “ native land "’ varies, as
a rule, in accordance with the prevalent type of mono-
sexual dominance. When the expression * fatherland ”
is current, we can trace its origin to the existence of
masculine domination. Conversely, the use of the term
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““ motherland "’ is rooted in feminine hegemony. We
learn from Diodorus * that the previously quoted inscrip-
tion on one of the columns of the temple of Isis concludes
with the words : “‘ Hail to thee, Egypt, my motherland.”
In Egypt women held sway, and their rule was reflected
in the word motherland. Herodotus tells us that the
Lycians originally came to Asia Minor from Crete. Now,
among the Cretans it was customary to speak of the
motherland, not of the fatherland. According to Bachofen,
this denomination is an unmistakable vestige of matriarchy.
In countries where the dominance of men is firmly estab-
lished, as was the case until recently in Germany and
France, we generally find the masculine designation in
use for the native land. Thus the Germans speak of
das Vaterland and the French of la patrie. In England,
however, neither the term fatherland nor the term mother-
land is in common use. People say ‘“ my native land,”
or still more often simply ‘“ my country.” There can
be little doubt that this neutral term, which gives prece-
dence to neither parent, is a vestige from the phase of
equal rights for the sexes. Survivals of this phase are
much more rarely encountered than survivals of the phase
of monosexual dominance, masculine or feminine as the
case may be. For this very reason they deserve close
attention. In England it seems probable that the phase
of equal rights antecedent to the phase of masculine domin-
ance was more strongly developed than in other noted
countries, and therefore exercised a more enduring
influence. The supposition is confirmed by the fact that
in England male domination can hardly be said to have
developed to the pitch of absolutism characterised by the
entire abrogation of women’srights. Even under masculine
dominance, the influence of women has never passed
into complete abeyance in England. For instance, during
the epoch when the sway of men was most fully developed
in England, the right of women to succeed to the throne.
when there was no direct male heir was never disputed.
In the days of Tacitus there were still queens both in Britain
and Germany who led their troops to war.2 The subse-
1 1. 29, s Cf. Dion Cassius, History of Rome,
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quent history of Germany was, however, characterised
by the enforcement of the Salic Law whereby women
were excluded from succession to the throne. In England,
on the other hand, two of the most brilliant reigns have
been those of queens—Elizabeth and Victoria.

We have already noted that the children of the dominant
sex are favoured in the matter of inheritance. Where
monosexual dominance is absolute, we usually find that
only members of the dominant sex can inherit. Among
the Lycians, for instance, there were no male heirs. In
the case of the Cantabri, property passed to the eldest
daughter ; her brothers were under her tutelage; she
gave them a small dowry when they married. Strabo
states that among the Arabs inheritance was determined
by primogeniture independently of sex, and this suggests
that equality of rights prevailed. In Germany, the Men's
State, the eldest son had a privileged position in matters
of inheritance. This is indicated by the right of [male]
primogeniture, in accordance with which all real estate
passed to the eldest son. In this matter as in others we
find that under monosexual dominance there is a tendency
to give to members of the dominant sex, from the cradle,
privileges which they will enjoy till the day of their death.
On the other hand, members of the subordinate sex are
in a less advantageous position from earliest childhood
onwards.

Children of the dominant sex are more highly esteemed
than children of the subordinate sex. In the Men’s State,
for instance, the birth of a boy arouses more rejoicing than
the birth of a girl. In the Women’s State, of course,
it is the other way about. Thus we are expressly told
of the Pelew Islanders, who were under the dominance
of women, that the birth of a girl was a more joyful event
than the birth of a boy. The influence of monosexual
dominance in this matter is especially obvious in the
manner in which both parents exhibit the same preference.
Among ourselves to-day, both the father and the mother
usually want to have a boy rather than a girl. If, however,
natural or biological differences between the sexes were
determinative, we should expect to find that the father
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would prefer to have children of one sex, and the mother
to have children of the other.

We cannot decide a priori what would be the general
wish of parents in this matter under a system of equal
rights for the sexes ; we cannot tell whether the members
of each sex would tend to exhibit a preference for having
offspring of their own sex, or conversely. It might be
supposed that the wishes of the dominant sex under
monosexual dominance would furnish us with a clue.
In that case, under equal rights, men would wish mainly
to have boys and women to have girls. But the argument
is fallacious, for the freedom of choice of the dominant
sex is illusory, and the wishes of the dominant sex where
monosexual dominance prevails are no index to a natural
taste. The influence of monosexual dominance greatly
transcends the power of inborn inclinations. This is
indicated by the way in which, under monosexual domin-
ance, the tendency to play the wooer and the tendency
to neglect the arts of self-adornment are always conjoined
in the dominant sex, whereas the natural or biological
trend would seem to be for the impulse of self-adornment
to evolve out of the inclination to play the wooer. In
this matter, too, we therefore find that something un-
natural has developed as a product of monosexual domin-
ance. It follows from this train of reasoning that the
desire of the dominant sex for offspring of its own sex
may be nothing more than a product of that dominance,
and nowise the outcome of a natural predisposition.

When we remember that the parents’ initial desire for
offspring of the dominant sex is often reversed after a
time, when they have had two or three children of that
sex, our doubt whether there is any natural predisposition
on the part of a parent to desire a child of his or her own
sex is strengthened. Indeed, it would seem more probable
that by nature a man is predisposed to a preference for
having daughters, and a woman to a preference for having
sons ; and that this tendency would become apparent should
monosexual dominance give place to equality of rights.

It is, however, also possible that as far as natural
inclinations are concerned there is no difference in this
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matter between parental wishes, for every one has two
soul sides, one sexually tinged, and the other neutral
or universally human. As a sexual being, a man would
desire girl children and a woman boy children. But
should the sexual trend pass into the background, and
should the universally human inclinations predominate,
we should find a natural tendency for each parent to prefer
having children of his or her own sex. In the event of
an equilibrium of forces, there would be a corresponding
balance as regards the desire for children of one sex or
the other. Both the father and the mother would wish
indifferently for girls and boys, although the balance in
the two cases would be attained by an inverse route.
There would be an ostensible identity, concealing a con-
trast, and this is a point of great psychological interest.
Inasmuch as, however, in married life the sexual trends
incline as a rule to predominate over the universally human
trends, we may perhaps expect to find, when the influence
of monosexual dominance is no longer at work and when
natural predispositions have free scope, that there will
be a tendency for fathers to want to have girls and for
mothers to want to have boys. -As far as direct evidence
is concerned, there is little forthcoming, for our knowledge
of earlier phases when equal rights prevailed is scanty.

There is, nevertheless, sufficient evidence that in
Women’s States girl children were in general more highly
esteemed, just as boys are more highly esteemed in Men’s
States. The study of the practice of infanticide, and
of the practice of mutilating children, shows that the
dominant sex was always inclined to deal harshly with
children of the subordinate sex and to spare children of
the dominant sex. The general belief is to-day that
where infanticide prevails or has prevailed, the victims
invariably are or were girls. This view is simply an ex-
pression of Men’s-State ideology. A more careful examina-
tion of the question shows that there have been peoples
among which the boys were the only victims of infanticide,
and that these peoples lived under the dominance of
women. In the Old Testament, for example, we read
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(Exodus, Chap. I) that the king of Egypt ordered the
Hebrew midwives to kill the male children of the Jews,
but to spare the girls. Hegel,' referring to a negro
State where women held sway, writes: ‘“ One Women's
State became greatly celebrated for its conquests. It
was ruled by a woman. In childbirth, the women had
to go outside the settlement, and should the offspring
be a male infant they had to make away with it.”

Meiners 2 reports the same of the Gagers, another African
tribe. Their laws and constitution were established by
queens, and it was under queens that they made their
greatest conquests. One of the queens issued an ordinance
that no male children were to be brought up. All of them
were to be put to death. To set the example she killed
her own son, who was still at the breast. Thereupon,
all the new-born boys and all the immature sons were
slaughtered, and the custom continued in force apparently
until the conversion to Christianity. We see, then,
that among savages under the dominance of women,
contempt for children of the subordinate sex may be
accentuated to the pitch of.infanticide. The infanticide
of females is so familiar an occurrence that proof is super-
fluous. But what has hitherto been invariably overlooked
in this connexion is that female infanticide is a specialty
of the Men’s State.

A not infrequent custom is the mutilation of children,
and here it is extremely significant that in Women’s
States the male infants are the victims of such mutila-
tions whereas in Men’s States the female children are the
victims. In China down to our own day the practice of
foot-binding is confined to females. On the other hand,
during the reign of Libussa in Bohemia only male
children were mutilated.3 The following fact seems also
worth noting in this connexion. Among the before-
mentioned Gagers, the queen issued a decree that all

1 The Philosophy of History, Introduction, The Geographical Bases
of Universal History. '

3 Geschichte, vol. i. pp. 79 et seq.; History, pp. 66 et seq. Meiners’

authority is Cavazzi (see Bibliography).
8 Ploss and Bartels, op. cit.
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congenitally deformed children were to be killed. This
applied to both sexes. It is well known that a similar
law prevailed in Sparta at a time when that country was
in main essentials a Women’s State. We have not hitherto
been able to discover a corresponding instance in a Men’s
State. The question arises whether this failure is merely
an oversight, or whether in actual fact such laws are a
specialty of the Women’s State. In the latter event, we
may be on the track of a genuine biological difference
between the sexes.

It may seem strange at the first glance that children
belonging to the dominant sex, notwithstanding their
privileged position, should be compelled to accept
responsibility for the maintenance of parents, whereas
no such responsibility is imposed upon children of the
subordinate sex. But when we enquire into the causes
of the difference, we find that the determinants are not
psychological but social. The members of the subordinate
sex are not in a position, economically speaking, to support
the parents. The more absolute the monosexual dominance,
the more completely are the ownership of property and
the opportunity for earning an irfcome reserved to members
of the dominant sex. In these circumstances, the duty
of maintaining parents is necessarily imposed on the
dominant sex. In the Men’s State, therefore, the sons
have to maintain their parents; whereas in the Women’s
State this obligation is mainly incumbent on the daughters.
Herodotus * writes concerning the Egyptians: ‘ Sons
need not support their parents, but daughters are com-
pelled to whether they like it or not.” We may infer
from this passage that in ancient Egypt during the days
of women’s dominance the reversal of the sexual division
of labour as we know it must have been thorough. Had
the daughters, as among ourselves, been restricted to
domestic occupations, they would not have been in a
position to maintain their parents. Nothing but extra-
domestic occupations, with the opportunities for earning
that these provide, could have enabled daughters to
maintain parents. On the other-hand, as regards the

s L 3s.
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sons, whose work was chiefly done in the home, we are
expressly informed that it was not incumbent on them
to maintain their parents. This implies that when sons
were exceptionally well off they might voluntarily accept
such an obligation, just as girls sometimes do in a Men’s
State when their financial position permits.

Among the by-products of monosexual dominance,
manifest both in the Men’s State and in the Women’s
State, is a restriction of the right of children to choose
their own mates. We find in this case that it is especially
the subordinate sex whose freedom is curtailed by the
authority of the dominant sex. Where women rule, the
mother arranges her son’s marriage, as we learn happened
among the Iroquois and among the Guatemala Indians.
Where men rule, the father arranges the marriage of his
daughter. Sometimes, as in ancient Rome, a parent of
the dominant sex continues to exercise uncontrolled
authority over the children of both sexes even when the
latter have grown up.

A word may be said, in conclusion, concerning fecundity
in Men’s States and Women’s States respectively. It is
not easy to speak positively as to whether fecundity
is likely to be greater in one kind of State or in the other.
Worth mentioning is the fact that in ancient Egypt a
high fecundity prevailed. Were we to outline an imagina-
tive description of some future State in which women
should play as great a part as they played in ancient
Egypt, nearly all the members of the contemporary
intelligentsia, from woman doctor to clergyman, would
prophesy that it would suffer from a dearth of children.
Scheler * opines that the struggle for equal rights is of
itself directly unfavourable to fertility. Miiller declares
that the women of ancient Egypt were more modern and
more advanced than the most modern women of the present
day. But it is against the most modern women of the
present day that the advocates of fecundity fulminate
their warnings. These pundits of the Men’s State tell
us that the first prerequisite of maximum fertility for
women is the recognition that ‘“ woman’s place is the

t Abhandlungen und Aufsétze, vol. i. p. 265.
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home.” Yet when we turn our attention to ancient
Egypt, where man’s place was the home and woman
engaged in outside occupations, we find that this reversed
division of labour is associated with high fecundity.
The fact is alone sufficient to prove that fecundity is
independent of the sexual division of labour, and that the
advocates of large families have no reason to fear that
their wishes will be frustrated by the *“ modern *’ woman.
More important than the question of fecundity is the
question which form of sexual dominance ensures a
happier childhood. The present writers have studied
the life of the most diverse peoples, described by investiga-
tors of the most various dispositions. Once only have
they come across the words: ‘' This is the paradise of
children.” To what happy people does the statement
refer ? To the Cingalese. But reports concerning this
people show that among them there was almost perfect
equality between the sexes. It would seem as if happiness
could be assured for children neither by the Men’s State
nor by the Women’s State, but only by the Humanist
State characterised by equal rights for the sexes.



CHAPTER TWELVE

THE SEX OF DEITIES UNDER MONOSEXUAL
DOMINANCE

HuMAN beings are either men or women, and those who
serve the deities are either priests or priestesses. In
like manner, the deities themselves are not neuter beings
but sexed ; they are either gods or goddesses. The ques-
tion therefore arises, what influence, if any, monosexual
dominance has upon the sex of deities and upon that of
their chosen servants. In the case of the deities, we find
that there is a uniform tendency which determines their
sex under monosexual dominance. It may be formulated
as a general law. As soon as a people has advanced
sufficiently far to make deities for itself in human form,
the inclination is in the Men’s State to-give the chief place
to male divinities and in the Women’s State to female
divinities.

Except in the case of those deities which are merely
symbols of the sexual life, men have a preference for
gods and women for goddesses. There are deep-seated
psychological causes for these preferences. The spiritual
ties that bind men to gods and women to goddesses are
duplex. There is more intellectual confidence between
two persons of the same sex than between two persons of
opposite sexes. This is a psychological law of fundamental
importance. The relationship of a human being to a
deity is above all one of trust in that deity, and in its
essence (except, of course, in the case of the specifically
sexual divinities) it is untinged by sexual feeling. Hence
in great emergencies, bodily or mental, a man inclines to
turn for help to a god, a woman to a goddess. There is
ample evidence to show that this statement is equally

120
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true of primitive folk and of civilised peoples. Cook
found that in the Society Islands there were deities of
both sexes, gods for the men and goddesses for the women.
Moreover, the silver tablet recording the peace treaty
between Hattusil II, king of the Hittites, and Rameses II
shows on one side a picture of the god Sutech embracing
the Hittite king and on the other side a picture of the sun-
goddess embracing the Hittite queen. We see, then,
that in connexion with a matter so important as the signing
of a peace treaty, the king was protected by a god, the
queen by a goddess.

Extremely instructive in its bearing upon the psycho-
logical law we are now considering is the following legend
recorded by St. Augustine : ' ““ During the reign of King
Cecrops a twofold miracle occurred. Simultaneously
there sprouted from the ground an olive-tree, and there
burst forth from another place a spring of water. The
king, greatly alarmed, sent to Delphi to ask the meaning
of the portent and to seek counsel. The god answered
that the olive-tree signified Minerva, the water Neptune.
It was for the citizens to decide which of the two signs
to accept, and after which of the two deities they would
name their city. Cecrops thereupon summoned a citizens’
meeting, consisting both of men and women, for it was
then the custom for the women to take part in the public
assemblies. The men voted for Neptune, the women
for Minérva.” We see that the men were unanimously
in favour of a god, and that the women were no less
unanimously in favour of a goddess. The incident is
typical of the psychological inclinations of the two sexes
in their respective relationships of dependence upon
gods and upon goddesses.?

* De Civitate Dei, xviii. 9.

3 The use of the Latin names by Augustine, Neptune for Poseidon,
and Minerva for Pallas Athena, partly conceals the significance of the
episode. The influence of the women was preponderant, for the new
city was called Athens.—Of course there is another version of the legend.
In this, while the olive represents Athena, Poseidon strikes the ground
with his trident and a horse emerges. Athena and Posecidon are vieing
with each other which shall produce a gift more useful to mankind, and
the council of the gods decides that the olive is more useful than the

horse. Hence the name of Athens is chosen. But perhaps this version
is a Men's-State gloss |—~TRANSLATORS' NoOTE.
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Cumont ! gives several instances of the religious predilec-
tion of women for goddesses and of men for gods. ‘ Isis
and Cybele found in women their most enthusiastic and
generous supporters, those who were their most zealous
propagandists, whereas the adherents of Mithra were
almost exclusively men.” Cumont, however, failed to
recognise that the sex of the deity determined the pre-
ferences of the male and the female devotees. He imagined
that the attraction exercised, in the one case upon men,
and in the other case upon women, depended upon the
nature of the religion. Writing of the cults of Isis and
Cybele, he says that they aroused feelings and brought
consolations which made them especially congenial to
women, whereas men turned rather to Mithra for the sake
of the rude discipline his worship imposed. This explana-
tion fails to go to the psychological root of the matter ;
it is purely superficial. Besides, the worship of Isis in
Rome involved a discipline no less rude and onerous
than that of the Mithra cult. Juvenal?z relates that the
devotee of Isishad to bathe in mid-winter in the chill waters
of the Tiber. Shivering with cold, she must then walk
on bleeding knees round the temple. At the command
of the goddess, she might even have to make a journey
to Egypt, to bring back Nile water to the Roman shrine
of Isis.

Very characteristic is the fact that the religion of the
Magna Mater (Rhea, Cybele) was brought to Rome by
women, that is to say through the vaticinations of the
sibyls. Herodotus 3 reports that the temple of Athena
at Lindos was built by the daughters of Danaos, when
they landed there upon their flight. He also tells us that
Ladike, the wife of Amasis, when in great trouble, made
a vow to a goddess in order to secure a boon. In both
cases, therefore, women had recourse to deities of their
OWN SexX.

To a large extent men were excluded from the worship
of feminine deities. The men of Lapland were not allowed

* Les religions orientales dans le paganisme romain, 1906.
s XI. 537.
s I1I. 182.
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to participate in the sacrificial rites performed by the
women in honour of the goddess Sagarakka. We note
the same thing in the case of the Thesmophoria, the festival
in honour of Demeter celebrated in late autumn at various
places in Hellas. In classical Rome special services were
held by women in honour of the Bona Dea. In many
cases males were forbidden to enter the sanctuary of a
goddess. At Catana in Sicily there was a shrine of Demeter
where men were never allowed to set foot. At Megalopolis
in Arcadia was a temple dedicated to Persephone to which
women had access at all times, but men only once a year.
Poets have intuitively recognised this peculiar and sexually
determined relationship of confidence between men and
gods and between women and goddesses respectively.
Aristophanes, for example, in Lysisirata makes the women
invariably call upon goddesses and especially upon Pallas
Athena. Schiller’s Maid of Orleans turns to the Blessed
Virgin. Koérner addresses his Prayer during Baltle to
God the Father.

Thus we find that in the case both of men and of women,
the votaries of religion do not give their perfect trust to
deities unless these are of their own sex. A divinity of
the opposite sex from the worshipper tends to arouse a
sexually tinged emotion, and the worship of such a deity is
either a sexual cult or else stands on the border-line between
strictly religious worship and a sexual cult. The religious
sentiments in such cases serve as a mask for the sexual
instinct. When we call to mind the ecstatic mysteries
celebrated by women in honour of Dionysos, we remember
how they tended to degenerate into sexual frenzy. As
a counterpart, we may recall the orgies of the Gaulish
men in honour of the Magna Mater. In a paroxysm of
sexual enthusiasm, the worshipper would sometimes offer
up his manhood as a sacrifice to the goddess.

Religion, centring as it does in a human personification
of one sort or another, naturally tends to arouse the idea
that the best way of winning the favour of the deity is
to imitate the deity’s behaviour, to mould the worshipper’s
conduct upon the conduct of the object of adoration.r

* Cf, Cumont, op. cit., p. 59.
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Thereby men and women are impelled by a psychological
determinism to worship at the shrine of a deity which
is masculine in the case of the male worshipper and feminine
in the case of the female. This is because the worshipper
can far more closely imitate a deity of his or her own
sex. In youth, therefore, the season of life when religious
influences are exceptionally powerful, it is quite common
for Protestant women to turn Catholic. The ultimate
cause of many of these conversions is the desire to have
the Virgin Mary as a heavenly model. Speaking generally,
Protestantism, with its elimination of the worship of
the saints (which has involved the exclusion of the female
quasi-divinities from the pantheon) is a much more defi-
nitely masculine religion than Catholicism. It will always
be found, therefore, that at particular periods of life
women exhibit a much stronger trend towards Catholicism
than towards Protestantism. It would be interesting
to compare the statistics of conversions. We think it
would be found that among women conversions from
Protestantism to Catholicism preponderate, and that
among men the preponderance is the other way about.

Inasmuch as, under the guidance of purely religious
sentiments, the members of both sexes will incline to
prefer deities of the dominant sex, under monosexual
dominance such deities will always hold the first rank
(except in so far as the deities are sexual symbols). The
ruling sex, having the power to diffuse its own outlooks,
tends to generalise its specific ideology. Should the
trends of the subordinate sex run counter, they are likely
to be suppressed all the more forcibly in proportion as
they diverge from those of the dominant sex and in pro-
portion as the power of the dominant sex is more over-
whelming. The result is that the hegemony of male
deities is usually associated with the dominance of men,
and the hegemony of female deities with the dominance
of women.

This predominance of the deities that are of the same
sex as that which holds sway is not exclusively dependent
upon the psychology of the religious sentiments. The
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psychology of the dominance itself tends to accentuate
the predominance of the deities in question. The god-
head is the personification of the highest, the best, the
most efficient, and the wisest. As soon as human beings
come to regard themselves as the highest and most perfect
creatures on earth, they make deities after their own
image. Anthropomorphic deities are an indication of
the egocentric outlook of mankind. When, in any nation,
one of the two sexes has become supreme, the members
of that sex, simply because they are supreme, are regarded
as more gifted, wiser, more efficient, in every respect better,
than the members of the subordinate sex. Inasmuch
as the godhead is the symbol and embodiment of the
highest, as a matter of coursée it is endowed with the sex
of the rulers—or at any rate the deities belonging to the
dominant sex take the first rank. It seems only natural
that the sex which holds sway on earth should likewise
occupy the premier position in the kingdom of heaven.:

The awe-inspiring qualities of the godhead reinforce
the tendency to make the divinities beings of the sex
which dominates on earth. When the godhead is a symbol
of the qualities that inspire dread, and when the deity
is the wielder of power, it is given the sex of those who
wield real power on earth and who therefore inspire more
dread than the members of the subordinate sex.

When there is a transference of dominion from one
sex to the other, the change is reflected in the sex of the
dominant deities. Hence there are unceasing modifica-
tions in the sex of the deities. These modifications are
greatly complicated by the fact that they do not run
directly parallel with the changes in monosexual domin-
ance, but have a rhythm peculiar to themselves. Every
religion is impressed on the younger generation as some-
thing eternal and unalterable, with the aim of stabilising
the religion as much as possible. Thereby modifications
in a religion are retarded.

On the other hand, whichever sex rules, there is a strong

* In the case of kingship different factors are at work, although at
first sight the tgsychological determinants might seem the same. We
shall see later that the reality of kingly power makes all the difference.
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tendency to create gods of both sexes. It is true that
the dominant sex aims at making the deities of its own
sex dominant in heaven, and the ruling sex on earth
has power to ensure that this shall be so. But religious
need is usually stronger in members of the subordinate
sex, and the religious need of the subordinate sex (except
when it takes a purely sexual turn) is directed towards
deities of its own sex. The result is that the dominance
of deities of the ruling sex is persistently imperilled by
the rivalry of deities of the other sex, deities which are
continually being pushed to the front by the strong
religious sensibilities of the members of the subordinate
sex. The predominance of deities of the dominant sex
is not secure unless monosexual dominance is absolute.
This is the explanation of an association which, as we
shall see, is very common : the association of monosexual
absolutism with monotheism or henotheism.

A further complication ensues from the way in which
the sexual instinct leads men and women to create sexual
divinities which are of the opposite sex to the creators.
We have a historic instance of a change in the sex of a
deity as the outcome of a change in monosexual dominance.
According to the testimony of the classical authors, Typhon,
the Egyptian Set, was a male deity. But on the ancient
monuments he is mentioned under the name of Tipo as
a goddess. A noteworthy fact is that on Egyptian
monuments the name of the god Set is often found to have
been erased.? Probably these erasures were the outcome
of a struggle concerning the sex of the deity.

There are additional but indirect indications of these
changes in sex. According to Erman,3 the dress of the
male deities of Egypt resembles a woman’'s dress
that has been turned up at the bottom. Perhaps this
may signify that these gods were at one time goddesses,
and that to facilitate the transformation the feminine
dress was retained. There are also deities which have
not merely feminine dress and masculine beards, but are

1 Plutarch, Isis and Osiris, Parthey’s ed., p. 153.
3 Cf. Gruppe, Die griechischen Cuite und Mythen, etc.
3 Op. cit,, vol. ii. p. 357.
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definitely depicted as bisexual. They exhibit the sexual
characters of both sexes, most of them having a woman'’s
breasts and a man’s beard. Various unsatisfactory
theories have been brought forward to account for the
origin of these hermaphrodite deities. Our own researches
suggest that they are products of the transition between
the two types of monosexual dominance. In the gradual
adaptation of the sex of the deity to the changing type
of sexual dominance in social life, one of the sexual char-
acters was modified while the other was left intact. The
goddess Istar seems at a certain stage to have been a
bisexual deity of this kind.r The Nile is also personified
by a bisexual figure with breasts and beard. Similar
depictions are even to be found in the case of Christian
saints. The reader may recall the legends of St.
Kiimmernis,> whose beard has hitherto seemed an
inexplicable trait.

In many cases the deities outlive the monosexual
dominance whose product they are without experiencing
any transformation. This happens especially when the
new type of sexual dominance preserves a strong imprint
of sexual equality. We may take Athens as an example.
Bachofen has proved that here in very early days women
held sway. Excavations have shown that the earliest
pre-Homeric deities were for the most part feminine.3
Athena was the most important of these. Later, in the
days of masculine dominance, Athena remained the
leading deity, the protectress of the city. Her predomin-
ance is still conspicuous in Homer’s Iliad, for the side
on which Athena fights is victorious. In the contest
‘described by Homer between Athena and Ares, the goddess
gets the better even of the god of war. This maintenance

1 Cf. Jeremias, Das alte Testament, p. 38.

2 A “local saint,” i.e. the object of profound local veneration, but
not officially canonised. St. Kiimmernis, also known as St. Wilgefortis
(perhaps a corruption of ‘‘ virgo fortis ') and as St. Gehilfen, is wor-
shipped especially in South Germany and Tyrol. She was, according to
the legend, the daughter of a heathen king who had vowed herself to
the service of Christ. Being troubled with suitors, she prayed for some
change in her appearance which would scare away the wooers, and was
vouchsafed a beard as an effectual deterrent.—TRANSLATORS’ NOTE,

3 Cf. G, Koch, Lehrbuch der Geschichte, Altertum, p. 42.
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of the leading position by the goddess who had been supreme
during the dominance of women is probably explicable
on the supposition that later, when men had become
dominant, women still exercised considerable influence,
and that this enabled Athena to make headway against
the competition of the male deities. There was still
extant in the Attic Men’s State a law by which, in certain
circumstances, women as well as men were called upon
to vote. As late as the days of Pericles (the supreme
blossoming of Athenian civilisation), women continued
to exercise a formative influence over the minds of men.
Socrates was proud to speak of himself as a pupil of Aspasia.
Moreover, Plato’'s Republic, which advocates perfect
equality for the sexes, could not have been written had
the position of women in the author’s days been one of
complete subjection. The oldest historical monuments
and traditions show that in earlier days women were not,
as in later days, entirely restricted to a domestic life.

Interesting in this connexion is a remark by Rosa
Mayreder ! to the effect that the Holy Ghost was originally
feminine. Since the purely religious sentiment of human
beings tends to be concentrated in men upon gods and in
women upon goddesses, we often find under monosexual
dominance that the supreme deity belongs to the dominant
sex, but that there are many minor deities of the subordinate
sex. The origin and preservation of deities of the subordi-
nate sex is facilitated when the religious sensibilities have
a sexual admixture. Such an admixture lessens the
resistance of the dominant sex to the introduction of
deities of the subordinate sex into the pantheon.

In Babylon at the time of Hammurabi, this being an
epoch when men were apparently dominant but when
women seem to have been advancing towards a position
of equal rights, there were always temples and oblations
for deities of both sexes. The letters of Hammurabi
show that feminine deities were worshipped as goddesses
of victory.? They must lead the army to ensure victory.
Delitzsch considers that these ‘‘ goddesses "’ were statues.

t Zur Kritik der Weiblichkeit, p. 266.
s King, The Letters and Inscriptions of Hammurabi.
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But this seems doubtful, for Hammurabi in one of his
letters orders that flour, wine, and sheep shall be brought
on board the ship for the feeding of the goddesses. Of
course we can imagine that these victuals may have been
destined for sacrifices. Marduk and Sarpanit were the
protectors of Babylonia. Here the masculine deity
takes precedence.

In Syria and Pheenicia, feminine deities occupy the
foremost place. In Byblos, the chief object of worship
was the great goddess Ba’alat. There was also a male
divinity, Adonis, addressed as “ My Lord.”® Syria is
pre-eminently the home of Astarte, and there is hardly
any other country where religion is so strongly tinged
with sexuality.

In Carthage, likewise, a city said to have been founded
by a Pheenician queen, feminine divinity takes precedence
of masculine. Winckler writes that the chief temples of
Juno-Astarte and Apollo-Esnum were consecrated in the
citadel of Carthage. Unfortunately, the historical tradi-
tions that have come down to us concerning the Pheenicians
are scanty. Girdrer’s view that the Phcenicians turned
the men into women and the women into men throws
a clear light on the dominance of women. The inter-
change of sex roles, the reversal of feminine and masculine
types, is an unmistakable criterion of a phase of social
life in which women are dominant.

Cumont describes the predominance of Cybele, the
Magna Mater, in Asia Minor. Beside her was a god named
Attis who was regarded as her husband. In religious
worship, however, the wife took the place of honour.
Cumont 2 speaks of this as ‘‘ a reminiscence of the days of
matriarchy.” .

Though our information concerning the religion of
ancient Egypt is copious, we are hazy about many points.
There were deities of both sexes. With the possible
exception of certain local divinities, the goddesses appear
to have ranked higher than the gods. In especial we
find that Diodorus 3 reports the absolute supremacy of

1 Cf, Meyer, op. cit., vol. i. 2, p. 426.
* Op. cit., pp. 138 et seq. s 1. 27,
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‘the goddess Isis. She ruled her spouse Osiris. For
Diodorus, this supremacy of the goddess was the cause
of the supremacy of the queens of Egypt over the kings,
and of Egyptian wives in general over Egyptian husbands.
Diodorus’ own religious sentiments made him believe that
the position of the goddess was the determinant of the
position of the human beings who were of the same sex
as herself. But to us, who look upon the gods and the
goddesses as creatures of the human spirit, it seems obvious
that Diodorus is confusing cause and effect. The goddess
Isis is supreme because women are dominant in social life.
It is noteworthy, none the less, that Diodorus should have
recognised a causal relationship between the two phenomena.

Some additional evidence of the predominant position
of the goddesses in the Egyptian pantheon may be given.
Important in this connexion is the fact previously
mentioned that the male deities should take their style
of dress from the female. The gods which are seeking
recognition must make themselves resemble the authenti-
cated goddesses as closely as possible. The oldest Egyptian
deity is the goddess Neith or Nut. Neithotep, wife of
one of the first kings of Egypt, had a temple erected to
this deity.r In a text that is traditionally supposed to
date from the sixth dynasty, but which according to
Bissing 2 is certainly older than the fifth dynasty, we
read : ‘“ Nut, thou art the victrix, for thou hast over-
powered the gods, and their spirits, and their heritage,
and their food, and all their possessions. . . . The whole
earth is subject to thee, thou hast conquered it! Thou
holdest the earth and all things thereon within the embrace
of thy arms. . . . Far from the earth thou standest upon
thy father Sos, over whom thou hast authority. He
loved thee, he subordinated himself to thee everywhere.

* Another very early Egyptian deity is a god, Min of Koptos. Three
colossal limestone statues of this divinity are extant. The images have
huge erect penises, and this indicates that the god was definitely sexual
in his attributes. Moreover, the fact that this sexual deity is masculine
indicates that women were dominant. The god Ammon of Thebae is
also depicted with an erect penis. It seems probable, therefore, that
the male deities of the Egyptians were originally phallic, and that this
is why they found a place in the pantheon during the days when women
were dominant. 3 Op. cit.,, p. 29. :
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Every god thou takest upon his ship away to thee. . . .”
In ancient texts ! the goddess is spoken of as * Father of
Fathers, Mother of Mothers, the Existent, namely that
which has been from the beginning.” In another passage
sheis called, “ The Mother of the Morning Sun, the Creatrix
of the Evening Sun, She that was when nothing else was
and that created what came thereafter.”” In yet another
ancient inscription the goddess is spoken of as, ‘‘Nuth,
the Ancient of Days who gave birth to the Sun and brought
forth the germs of gods and mortals. Mother of Ra,
Creatrix of Atum, she was when nothing was, and created
that which was after she was.”

The primal deity, procreative energy, fundamental
substance, is in the most ancient times feminine. The
feminine deity takes the first and highest place over all
the other gods. A goddess, not a god, creates heaven and
earth. From her proceeds all existence, divine and human.
Significant in relation to the problem we are now con-
sidering is the fact that in later days, when men were
winning to power, male deities appeared side by side with
female, and were worshipped as creators. From the
days of King Seti I comes the inscription in the temple
at Abydos: ‘‘ Nun, the Father of the Gods.” Elsewhere
he is spoken of as ‘‘ the beginning of all things,” ** that
which was in the beginning.”’? In Memphis, Nun appears
under the name of Ptah. In the Ramesseum at Thebae
he is called: ‘‘ Ptah-Nun, Ancient of Days.” Creative
energy is ascribed to him: * Ptah, the Father of the
beginnings, the creator of heaven and of the sun and of
the moon, the creator of everything that is to be found
in the world.” In Thebae, Nun was the god Ammon.
In inscriptions on Ptolemaic monuments he is spoken
of as: ‘ Ammon, the primal water ; "’ or * Nun-Ammon,
Father of the Light-God Ra, eldest God, the Being that
was in the beginning.” In the temples of Elefantine
and Letopolis, Nun is Chnum, of whom it is said that
he is: * Father of the Gods, very Being, who makes
mankind and forms the Gods.” It is obvious that the

* Brugsch, Religion und Mythologie der alten Aegypter, pp. 58 and
144, et seq. s Brugsch, op. cit., pp. 108 et seq.
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male primal deity is constructed after the model of the
female primal deity. Neith or Nut was the earlier divinity.
Schneider holds this view. Thus in the oldest sagas
the sun-god Ra was born of the heavenly cow or the
heavenly woman, whereas in later sagas he was derived
from Nun the primal water.

In ancient Egypt the feminine divine principle took
precedence of all male deities. Plato relates concerning
the temple of the goddess Neith (who for the Hellenes
was equivalent to Athena) that the Egyptians inscribed
upon her temple: “I am what is, what will be, and what
has been. No one has raised my chiton. The fruit to
which I gave birth was the sun.” Plutarch explains
that Neith is Isis, Isis who has taken over from her
mother the leading rdle among the divinities, and is
directly identified with her. The same author r relates
that the monument of Athena, who is also identified
with Isis, bore the following inscription: ‘“I am the all,
the past, the present, and the future. No mortal has
raised my robe.”

On several occasions predominance over the male
deities is expressly ascribed to Isis. She is invariably
named before her spouse Osiris in the ancient records.
In a complaint Isis brings against Osiris, the goddess
says: ‘ Thy wife is thy protectress.”* The matter is
made even plainer in an old inscription reported by
Brugsch, which runs as follows : ‘‘ Isis the Great, Mother
of God, Mistress of Tentyra in the temple of Au, the
Golden, was born in the city of the Golden, Pi-nubut,
the birth of her brother Osiris took place in Thebae, that
of her son Horus in Ous, and that of her sister Nephtys
in the city of Little Diospolis.” Thus Isis stands in the
very centre of the stage; she is the head of the family,
around whom are grouped her brother and spouse Osiris,
her son, and her sister. In a record belonging to the
Ptolemaic era we still read of * the Great Isis, the Mother
of the Gods.” 3

t Isis and Osiris, 9.
s V. von Strauss, Altigyptischer Gé&tterglaube, vol. i. p. r28.
3 Erman and Krebs, op. cit., p. 117,
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When the religion of Egypt won to influence in Rome,
it was chiefly to Isis that temples were built.r Here we
have additional evidence that, even in these comparatively
late times, Isis was considered far more important than
Osiris.

There is much conflict of opinion among Egyptologists
concerning the Egyptian deities and their relative im-
portance. A comparison of the writings of Brugsch with
those of Schneider suffices to convince the reader of this.
Doubtless the discrepancies are partly dependent upon the
uncertainty of the data. But the main cause is that
students of Egyptian lore have hitherto had no inkling
of the principle of monosexual dominance and of its
significance in relation to the process of god-making.
The bearing of the dominance of women upon the myth-
ology of Egypt was not recognised, and could not be
recognised, because the investigators’ vision was sub-
jectively restricted by their familiarity with the opposite
type of monosexual dominance. Once more we have a
plain indication of the way in which blindness to the
influences operative in the Women’s State results from
the Men’s-State ideology of the -observer. Typical in
this respect are the differing opinions concerning the
importance of the feminine deities voiced in the respective
works of Brugsch, published in 1888, and Schneider,
published in 190o7. Brugsch speaks of the gods and the
goddesses of ancient Egypt as coequal in rank. He
states in set terms that according to the Egyptians the
divine energy immanent in the primal matter of the
universe was both male and female, and that the creative
rdle was ascribed by them to deities of both sexes. He
quotes from Horapollon a passage to show that this view
prevailed in Egypt from very early days. Horapollon
writes:3 “ To the Egyptians the world seems to consist,
on the one hand of the masculine, and on the other hand
of the feminine. Thus to Athena they ascribe beetles,
and to Hephastus vultures, for these are the only ones
among the deities who by nature are simultaneously male
and female.”

* Schneider, op. cit., pp. 548 et seq. * Brugsch, op. cit., p. I14.
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Schneider is a typical Men’s-State investigator. In
his study of Egyptian religious lore he practically confines
his attention to the male deities. The goddesses are
mentioned only in passing, so that a reader who has no
independent knowledge of the subject would naturally
infer that their position was altogether subordinate to
that of the gods. We encounter in the picture presented
by this author the characteristic lineaments of mono-
sexual masculine absolutism; the Egyptian traditions,
with their Women’s-State atmosphere, are transmogrified
into Men’s-State traditions. Whereas all the ancient
records, and even Plutarch, who flourished about a century
after the birth of Christ, invariably name Isis before
Osiris, Schneider no less invariably reverses the order.:
He goes so far as to imply that Isis is a mere appendage
to Osiris, for he writes: ‘ The need for pairing has led
to her being placed by Osiris’ side.”2 He refers in several
places to this inclination to form pairs, and says that in
the Old Kingdom at the time of Narmer there were at
least two gods having human shape, Min and Hathor.
In the Osiris cycle, he says, the gods are invari-
able paired.3 Although he thus faintly indicates the
tendency to equivalence, in general he alludes solely to
male deities—and the phrase ‘‘ the Osiris cycle " is, indeed,
a sufficient indication of his trend. It is extremely
characteristic of his Men’s-State outlook that the only
detailed reference to Isis is the one in which he
reproduces the lament of the goddess for her dead
husband.

Nevertheless, Isis’ precedence over Osiris has been
often expressly recognised by recent investigators.
Bachofen tells us that Egypt is the land where the
dominance of women became stereotyped, and that all the
culture of the country was based upon the precedence of
Isis over Osiris. He also points out that consecration to
Isis took place before the initiation into the Osiris
mysteries. Jablonski4 holds the same view, writing:
*“ Isis takes precedence of Osiris as an object of adoration.

t Cf. pp. 156, 324, 407, 548, etc. 3 Op. cit., p. 407.
3 Op. cit., pp. 348, 413. ¢ Pantheon Aegyptiorum, p. 99.
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We see the same thing in the subsequent diffusion of the
Isis cult in the Roman Empire.”

Autocracy or predominance of female divinities is reported
in the case of many other Women'’s States. The Iroquois
had no gods, but only goddesses. In Crete, goddesses
occupied the premier place, and Demeter was of Cretan
origin. Weinhold * tells us that among the ancient
Teutons the Norns ranked high above the other deities.
At a later date they came to be regarded as merely
prophetesses or witches, the change being presumably due
to a waning of feminine dominance. According to Sayce,?
among the Hittites, who showed a strong Women’s-State
trend, the supreme deity was of the female sex. The
Kamchadales 3 worshipped two deities, one male and one
female. The latter was regarded as a superior being to
the former. Kutka, the male deity, was derided as
clumsy and stupid. It was his fault that the world
had turned out so badly. But concerning the god-
dess, Kutka’s wife, the belief prevailed that she
‘“excelled him infinitely in intelligence and other good
qualities.” i

Just as in Women’s States the leading place is usually
given to a goddess, so in Men’s States a god ordinarily
occupies the chief position. This trend is especially
conspicuous when a new religion comes into being in
a community where Men’s-State institutions are already
firmly established. In such a case a male deity is given
unmistakable precedence over all the goddesses. Often
enough, indeed, the latter tend to vanish from the scene,
so that a god becomes the one and only deity. Attempts
have frequently been made to represent monotheism as
a product of advance in civilisation and general intelligence.
Our information regarding two of the most highly civilised
nations known to history, the Egyptian and the Greek,
conflicts with this theory. During the days of their
highest development, the Greeks and the Egyptians were
polytheists, and their deities were of both sexes. Never-

t Die deutschen Frauen in dem Mittelalter, p. 42.

s The Hittites, 1892.
3 Cf. Meiners, Vermischte philosophische Schriften, vol. i. p. 167.
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theless the Greek civilisation seems to have attained a
supremely high level.

It is probable that various causes have contributed to
the growth of monotheism and henotheism. Among these
causes, exalted motives predominate, but monosexual
dominance was unquestionably a contributory and impor-
tant cause, which has hitherto been overlooked. The
dominant sex inclines to give the first rank to a deity of
its own sex. This superior rank is most effectively secured
when there is only one divine being, whose sex of course
is that of those who are dominant in the social sphere,
for there is no better way of ensuring against attempts
on the part of deities of the other sex to push their way
to the front. Monotheism is characterised by a jealous
insistence upon the unity of the godhead, and its first
law is always: Thou shalt have none other gods but
me.

It is a demonstrable fact that monotheism has always
taken its rise during the phase of monosexual dominance,
and the invariability of this sequence suggests a causal
relationship. Monosexual dominance is the cause, mono-
theism the effect. Monotheism cannot take root except
upon the soil of monosexual dominance. This is shown
by the history of all the great monotheistic religions.
The ancient records show that Moses was the first to
introduce the worship of one God among the Jews. He
is supposed to have lived about 1300 B.c. At this time
masculine dominance was already established among the
Jews, as the Mosaic code of laws plainly shows. It is
true that among these laws we find an admixture of
Women’s-State notions, for Moses drew from old sources
as well as from new; but the Men’s-State trends pre-
dominate.

Even stronger were the Men’s-State trends in the days
of Mohammed. That is why in Mohammedanism we find
that women's title to enter the religious community is
disull);lted on the ground that women probably have no
souls.

Christ did not create a new monotheism. He merely
gave a new content to the extant Judaic monotheis m
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In Christianity we have to make a sharp distinction
between the aims of Christ, the founder of the religion,
and those of Paul, the most active of its apostles. Christ’s
whole teaching shows him to have been an advocate of
equal rights for the sexes. Paul, on the other hand, had
a Men’s-State mentality. We should have known this if
the only one of his precepts handed down to us had been
the adjuration: * Wives obey your husbands.” The
demand is typical of monosexual dominance. In Women’s
States—in Egypt for instance, and among the Chamorros,
the Kamchadales, the Spartans, the Basque-Iberian
stocks, and the Balonda—the first duty of a man was to
obey his wife. In Men’s States, on the other hand, we
are continually being told that the first duty of a woman
is to obey her husband.

The contrast in this respect between Christ and Paul
may be dependent upon the outstanding endowments of
the former. It may, however, be due to the fact that the
two men derived from racial stocks in different phases ot
monosexual development. In the times of Christ, the
Jews were certainly far from having established equality
of rights for the sexes, but fhere seem to have been
traces of a Women’s-State complexion about the regime
of King Herod. There are two historical incidents bearing
on this view. First of all, Herod’s sister Salome divorced
her husband Costobar—a purely Women'’s-State procedure,
like that of any ancient Egyptian wife. Reitzenstein *
points out that this is the only instance known to us in
Jewish history in which the initiative in divorce was
taken by the wife. He quotes Josephus, who declares
that the action was contrary to the Mosaic Law. In the
Men’s State, only the husband is entitled to seek divorce.
Secondly, the legendary massacre of the innocents belongs
to the time of Herod. In this massacre the victims
were all boys. We have already learned that when
infanticide and the multilation of children are practised,
the members of the dominant sex escape. The infanticide
of boys is characteristic of the dominance of women, and
the infanticide of girls is characteristic of the dominance

¢t Op. cit., p. 102,
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of men. It seems possible, therefore, that Christ owed,
wholly or in part, to certain Women’s-State trends of
his day his inclination to give expression, in the religion
that he founded, to the demand for equality of rights
for the sexes. Paul, who appears to have been born in
Cilicia, presumably grew to manhood under different and
more exclusively Men’s-State auspices.

Nevertheless, we must not forget that the differing
ideologies of Christ and Paul may have been purely
individual. The greater the genius, the more complete
is emancipation from the reign of custom. Invariably,
therefore, we find that in the teaching of persons of great
genius, in the teaching of those whose minds are detached
from the epoch in which they happen to live, there is a
powerful inclination to give expression to the demand
for equal rights.r The reader need think only of Plato,
Goethe, and Kant. Plato devotes a whole section of his
teaching to this matter of equal rights. Goethe, reversing
the customary Men’s-State demand that women shall be
subordinate to men, insists that it is the business of men
to obey.2 Kant, in his Anthropologie, expressly declares
that the two sexes are equal in intelligence; he even
goes so far as to compare women with the king and man
with the king’s minister. Paul was certainly a lesser
genius than Christ. He may have excelled Christ in
will power, but did not do so in understanding.

The Men’s-State imprint stamped by Paul on the
Christian religion has been a hindrance to its spread
among many peoples who were in a different phase of
development. The Men’s-State Judaico-Christian mono-
theistic creed has only been able to make headway against
bisexual polytheism by concessions to the latter. The
plurality of the gods reappeared in the hierarchy of the
saints. Above all, there developed the cult of the Virgin
Mary, in whose person the feminine divine pnnmple
was reincorporated.

3 In a later work, the authors hope to show that the establishment
of equal rights for the sexes will betoken the highest phase in the evolution

of mankind.
3 Chapter and verse will be given in the work mentioned in the fore-

golng note.
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In Germany, when the dominance of men had entirely
replaced the phase of equal rights, favourable conditions
had been established for the efforts of the Reformation
to abolish the widespread polytheism which took the
form of the cult of the saints. Protestantism is especially
contrasted with Catholicism by the stressing of monotheism
characteristic of the reformed faith, for the Reformation
would never have been possible had not masculine domin-
ance been intensified almost to absolutism. Were it not
that by the time of the Reformation the influence of
women had greatly dwindled in comparison with their
influence in the days when Christianity was founded,
it would have been impossible to degrade the Virgin
Mary (the incorporation of the feminine divine principle)
to the insignificant position she occupies in the Protestant
faith to-day.

As regards ancient Egypt, some Egyptologists contend
that monotheism prevailed there in the very earliest
times.! In view of the well-marked feminine dominance
of those days, the opinion is not improbably correct.

Monotheism, however, is not a necessary consequence of
monosexual dominance. The example of Greek polytheism
suffices to show that it is merely a possible consequence.
It does not follow that monotheism will develop because
monosexual dominance exists. On the other hand, it
certainly seems to be true that monotheism cannot thrive
except upon the soil of monosexual dominance. In the
study of the connexion between monotheism and mono-
sexual dominance, this fact must be borne in mind.
Inasmuch as monotheism cannot thrive unless mono-
sexual dominance prevails, the establishment of equal
rights for the sexes is a menace to monotheism. The
overthrow of the extant men’s dominion will increase the
possibilities of the introduction of feminine deities. In
Germany a so-called folk movement is afoot aiming at
the re-establishment of the ancient Teutonic creeds.
But this will involve equality of rights for male and
female deities. Herein we find the explanation of the
support the movement in question receives, in especial,

t Gruppe, op. cit.,, p. 502.
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from women. Another religious trend is that which aims
at the reintroduction of the cult of the Blessed Virgin
Mary.:

The way in which the sex of deities is interconnected
with the religious predilections of the worshippers ex-
plains why there have apparently been hardly any women
among the founders of religion. Very various reasons
for this have been adduced.» But the main and hitherto
unrecognised reason is that all the history of religions,
like history in general, either relates to the Men’s-State
epoch, or else has been written by Men’s-State inves-
tigators. Just as, in the Men’s State, but little informa-
tion has come down to us concerning preexistent phases
when women held sway, so also in particular, we have
received very few details concerning the religions of
the Women’s State and concerning the founders of these
religions. In fact, the prevailing theory that there have
been very few women founders of religions is valid only
for the Men’s State epochs which are the theme of history
as we know it. All we are entitled to say is that very
few women have founded religions in the Men’s State.

Obviously, the Men’s State is an unfavourable environ-
ment for the work of a woman founder of religion. A
woman who should found a religion would, generally
speaking, make a feminine deity the centre of that religion.
Since, however, men, like women, prefer deities of their
own sex, the dominant males would be disinclined to
accept the new woman-made religion—and the attitude
of the dominant sex is decisive as to the chances a new
religion has of making its way. Even if in the Men’s
State there be just as many women as men with a talent
tor founding religions, very few religions will, in practical
experience, be founded ia the Men’s State, seeing that
the psychology of the dominant sex will, in the case of
women, deprive the talent of scope for exercise.

This explains, moreover, why the male founders of
religion, with their doctrine of a male deity, address them-
selves especially to men, whereas women, preaching a

r Cf. the periodical " Neues Leben," edited by Dr. Ernst Hunkel.
* Cf. Havelock Ellis, Man and Woman.
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female deity, address themselves rather to women. The
founder of a religion finds that the members of his
or her own sex are those most inclined to accept and to
spread the new doctrine. As regards the male founders
of religion, proof of this statement would be superfluous.
We bave much less evidence concerning female founders
of religion. In view of the scantiness of materials, every
tittle of evidence is important in this connexion. Plutarch
writes of Isis that she founded the religion in whose
centre she appears as goddess. It would seem that in the
earliest times—we are referring to a legendary period,
before written history began—women carried the religion
of Isis to foreign lands. Herodotus® relates that the
daughters of Danaos brought from Egypt the worship
of Demeter (the Egyptian Isis) and taught it to the
Pelasgian women. The characteristic point in this relation
is that women are the missionaries of the cult of a female
divinity, and that their disciples are likewise women.
Herodotus tells us that the new doctrine brought by the
Danaides found acceptance among the Pelasgi (probably
because at this period women were dominant among
the primitive inhabitants of Greece), for he writes:
‘ Subsequently, when all the inhabitants of Peloponnesus
fled before the Dorian invasion, the worship of Demeter
decayed, for it was preserved only by the Arcadians, who
alone among the Peloponnesians remained in their original
home."”

It seems probable, therefore, that women, in the days
of their dominance, were also energetic founders of
religions.

In this connexion, an interesting parallel may be
drawn between the Men’s State and the Women’s State
in the religious domain. We find that the history of the
creation is influenced in its various versions by monosexual
dominance. The legend that Eve was created out of
one of Adam’s ribs is a typical product of Men’s-State
ideology. According to the Younger Edda,» the gods
created men and women respectively out of two trees
growing on the sea shore. Unquestionably here we

t Lo171. * Scherr, Geschichte der deutschen Frauenm, p. 79.
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have a version of the creation myth deriving from the
phase of equal rights. To the same phase belongs the
.Greek myth of Deucalion and Pyrrha. Wishing to re-
people the earth after a deluge in which all other mortals
have perished, the two survivors consult an oracle, and
are told to throw ‘the bones of their mother”’ behind
them. They thereupon walk along throwing stones
over their shoulders. The stones thrown by Deucalion
become men ; those thrown by Pyrrha become women.
Thoroughly Women’s State in their trend are the stories
recently deciphered by Stephen Langdon from the earthen-
ware tablets of Babylon dating from Sumerian days.
Here we read that it was the man who tasted the for-
bidden fruit. The deity is of the female sex. It is through
this female divinity that salvation from sin is to be secured.
The influence of monosexual dominance is thus plainly
manifested in the persistent determination to assign
the leading place among gods and mortals to members
of the dominant sex.

We have similar reversals of sex réles in the legends
of unions between gods and mortals. In the Women's
State we are told of the union between a female deity and
a mortal of the male sex. Such stories have been pre-
served in ancient saga. In the Men’s-State versions, on
the other hand, we read, as in Genesis (vi. 2—4) : * The
sons of God saw the daughters of men that they were
fair; and, .. . when the sons of God came in unto the
the daughters of men, and they bare children unto them,
the same became mighty men which were of old, men of
renown.”



CHAPTER THIRTEEN

THE SEX OF PRIESTS! UNDER MONOSEXUAL
DOMINANCE

THE sex of priests in the Women’s State and in the Men's
State seems closely connected with the sex of the leading
deities, but despite careful investigation we have been
unable to discover the existence of any definite tendency.
Of course, it does not follow that no such tendency exists.
All that any one is entitled to assert is that, if there be a
fundamental tendency, it must be less strongly developed
than that which manifests itself in the case of the sex of
deities ; or else, that history and tradition are so defective
in this respect that the tendency is irrecognisable. More-
over, in these investigations concerning the problems of
the Men’s State and the Women’s State, great difficulties
arise because (both for psychological and historical reasons)
we are rarely if ever able to decide the precise point at
which, in the history of a particular people, the dominance
of one sex ends and that of the other begins. We have
in fact learned that between two epochs of monosexual
dominance, masculine and feminine respectively, there
always intervenes a phase of sex equality. For this
reason, the transformation of the manners and customs
typical of the Women’s State into those typical of the
Men’s State does not proceed at the same pace in all
departments of social life. Thus in certain States we
encounter characteristically Men’s-State institutions and

* The authors use the word * Priester ” as of common gender, dis-
tinguishing in case of need between ‘* weibliche”’ and ‘' mianliche '
Priester. We have found it convenient to follow them in the English
rendering, using * priest "’ as of common gender, and distinguishing in
case of need between ‘‘ male "’ priests and “‘female "’ priests.—TRANS-
LATORS’ NOTE.
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laws side by side with such as are characteristically
Women’s State. Inasmuch as we are writing a pioneer
work, the laws of all these extensive psychological and
historical transformations are in many respects still to
seek.

As regards the particular problem we are now considering,
that of the sex of priests, we lack precise evidence to show
that the sex of the priesthood was determined by mono-
sexual dominance. There have been peoples whose
priests were all males, peoples whose priests were all
females, and peoples whose priests were of both sexes.
But there is no definite correspondence in either of the
two former cases between the sex of the priesthood and
that of the dominant sex ; nor do we find, when priests
are of both sexes, that this has a necessary connexion
with the phase of equal sexual rights.

Among the Pampas Indian tribes, which are now extinct,
there were only female priests. In Formosa, likewise,
there was a tribe whose priests were all women. The
Mandayas of the Philippines, too, would have no male
priests.? Unfortunately we have no information as to
which sex was dominant in any of these cases. Among
some of the tribes of northern Asia, and also in ancient
Mexico, female priests predominated. But in these cases,
as well, we lack information as to the type of sexual
dominance that prevailed. Christianity, during the days
when the dominance of men attained its climax, knew
only male priests, but in the days of its early spread it
seems in this matter of the sex of the priesthood to have
accepted the custom of the people among whom it was
being introduced.

Where the priesthood comprised both sexes, Christianity
at the outset followed the native example. This was
the case in Germany and also in Rome. In the days of
Charlemagne, female priests still officiated at Rome in
the Christian church. We know that Alcuin begged the
arch-priestess Damoeta in Rome to take active measures in
order to heal the schisms in the church.3 When St. Boni-

1 Platz, Die Volker der Erde, vol. i, p. 82. s Jaeckel, op. cit., p. 332.
3 Klemm, Die Frauen, vol. iv. p. 37.
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face wished to spread the Christian faith in Germany
he called in the aid of women, presumably because the
Germans were used to the ministrations of female priests
Thus he requested the abbess Thekla to preach publicly
in church. We see that the Pauline prescription, *‘ Let
your women keep silence in the churches,” was disregarded
by Boniface, the great missionary, when he found that
it was discordant with the spirit of the people he was
trying to convert. At the present time, women are again
making their way into the priesthood. According to
Max Hirsch,! in the year 1900 there were already in the
U. S. 3,405 female ministers of religion.

The obverse to this parallelism between masculine
dominance and masculine priesthood in Christianity, is
to be found among the Wabuna, a Congo tribe. According
to Mense? the Wabuna were under the dominance of
women, having women chiefs and only women as priests.

Turning to ancient Egypt, we find, that, as far as the
very earliest times are concerned, those in which the
dominance of women was most thoroughly established,
details as to the sex of the priests are unfortunately
lacking. In later days there were priests of both sexes ;
for instance, all the members of the royal family were
priests, regardless of sex. Numerous mummies of high
priests both male and female have been disinterred. Al-
though to-day, when the dominance of men is almost
universal, it is hardly less universal to restrict the priest-
hood to males, it would be erroneous to infer that,
speaking generally, the entry into the priesthood has been
reserved for members of the dominant sex. The enquirer
need merely turn to Rome, where, during the days when
male hegemony was absolute, women could act as high
priests. Among the Celtae, on the other hand, concerning
whem there are definite indications that they lived under
the dominance of women, male soothsayers officiated as
high priests.3 Strabo also informs us concerning the
oracle of Dodona, that originally the soothsayers had

t Ueber das Frauenstudium, * Archiv for Frauenkunde,” 1919.
* Quoted by Schurtz, Urgeschichte der Kultur, p. 125.
3 Strabo, iv. 6.
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been men, but later were women. Now in the days when
women priests were delivering these oracles, the domin-
ance of men seems to have prevailed in Epirus, whereas
primitively it is probable that women held sway there.
Here, then would be another instance in which the priests
did not belong to the dominant sex.

Jaeckel has drawn attention to the remarkable fact
that, despite the great diversities among religions, there
is one trait which is generally shared by male priests.
For the most part their dress and their way of doing the
hair has a markedly feminine stamp. The medicine men
of Patagonia were always dressed like women. Plutarch
relates that the priests of the temple of Hercules
at Arimathea wore women’s robes when performing
the sacrificial rites. Tacitus mentions a tribe whose
priests wore women’s dress. In Christian churches,
Protestant as well as Catholic, the priests (males with
rare exceptions) perform their official duties in long,
flowing robes resembling those worn by women.

The same thing strikes us as regards the way in which
male priests dress their hair. Herodotus says that among
the priests of all the nations known to him, the custom
was, except only in the case of the Egyptians, to wear
the hair long.® In connexion with the feminine attire
of the Egyptian gods, we pointed out that these male
deities had probably undergone a change of sex, but had
retained feminine attire so that the common people might
not be too abruptly made aware of the change of sex.
It seems possible that the feminine attire of male priests
can be explained on similar grounds. These male priests
may have had female predecessors. The retention of
feminine attire would in that case be a deference to
the externals with which the common people were
familiar.

When a monosexual priesthood officiates for worshippers
of both sexes, there is always danger that the religion
will unwittingly invade the sexual sphere. A mingling of

s Here is further proof, if proof be needed, that when men leave their
hair uncut, it will grow just as long as women’s. But there are still
many pundits who believe that a man’s hair has less inclination to grow
long than a woman’s |
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sexuality and religion takes place. Such mingling intro-
duces psychological complications into all the manifesta-
tions in this field, inasmuch as it veils intrinsic religion
with the ambiguities of a sexually tinged piety or of a
religious sexuality.



CHAPTER FOURTEEN
MONOSEXUAL DOMINANCE AND THE SEX OF MONARCHS

KiNGsHIP and chieftainship are found both in Men’s
States and in Women’s States. The general assumption
has hitherto been that in a Men’s State, a man, and in
a Women’s State, a woman, will wield the royal power.
At the first glance this psychological principle seems in
such perfect harmony with monosexual dominance that
we are inclined to regard it as the only possible one.
Monarchical authority embodies the supreme power in the
State, and we feel as if this power must necessarily be
wielded by a member of the dominant sex.

Among many peoples we do in fact find that the monarch
is a member of the dominant sex, and the frequency
of this experience has confirmed the idea that such an
association is inevitable. We need offer no proof of the
assertion that in Men'’s States the right to wield monarchi-
cal power is often restricted to men, and it will suffice
to refer to counterparts in Women’s States. In the
kingdom of Attinga, where women held sway, it was a
fundamental law that none but women could ascend
the throne (Meiners). The Wabuna on the Congo were
under feminine dominance, and all their chiefs were
women (Schurtz). Reitzenstein says that in Khyria
gynecocracy was associated with matriarchy, so that
here the chief priestess was at the same time the supreme
political authority. The Gagers, too, were under feminine
dominance, and were led by a queen both in peace and
war. Women were dominant among the Celtae, and
here the women decided the issues of peace and war and
conducted parleys with the enemy. In the case of the
following peoples, Women’s States without exception,
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we are told that the supreme power was wielded by
a woman chief: the Creeks, the Dyaks, the Ling-
gans, the Winnebagos, the Balonda, the Angolans, the
Chippewas. Among the Egyptians, who lived under the
dominance of women for a very long time, we learn from
Diodorus that the queen had more authority and was
more highly venerated than the king. Erman says that
women were the “ nominal ’ monarchs of Thebae. Thus
much in passing anent the Egyptian monarchs. Presently
we shall have to consider the matter more fully.

Nevertheless, whether under the dominance of men or
under the dominance of women, monarchical rule may
take a form which, as far as sex is concerned, seems to
conflict with the psychology of monosexual dominance. In
the case of not a few peoples we learn that the monarch,
or at any rate the person who incorporated the highest
political dignity in the State, was a member of the sub-
ordinate sex. In reality, however, such a custom, despite
its seeming discordance with all the trends of monosexual
dominance, is an outcome of this dominance. The
monarchy, as the supreme power in the State, is often
regarded by the magnates of a’ country as a menace to
their own power. When such a notion prevails, they
endeavour to cheek the tendency of monarchical power
to become absolute, by appointing as monarch a member
of the subordinate sex. In many instances we are
definitely told that this was the reason for choosing a
monarch of the subordinate sex. Naturally, however,
the need for the maintenance of the dynasty may play
its part.

Thus on the one hand we may find monosexual domin-
ance pushed to an extreme where it is taken as a matter
of course that the monarch shall be a member of the
dominant sex. Conversely we may find that a dread of
the abuse of monarchical authority carries the day. In
that event the royal power is entrusted to a member of
the subordinate sex.

Meiners * informs us that some of the earlier nations
of America,  among whom women were despised and ill-

* Geschichte, vol. i. p. 53; History, vol. i. p. 44.
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treated, nevertheless appointed women as their ostensible
rulers.” He says that this choice of women as monarchs
is referable to the mutual jealousies of the nobles, who
were unwilling to concede the royal dignity to any one
of their number, and therefore preferred to entrust it to
a woman as less likely to restrict their powers. Meiners *
says the same thing concerning the inhabitants of the
East Indies and concerning those of the South Sea Islands.
Although in domestic life they despised and oppressed
women, they had women as rulers, or at least honoured
certain women as queens.

As a counterpart to these Men’s States in which women
were monarchs, we find Women’s States in which men
were chieftains or kings. Among the Iroquois in the
days of the dominance of women, the choice of ruler
was entirely in the women’s hands. They chose a prince,
and Morgan tells us that they were careful to avoid
appointing the most efficient among their men lest he
should secure too much power for himself. Thus the
prince or chieftain was a pseudo-ruler. The reports of
Lafitau show that the Iroquois women were the sole
repositories of political power. The councils consisted
of women; the women decided questions of war and
peace ; they guarded the State treasures; the prisoners
were handed over to them. Writing of the Garos, Le Bon
says that among them in earlier days a woman was
at the head of each clan, but that now the chieftain is
a man, who is, however, unable to act without the per-
mission of the women and their council. Meiners says
that the queens of some of the southern Asiatic realms,
and especially of Patani and Malacca in the Malay Penin-
sula and of Achin in Sumatra, were shadow queens rather
than true monarchs. These instances are probably the
obverse of those just mentioned.

In Sparta the monarchical authority was wielded by
men at a time when the predominance of women prevailed.
A passage in Aristotle’s writings shows clearly that the
Spartan women exercised the leadership in political
matters, for he says that the Lacedemonians owed most

* Geschichte, vol. i. p. 100 ; History, vol. i. p. 85.
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of their institutions in the days of their supremacy to
women. He also writes: ‘ Contentious and warlike
nations such as the Lacedemonians are always under
women’s rule.”” The political power of the Spartan women
is shown by a passage in Plutarch’s life of Agis, which
proves that the women exercised the powers of aristocracy
as well as those of democracy. ‘‘ The women decided
in favour of Agis (who wished to re-establish equality ;
but others turned to Leonidas, in order that he might
countermine the plans of Agis, for these women saw
that equality was a menace to their prestige, their power,
and their wealth. . . . Subsequently the mass of the
people took the side of Agis.”* This Spartan Women'’s
State would seem to have had males almost exclusively
as monarchs.

We have also records of peoples among which, at least
for certain periods, the supreme authority was vested in
a duarchy consisting of a man and a woman. In the
case of the Hittites there is definite evidence that the
king and the queen ruled as equals. We referred on
P- I3I to the silver tablet recording the treaty of 1290 B.C.
between the Hittites and the "Egyptians. The pictures
on the tablet indicate that the Hittite king and the
Hittite queen were co-equal in position as representatives
of their nation. According to Miiller-Lyer, among the
Ashantis a2 queen ruled the women subjects while her
brother held sway over the males. In the Pelew Islands,
where political power was vested in the women, the
actual rulers of the community were a pair of chieftains,
one male and the other female. Among the Wyandots
(Hurons), the women were likewise supreme in political
matters. They elected chieftains of both sexes, with a
marked preponderance of women, for every tribal council
consisted of forty-four females and eleven males. Here,
again, we see the obverse of the distribution of political
power with which we are familiar in our own land.

According to Waitz,2 among the Micronesians the
supreme ruler was a woman, but subordinate to her

t Schulte-Vaerting, op. cit., pp. 181 et seq.
3 Op. cit,, vol. v. p. 123
11
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were male chiefs. When disputes arose among the chiefs,
the decision of the queen was final, and she also had the
last word in questions of war and peace. Her authority
was that of an absolute monarch. Among the Germans
all the empresses of the Saxon and Franconian house
had a legal right to share in the powers of government.t
The right has now passed into complete oblivion, for
history is written by Men’s-State investigators, who turn
their blind eye towards such facts.

Seeing that, in less than a thousand years, a right con-
firmed by written history, the right of women to share
in the monarchical power, can be so utterly forgotten
in the land where that right prevailed, we have a standard
by which to measure the amount of credence to be given
to modern reports of foreign monarchical institutions
dating sometimes from thousands of years back. For
centuries the records of history and tradition have been
passing through the filter of masculine dominance, and
this has—we might almost say, perforce—tended to
extract from the stream all the details disharmonious
with the dominance of men. Concurrently with a change
in sex dominance, there occurs something more than a
change in the mutual relationships of the sexes, and
something more than a change in their physiological
and mental constitutions. We find also that historical
records undergo modification to adapt them to the new
conditions.

These trends must always be taken into account in
our study of Egyptian lore. There has come down to
us a certain amount of definite evidence to show that
the queens of Egypt had more power than the kings.
We have already quoted Diodorus’ statement that in
Egypt the queen was more powerful than the king, and
was more highly honoured. In documents of as late
as the Ptolemaic age the queen is named before the king,
for we;'read: “ In the reign of Queen and King Ptolemy
+«..’3 We find inscriptions beneath the statues of
royal couples which show unmistakably that the chief

* Cf. Klemm, op. cit., vol. iil. p. 26s.
* Cf. Erman and Krebs, op. cilt,., p.5u7.
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power was vested in the queen. M. Duncker * reproduces
inscriptions concerning King Rameses II and his queen.
Over the sculptured image of the king is graved: “1I
come to my father in the train of the gods, whom he
always admits to his presence.” Over the image of the
queen we read: ‘‘ See what the goddess-spouse says,
the queen-mother, the mistress of the world.” She goeson
to describe her husband, likewise, as ‘‘ the lord of the
world.” These inscriptions indicate that the queen’s
position was greater than that of the king, for only in
her inscription is there any reference to monarchical
power. The king comes in the train of the gods; the
queen is herself a goddess and the mistress of the world.
The king is not called ‘“lord” in his own inscription,
for this title is merely vouchsafed him by the queen.
If we may judge by the customs of our own recently
defunct empire, the title given to the king by the queen
was no more than a polite formality. The German emperor
in whom the supreme authority was vested, was accustomed
on public occasions to refer to his spouse as empress,
mistress (Herrscherin), and mother of the country. But
the lady had absolutely no share in the powers of govern-
ment.

Here is a practical instance of the monarchical authority
of the queens in ancient Egypt. After the death of
his queen, Thothmes I had to abdicate in favour of his
daughter Hatshepsu. The latter took over the govern-
ment, although her father had at least two sons of about
the same age as herself.

According to Diodorus, Sesostris had two columns
in honour of himself and his wife erected at Memphis.
They were both of the same height, thirty ells in each
case. The significance of this statement becomes obvious
when we think of some of the monuments erected during
the days of absolute monarchy in Prussia, the regime
so recently overthrown. The monuments in the Siegesallee
all commemorate the glories of the male Hohenzollerns ;
their wives being completely ignored. Even those queens
who, according to the testimony of our own historians,

1 Op. cit., vol. i. p. 16s.
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greatly excelled their husbands in ability (we need only
compare Queen Louise with Frederick William III) found
no place beside their husbands in the Hohenzollern gallery.
Legally, the queens had no share in the government, and
were therefore unworthy to be represented side by side
with the actual rulers. When we apply this experience
to the interpretation of what Diodorus tells us concerning
the pillars at Memphis, we may draw the conclusion that
Sesostris and his wife shared equally in the royal power.

A reference is in place here to the images of the Sphinx.
Of late it has been suggested that these must have been
male, but it is far more probable that they were memorials
of the queens. Bearing on this theory we have to re-
member that ‘‘lioness "’ was a favourite term of endearment
in Egypt.

A few examples may be given to show how potent the
Men’s-State influence has been, and still is, in obliterating
the traces of the monarchical power of women in Egypt.
It may be thought remarkable, in view of the extensive
evidence we have adduced to show how preponderant
was the power of the queens of ancient Egypt, that con-
temporary Europe should be so much more familiar with
the names of the kings of Egypt than with those of the
queens. Manetho, the earliest known Egyptian historio-
grapher (though he belonged to the comparatively late
days of the Ptolemies, when Men’s-State institutions
were becoming generally diffused 2) includes a number
of women’s names in his list of the Egyptian sovereigns,
and tells us that the women members of the royal house
always had the right of succession to the throne. Diodorus
mentions five female sovereigns. It is characteristic that
the names of the queens do not appear among the list of
the rulers which are graven in the temples at Thebae and
Abydos (Wilkinson). This one fact speaks volumes as

* Both in sport and in earnest, Egyptian women are often spoken of
as the *‘ lionesses of the Nile,”

* The history of Cleopatra shows how strongly the Men’s-State leaven
was working in Ptolemaic Egypt, especially in this matter of the royal
power. When her father Ptolemy Auletes died, she became queen, but
only on condition that she married her younger brother Ptolemy, who
was co-ruler. Wilkinson tells us that in monuments of a somewhat later
date the name of her son Casarion is always associated with her own.
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to the credibility of the lists of monarchs, and also as to
the modificatory influence of the Men’s-State trend.

Speaking generally, we find that names and inscrip-
tions in the Egyptian records have been to a great
extent modified or falsified, and in some cases have been
actually erased. One instance of such falsification is
worth recording here, since it bears an unmistakable
Men’s-State stamp. In the statues of Queen Hatshepsu
the feminine robes have been changed into masculine
attire in order to suggest that the images represented a
male ruler—presumably her successor Thothmes III. Her
names, too, have been erased, and have been replaced
by masculine names. Bolko Stern actually inferred from
the masculine dress of this queen that the queens as a
rule wore men’s clothing. This particular attempt to
falsify a queen’s monuments in order to make them appear
to have been a king’s was discovered only by chance.
We naturally wonder whether there may not have been
many similar falsifications which have remained undis-
covered.

We may mention in passing the characteristic fact that
in the eyes of Men’s-State historians it does not detract
in any way from the repute and prestige of King Thothmes
that he should have been (as is generally supposed) the
initiator of the before-mentioned falsifications, which were
the outcome of his desire after the death of his spouse
and sister to take her glories to himself. But what would
our Men’s-State historians have thought of the matter,
had Thothmes been a woman instead of a man? Let us
suppose that a queen, after her husband’s death, had
cheated concerning his great deeds, had falsified the records
so that the fame of their performance might accrue to
herself. Would not this instance of petty jealousy have
become proverbial ?

Erman exhibits similar Men’s-State prejudices when
he is writing of the Egyptian monarchs. He tells us
that the queens were regarded as the mortal representatives
of the goddess Nut. For this reason they were held in
great veneration. ‘‘ Sometimes the idea enhanced their
political influence. Later, too, in the Saitan epoch, we find
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that these women are the nominal rulers of Thebae,
and there is a good deal to show that once before,
at the beginning of the Eighteenth Dynasty, they had
held a similar position.” Thus the female sovereigns of
Thebae are spoken of as ‘‘nominal rulers,” although
there is absolutely no foundation for the introduction of
the adjective “ nominal.” Though in general Erman is
free in the mention of authorities for his statements, in
this instance no authority is given. When there are
unmistakable historical traces of the exercise of sovereignty
by women, that sovereignty is termed nominal to deprive
it of significance and to promote the reader’s forgetfulness.

Menes, or Mena, is spoken of as the first king of the First
Dynasty. There is just as much reason to describe his
wife Neithotep as a supreme ruler, for her title as queen
is mentioned quite as often as Menes’ title as king, and
her name appears more frequently than his. It was she
who had a temple built in honour of the goddess Neith.
Her mausoleum appears to have been far more splendid
than her husband’s.

Schneider * is another instance. This authority openly
expresses his Men’s-State displeasure concerning the pre-
ponderant position of the queens. ‘ Towards the close
of the dynasty, Queen Teye, a woman of comparatively
low birth, ruled over her husband and her son. The latter,
Amenhotep IV, never appears without his wife. An
amazing tendency to give the wife the same rights as the
husband was leading to love marriages and to a sort of
facultative monogamy.” How can we expect that an
investigator who regards as ““ amazing ”’ the tendency to
give women equal rights, should exhibit any understanding
of the phases of women’s dominance ?

Here is another example of the way in which Schneider’s
Men’s-State prejudices cloud his judgment. He tells us
that the reign of Queen Hatshepsu was an ‘‘emasculate
period of peace.” On the other hand he informs us that
King Amenhotep III was a “ glorious prince of peace.”
When a woman rules, peace is ‘‘emasculate’” ; when a
man rules, peace is ‘“‘glorious” ! Thus we see that the

' Kultur und Denken der alten Aegypter, p. 17.
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problem as to which sex really exercised monarchical
authority at one period or another throughout several
thousand years—a problem already difficult—has been
needlessly complicated by the Men’s-State prejudices of
our own Egyptologists. This much, at least, emerges
from a dispassionate study, that the current assumption
concerning the persistence of male monarchical authority
in ancient Egypt is open to question.

The Men's-State tendency to falsify the record when
evidence of -female sovereignty offers itself, is manifest
in relation to other lands besides Egypt. Let us consider,
for example, the case of Semiramis, queen of Assyria.
Whereas Herodotus and Diodorus report her doings
without hesitation, Alexander Polyhistor initiated the
tendency to attribute her exploits to male sovereigns.
Modern historians incline, either to follow Alexander
Polyhistor by adopting the Men’s-State method of a
transformation of sex, or else to relegate Semiramis’ doings
to the realm of fable. Meyer describes as ** pure saga,’
the ascription to a woman of such a part as Semiramis
is supposed to have played.

Nevertheless, the historicity of this queen whom it had
been proposed to banish to the twilight of fable has of
late been rehabilitated by inscriptions and other dis-
coveries. Thereupon our Men’s-State pundits seek an-
other way out of the difficulty. Although Semiramis
did exist after all, at any rate the story of her deeds
must be mythical. For instance Groebe® writes: ‘‘ Her
historicity has been confirmed by recent discoveries in
Mesopotamia, but her sovereignty has been decked with
fable.” Gfrérer 2 opines that Semiramis is an ancient
oriental name, a general term denoting the acme of the
Assyrian royal power. Winckler3 writes in a similar
strain, as follows: ‘‘Sanherib, when he made his son
king of Babylon, gave him the name Assurnadinsum,
i.e. princess (?) of heaven and earth.” Extremely
characteristic is Winckler’s querying of the word princess,

t Handbuch fir den Geschichtsunterricht.
® Urgeschichte des menschlichen Geschlechts, vol, i. p. 208.
$ Altorientalische Forschungen, vols. v and vi. p. 519.
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for it gives fresh proof of the way in which the Men's-
State ideology can blind an investigator to the signifi-
cance of Women's-State concepts. Those who wish to
understand Women’s-State institutions when they them-
selves belong to a Men's State, must imaginatively inter-
change the roles of the sexes in accordance with the law
of reversal we discussed in an earlier chapter.r Un-
questionably Sanherib gave his son the title princess to
increase the young man’s prestige, because at that time
and in that place the feminine title of sovereignty was
more highly honoured than the masculine. We can
give a counterpart from the Men’s State in comparatively
recent times. It is recorded that when Queen Maria
Theresa sought help from Hungary against her enemies,
the Hungarian nobles greeted her with the cry: ‘ Hail
to our king, Maria Theresa!” She was a woman, but
they called her king instead of queen. Who can doubt
that the Hungarians used the masculine denomination in
order to pay special honour to the queen and in order
to exhibit their own supreme devotion. Inasmuch as
in their day sovereigns were almost invariably males,
the word king was more exalted. Surely we are justified
in parodying Winckler’s utterance. Let us suppose that
in hundreds or thousands of years from now the tide of
masculine dominance has ebbed and that of feminine
dominance has flowed. A woman investigator, disinterring
the ancient history of Austria-Hungary, will perhaps
tell her contemporaries how the Hungarian nobles ex-
claimed : ** Hail to our king (?), Maria Theresa !”

A study of the special aptitudes of men and women,
respectively, for reigning and ruling must be postponed
to another book. John Stuart Mill, Fourier, and
others, consider that women’s capacity in this respect
is superior to that of men. Platen goes so far as to
say: ‘“Ever and again women have founded powerful
realms, for they excel men in wisdom.” All that has
been written in the present work must serve to emphasise

* Since this law had remained unnoticed until the authors of the Present

work glrew attention.to it, no one is entitled to censure the Men’s-State
investigators for their failure to understand.
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the warning against being too ready to attribute differences
between the sexes to inborn biological causes. Enough,
for the nonce to remind the reader of this warning in
connexion with any such assumption that women have
by nature a peculiar gift for reigning and ruling.



CHAPTER FIFTEEN

THE ATTITUDE OF MEN AND WOMEN TOWARDS WAR
AND PEACE. MORAL COURAGE AND PHYSICAL

COURAGE

ACCORDING to current opinion concerning the special
characteristics of the female sex, we should be inclined to
expect that under the dominance of women society would
exhibit an exceptionally powerful trend towards peace.
History teaches, however, that, under the dominance
of women, just as under the dominance of men, some
States are pacifically inclined, whereas others are bellicose
and prone to display a fondness for wars of conquest.
The Egyptians, for example, were a most unwarlike
people. In almost all works on Egypt we find direct
references to the pacifist disposition of the Egyptians,
and this especially applies to the Old Kingdom. Miiller*
says that the Old Kingdom did not make any of those
great campaigns of conquest which have been the source
of most of the geographical information we possess con-
cerning early days. He considers that the Egyptians
must have been less spirited than the Nubian negroes, his
reason being that the Egyptians endured so many
thrashings—though he gives no proof of the latter assertion.
Bolko Stern: expresses himself still more strongly. He
writes : ‘“ We are entitled to maintain (and here we touch
the chief weakness in the mentality of the ancient
Egyptians) that they were unwarlike, spiritless, and
ultra-pacifist in their outlook.” As late as Strabo’s
time, the Egyptian nation was reputed pacifist. The
geographer tells us that from the earliest days the Egyptians

t Op. cit., p. 2.
3 Aegyptische Kulturgeschichte, p. 28.
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had been a peace-loving people, and that although they
were so numerous they had no taste for war. Even
when their rulers were great conquerors, the Egyptians
in general remained unwarlike. Thothmes III and
Rameses IT both uttered eloquent complaints concerning
the pusillanimity and untrustworthiness of the Egyptian
troops. In conformity with this, we find that the soldier’s
lot was considered unenviable: ‘ If the officer has to
face the enemy, he is like a bird in a cage; if he comes
back to Egypt he is like worm-eaten wood.”” This con-
tempt for military life explains why the Egyptians made
so much use of foreign mercenary troops.

It might seem natural to attribute to the dominance
of women this disinclination of the Egyptians for war.
But there are two excellent reasons for rejecting such
a view.

First of all, there have been Men's States which were
averse from war. For instance, in the days of Julius
Casar the ancient Britons were strongly inclined to peace.
But we read in Hume’s History of England that at this
date the men were dominant among the Britons rather
than the women.

In the second place, and this is a decisive point, there
have been Women’s States in which the lust for war and
the desire for conquest were unquestionably rife. The
Libyans, who were under the dominance of women, were
a most warlike people; so were the Ethiopians, whose
queens led them to war. The Gagers, among whom
women held sway, were also continually engaged in wars
of conquest. The Spartans, again, were noted for their
warlike propensities. Among the Dyaks, where women
were dominant, the women incited the men to war and
actually led in battle. Similar facts are recorded of the
Chippewas. Among the ancient Teutons the women
must have been extremely warlike, for in the days of
Tacitus they were still given weapons and armour as
wedding presents. Most warlike among women were
the Amazons, whose deeds belong to the realm of saga.
Bachofen insists that to discredit such traditions is to
fight against the millenniums.



172 THE DOMINANT SEX

We infer that monosexual dominance is not the decisive
factor in rendering thé disposition of a people warlike
or peaceful. Nevertheless, it would seem that the more
extreme forms of monosexual dominance, whether mascu-
line or feminine, tend to favour the growth of a bellicose
tendency. Perhaps the two most perfect instances of
extreme monosexual dominance known to us are that
of the Amazons as far as Women’s States are concerned
and that of the former realm of Prussia as far as Men’s
States are concerned.

No Men’s State ever enforced the dominance of men
with the same perfection of absolutism as the legendary
Amazons are said to have enforced the dominance of
women. The Amazons went so far as practically to
exclude men from the national life. They devoted them-
selves entirely to war and training for war. Their army
consisted solely of women soldiers. To them men were
merely embodiments of the procreative principle, whose
existence must be tolerated in order to ensure a sufficiency
of female offspring. Since the boys played no part in
the national life, they were left to the fathers to take
care of.

Of course, in the former realm of Prussia, Men's-State
institutions were not developed to the same pitch of
monosexual absolutism. But the dominance of men in
Prussia was perhaps more complete than such dominance
has ever been elsewhere. In Prussia, just as among
the Amazons, the monosexuality of the fighters was
guarded with the utmost strictness. During the late
war, the exclusion of the subordinate sex from the
Prussian army was rigidly maintained even during the
hour of supreme need. Many of the other belligerents
formed women’s corps, but in Prussia a girl who, disguised
as a male soldier, had smuggled herself into a troop,
was sent to be trained as a hospital nurse. Now the
bellicosity of Prussia is proverbial, recalling that of the
Amazon State. It has been justly said: “ The germ
cell of the Prussian State is the soldier.”

It is easy to understand why warlike propensities
should become accentuated among peoples where mono-
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sexual dominance is carried to an extreme. Men have
less sympathy for men, and women have less sympathy for
women, than men have for women or women for men.
The more exclusively power is vested in one sex, the more
callous does the mentality of the dominant sex tend to
become towards the horrors of war.

The sex of the troops under monosexual dominance is
worthy of further consideration. In some instances we
find that monosexuality is strictly enforced in the army,
whereas in other instances there are soldiers of both
sexes. Moreover, whilst under monosexual dominance
soldiers are more often of the dominant sex, this rule is
not universal.

Examples are familiar of the cases in which, now in
Men’s States and now in Women’s States, the army is
exclusively recruited from the dominant sex. In the
Men's States of our own day, those with whose institutions
we are well acquainted, the soldiers are all men. Con-
versely, in Libya and among the Amazons, the soldiers
were all women. The queens of Lunda in the Congo,
and the queens of Nepal, would have only women soldiers.
In like manner it would seem that the ancient Teutons
during the days of the dominance of women had none
but female warriors. Tacitus * reports that in Germany
it was the custom in marriage for the husband to provide
a dowry, and that this consisted of cattle, a harnessed
horse, a strong spear, a sword, and a shield. He expressly
states that as heirlooms the weapons passed only to the
women. The recital is plain evidence as to which sex then
practised the arts of war. Assume that things had been
the other way about, and that the bride had brought
her husband war gear as a wedding gift. No one would
question that in this case the husband was or had beena
warrior. In the days of the Romans, German women still
fought side by side with their men, for we learn that the
bodies of women were often found among the corpses
of those slain in battle. At this period there were still
queens who led their troops to the fight. Thus in the
transitional period, when the sexes enjoyed equal rights,

) * Germania, 18.
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both men and women among the ancient Teutons pursued
the arts of war. Tacitus expressly declares: ‘' The
women participate in the heroisms and the vicissitudes
of war. Woman shares in the toils and dangers both
of war and peace.”

We cannot decide whether this participation of both
sexes in military service is typical of the phase of equal
rights. It is not uncommon to read of the two sexes
fighting side by side, but we cannot always ascertain in
such cases what were the social relationships between
the sexes. In ancient Syria, at a time when men were
dominant, the army consisted of both sexes. Miiller *
reports that in the siege of Satuna the Syrian women
helped to defend the walls of the city. In the Persian
armies that attacked Athens, one of the chief generals
was a woman. Among ‘the Gagers, to whom we have
frequently referred, the army was led by a queen and
consisted mainly of women, but men were not excluded
from military service. The Gagers made extensive con-
quests. Queen Tomyris, who slew Cyrus in war,
had an army consisting of male and female warriors.
Strabo declares that the women of the Indian courts
were always trained to arms and fought beside the men.
Dion Cassius, who wrote a century later than Tacitus,
reports that in the days of the former there were queens
both in Germany and in Britain who led their troops to
battle. In Mexico a woman in priestly orders was com-
mander-in-chief of the army, which appears to have been
composed entirely of men. Meiners tells us of a queen
in the Bombay district who took personal command of
her troops and challenged an enemy king to a duel.

There have also been peoples among which the troops
consisted, mainly at least, of members of the subordinate
sex. In Dahomey ? the sovereign was a man, and men
appear to have been dominant. The king had a body-
guard consisting of one hundred heavily armed warrior
women and a large number of elephant huntresses. This
force was commanded by a woman general. The army

* Egyptological Researches, vol. i, p. 175.
* Jaeckel, op. cit., pp. 111, 115.
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was for the most part composed of female warriors ; there
were also male soldiers, but these played a subordinate
part. The Dahomeyans ascribed their victories chiefly
to the women warriors. When the men were retreating
the women would continue to advance. We learn that
among these female troops there developed qualities
precisely similar to those with which we are familiar
in male warriors. The warrior women of Dahomey
had their special regiment, which never gave quarter.
Their banners and drums were decorated with death’s-
heads. Who can fail to be reminded of Liitzow’s volunteer
corps and of the Death’s-Head Hussars ? Like so many
savage fighters, the Red Indian braves for instance,
these warrior women wore as trophies the scalps of the
enemies they had slain.

Here is another striking point of similarity. These
warrior women regarded men as cowards and weaklings.
When reproaching one another for cowardice or weakness
they would say : ‘ You are a man.” Herein we have
a precise counterpart of the mentality of men soldiers.
Every one knows that when one male warrior says to
another, “ You are a woman,” the taunt of cowardice is
implied.

Among the Spartans the institutions of Dahomey
were reversed. Women were dominant, but the fighters
apparently were all males. The women seem to have
participated in defensive operations, but not in hand-to-
hand warfare. Plutarch, indeed, tells us that the Laced-
monian women were no less valiant than the men, for
they had the same title to honour. Nor must we forget
that in this question of the existence of women warriors,
as in so many others, Men’s-State historians have been
inclined to suppress or distort uncongenial details. In
earlier days many peoples must have had armies of
female warriors. Sesostris erected monuments to com-
memorate his victorious campaigns, and on a number
of these monuments some of the figures have the sexual
characters of women whilst others have those of men.
The gloss put on the matter by Men’s-State historians
has been that the male sexual characters were introduced
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to denote that the king’s enemies had fought bravely,
like men, and that the female sexual characters indicated
that they had surrendered without striking a blow and
had therefore demeaned themselves like women. But
this interpretation is fallacious. Egyptian statuary of
those days always depicts the king in the presence
of slain or fleeing enemies. Schneider says that the idea
was not yet current that a victory is more splendid when
the foe has fought stoutly. It would, therefore, have
been contrary to the spirit of the age had Sesostris, on
these monuments, done honour to the valiancy of his
enemies but contemned their cowardice.

Furthermore, in the land of Sesostris the prestige of
women was great, and they were more highly honoured
than men. According to Nymphodorus, Sesostris was
the king who introduced the dominance of women into
Egypt. He it was who, erecting columns in honour of
his wife and himself, made the two columns of the same
height. We are expressly told that when in danger he
sought counsel of his wife and followed her advice. The
epithet “ womanish ”’ could not therefore have had among
the Egyptians of his day a derogatory Men’s-State signi-
fication. When we recall, in addition, that the Egyptian
women were spoken of as ‘‘ lionesses,”” the credibility of
the foregoing interpretation is still further reduced. The
only alternative explanation is that, on the monuments in
question, Sesostris wished to depict actual men and
actual women. The male sexual characters must indicate
that Sesostris’ army consisted on one occasion of male
troops and on another of female troops ; or else that the
enemy he had defeated had had an army of male warriors
or of female warriors as the case may be.

The deeds of women conquerors show that women can
unfortunately exhibit a no less warlike disposition than
men. Some women rulers have been fierce and bellicose,
whilst others have been lovers of peace. The legends
of Semiramis describe her as a great conqueror. Tomyris,
the queen who defeated and slew Cyrus, seems to have
been a lover of peace. It is recorded that after the
victory, angered by Cyrus’ onslaught, she had the body
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of her defeated enemy dipped in blood, saying: *‘ Drink
thy fill, conqueror I"’ Whereas Hatshepsu preserved the
peace in the realm of Egypt for decades and bridled her
husband’s lust for conquest, Elizabeth of England laid
the foundations of that country’s political predominance
by strenuous fighting quite as much as by shrewd state-
craft. When Elizabeth ascended the throne, England
was a State of the second rank, but by the time of her
death it had become one of the leading countries of Europe.
Maria Theresa detested war, but Elizabeth of Russia
delighted in it. Jaeckel! gives a long list of female
sovereigns, and quite a number of these were warmongers.
Zenobia, wife of Odenathus of Palmyra, was co-ruler
during her husband’s lifetime, and after his death was
monarch of a realm embracing Syria and most of the
provinces of Asia Minor. The emperor Aurelian, who
fought against her, said of her: ‘‘ This woman was such
a terror to all the nations of the east and of Egypt, that
the Arabs, the Saracens, and the Armenians were afraid
to move a finger.” Here are some more names of female
sovereigns found in Jaeckel’'s list—which is far from
complete : Placidia, who ruled the Roman Empire with
unrestricted power from 425 to 450 A.D.; the Frankish
queen, Brunhilde, who for half a century led the
fortunes of her country through murder and blood ;
Zarina, queen of Scythia, more honoured by her
subjects after her death than any male ruler had
been ; Queen Artemisia IT, more admired by Herodotus
than any other great figures of the Persian wars;
Adelheid, wife of Otto the Great, who during her
‘husband’s lifetime (like all the German empresses of
that day) shared in the powers of government, without
whose advice Otto would do nothing, and who after
Otto’s death ruled * vigorously and wisely *’; Adelheid’s
daughter Mathilda, who presided over German affairs of
State when her nephew Otto III was in Italy; Isabella
of Castile, whose reign Oviedo described as *“ the golden
age of justice *’ ; Catherine of Portugal, who ruled ** with
great circumspection and justice’’; Christina of Sweden,
* Op. cit,, pp. 155 et seq.
- 19



178 THE DOMINANT SEX

described by the Parisians when she was thirty years
of age as ‘“a handsome lad,” a huntress who always
brought down her quarry at the first shot, but also a
learned woman skilled in statecraft, who abdicated after
reigning for ten years because she found state ceremonial
and the tyranny of maintaining royal dignity too re-
pugnant to her intense love of freedom.

But no more do we find among all these great queens
a general love of peace, than among the kings who have
made their mark in history, a universal inclination to war.
We are not entitled to count upon the possession by
women of a natural inclination to peaceful courses.
Foerster* is unfortunately wrong when he says: ‘ The
male spirit is obsessed with the ancient traditions of
battle, but women are free from this burden. Women,
therefore, are better fitted than men to practice the
sublime art of maintaining peace.” In persons of either
sex, a lust for war may be increased by bodily weakness.
Many of the worst war-maniacs have been men who
were weaklings or who suffered from bodily deformity.
Suffice it to mention Homer Lea, a hunchback who wrote
great war books.z Plutarch gives us an analogous instance
in the case of a woman. The poetess Telesilla was weak
and sickly, but when her native city of Argos was being
besieged by the Spartans she composed war songs inciting
her female compatriots to take up arms. She herself
took the lead of the women, and with their aid repulsed
the Spartans. At any rate Telesilla drew the logical
deduction from her enthusiasm for war, and was willing
to back up words with deeds. During the recent war
there were plenty of weaklings who vigorously beat the
war drum in order to send others to the front while they
themselves remained safe at home. Though history is
silent on the point, we may assume with considerable
probability that there were women of the same kidney
in Women'’s States.

To-day the notion of courage is intimately associated
with the idea of war. Before all, courage is the courage of
1 Politische Ethik, p. 468. s The Day of the Saxon, etc.



THE DOMINANT SEX 179

the soldier : next it is courage in bodily peril, as training
and preparation for war. Moral courage, “‘ civil courage ”’
as Bismarck termed it, is regarded as of trifling importance
in comparison with the courage of the soldier. The
latter has driven the former, not merely out of current
speech, but out of the realm of practice. The courage
of the soldier and respect for authority are not opposites ;
they are qualities apt to be associated. What about
courage in Women’s States and Men's States respectively ?
The question of masculine or feminine dominance seems
to have little influence. The decisive point is whether
the general disposition of the nation is warlike or unwarlike.
We find that in warlike States the dominant sex is always
brave, or is reputed to be so. Among ourselves, men
are presumed to be courageous, are educated to be brave,
in former days were actually drilled to be brave. In
Sparta, during the days of women’s dominance, the
women were noted for courage. Meiners says that they
exhibited a ‘‘ masculine” and ‘“ unwomanly’ courage.
To Meiners, the Men’s-State writer, the courage which
was ‘ womanly "’ in Sparta, naturally seems ‘‘ masculine "’
and ‘‘ unwomanly.” -

Among unwarlike peoples, neither sex seems to attach
much value to courage—or at any rate to the qualities
that warlike nations denote by that term. For this
reason historians have often accused the Egyptians of
cowardice, for to peoples of bellicose inclinations a pacifist
disposition and cowardice seem identical. For example
Bolko Stern:® writes: ‘“The modern Egyptians are
reputed cowardly. Their behaviour during the Mahdist
campaigns justified the accusation In ancient Egypt
things seem to have been little better.” It is obvious
that the writer infers the existence of cowardice because
those about whom he is writing were unwarlike. Persons
with bellicose inclinations are apt to overlook the con-
sideration that undue respect for authority is a form of
cowardice, perhaps greater than cowardice displayed in
war, inasmuch as it is moral cowardice. They overlook
this because respect for authority involves no hindrance

1 Op, cit,, p. 28.
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to efficiency in war. On the contrary, it promotes such
efficiency by facilitating obedience.

It is unfortunately very difficult to institute any com-
parisons between respect for authority in Men’s States
on the one hand and Women'’s States on the other, for
owing to the bellicose complexion of history details are
lacking. Concerning the Chamorros, the indigens of the
Ladrone Islands, among whom the dominance of women
was absolute, we know from the reports of various travellers
that they were of a peaceful disposition, but were very
proud, and were easily affronted. Here we find a peaceful
disposition in conjunction with a high spirit, with a
mentality that is free from an undue respect for authority.
We are told that the Cingalese had a great love of liberty,
and also that they were peacefully disposed. Respect for
authority is probably an outcome of the frame of mind
associated with a bellicose disposition, just as contempt
for authority flourishes most in connexion with the
mentality of peace. In Prussia, the most bellicose State
of modern times, respect for authority was already so
highly developed in the days of Bismarck’s power as to
arouse uneasiness even in this absolutist, notwithstanding
his general esteem for subordination and obedience,
This is why Bismarck reproached the Germans for their
‘“lack of civil courage.” It is true that Prussia was an
absolutist Men’s State, just as the community of the
Chamorros was an extreme type of Women’s State; but
it seems to us that they differed in the point we are now
considering, not because men were dominant in the former
and women in the latter, but because the former was
bellicose whereas the latter was pacific.

There does however seem to exist one difference between
Men’s States and Women’s States which must be charged
to the account of masculine or feminine influence, as the
case may be. We refer to the appraisement of the fear
of death In the Women’s State the fear of death is
considered an estimable quality, a positive virtue; in
the Men’s State, on the other hand, the fear of death is
considered shameful, and contempt for death is deemed
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a virtue. In the Men’s State the phrase runs, ‘‘ Life
is not the greatest good ”; but in the Women’s State
life is regarded as the greatest good. Such an utterance
as “ navigare necesse est, vivere non necesse "’ is a typical
Men’s-State utterance. A woman would say: ‘‘ Unless
I go on living, I cannot journey by sea, so life must take
the first place.” But in the Men’s State life is so lightly
regarded that the undervaluation leads to logical contra-
diction.

Both in Egypt and in Sparta, the two civilised Women'’s
States, the fear of death was highly esteemed. Plutarch *
says of the Spartans that they honoured the god of fear,
but not in order that they might overcome their feelings
of fear, for they regarded fear as in itself a power for
good. ‘ Courage,” continues Plutarch, * seems to me
to be regarded here not as freedom from fear, but actually
as fear of death.” In Sparta not merely was the fear of
death greatly esteemed, and not merely was there a god
of fear to whom this virtue was consecrated, but fear
was actually erected into a duty. Even in war this
duty was incumbent. When fighting, every one must
do his utmost to protect himself. Whoever sought out
death was buried without honour. This was the fate
of Aristodemus, the only survivor of Thermopyla, who
felt his lot to be shameful, and subsequently sought
death in battle. A soldier who threw away his shield
in the fight forfeited his honour. On the other hand it
was permissible for a soldier to disembarrass himself
of his weapons. The lack of courage for attack was
tolerated as a natural manifestation, but the sacrifice
of the requisites for the protection of life was punished
as shameful.

In the songs of ancient Egypt, the fear of death is
openly acclaimed. “ The fast runner hurries away to
a strange land. . . . He is afraid of the lions and of the
Asiatics.” Amongst us the emphasis would be laid upon
the courageous desire to fight with the lions and the
Asiatics. To the general taste of our day, it seems a
grave defect that a nation should have no songs in praise

1 Cf. Schulte-Vaerting, op. cit., p. 203; Plutarch, Cleomenes, 9.
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of martial courage. H. Oldenberg gives open expression
to his discontent with India on this account. In ancient
Hindustan, where matriarchy is known to have prevailed,
we find in the battle songs neither lust of combat nor
praise of martial courage. In this connexion Oldenberg *
remarks: ‘‘ How different are the moods from those
that seem natural to us when we sing of war and victory.
There is no challenging note, such as can awaken a virile
longing to fight and to dare. There is no clarion tone
of resolution, of the determination to give life for goods
that are greater than life. The language of these songs
and their mode of feeling are prehistoric.”

Thus both in warlike and in unwarlike Women’s States
the fear of death was looked upon as a virtue, whereas
in Men’s States it is contempt for death that is a virtue.
Unquestionably this difference is the outcome of differing
valuations of life. We must not jump to the conclusion
that we have evidence here of a congenital difference
between men and women. Probably there is no difference
in this matter between the inborn characteristics of the
two sexes. There is another way in which the difference
we are now considering might originate. The sexual
and psychical constitution exhibits in the two sexes
unequal powers of resistance to the dangers of monosexual
dominance.? The vital energy is more readily impaired
in the sex that has less powers of resistance. But the
more the vital energy is impaired, the greater will be
the contempt for death. For this very reason Kammerer
has regarded contempt for death as a stigma of degenera-
tion. It may further be pointed out that the statistics
of the Men’s State show that suicide is far more common
in men than in women. And suicide is the highest and
the last expression of the lack of vital energy.

Aristotle had already noted a peculiarity as regards
the attitude towards war where women were dominant.
He says that the dominance of women produced an
aptitude for the offensive only, but was ineffective as
far as the defensive was concerned. The difference is

* Die Literatur des alten Indien.
3 The authors propose to prove this assertion in a later work.



THE DOMINANT SEX 188

apparent merely, as we can show from a comparison
drawn from the late war. What Aristotle, generalising
his experience of Sparta, said of the dominance of women,
could equally well be said of the dominance of men if
we were to generalise from our experience of Prussia.
The men of Prussia are strong in attack but weak in
defence. The reason is not to be found in the dominance
of men or in the dominance of women, qua men or women,
but in the general character of monosexual dominance.
When monosexual dominance shows its weak side, we
are prone to think that the failure must be the fault
of the sex which happens to be dominant.



CHAPTER SIXTEEN

WHAT IS EXPECTED FROM THE EQUALITY OF THE
SEXES, AND WHAT WILL RESULT THEREFROM

IN almost all parts of the civilised world society is now
in the phase of transition from the dominance of men to
equality of the sexes. Of vital interest, therefore, is the
question, what changes are likely to ensue when women
acquire equal rights with men.

First of all let us consider the fears and the hopes that
are entertained in connexion with the effects the acquisition
of equal rights is expected to have upon women. In
accordance with their personal attitude towards what is
spoken of as the woman’s question, some dread the
destruction of feminine peculiarities, whilst others hope
for a fuller unfolding of these. Both expectations will be
fulfilled, although not in the precise way that is anticipated.
Feminine peculiarities will vanish in so far as they are
products of the Men’s State. But inborn feminine
peculiarities will undergo a richer development.

What we speak of to-day as feminine peculiarities are
the specific peculiarities of women in the Men’s State.
Were men and women as different in their inborn aptitudes
as is to-day generally assumed, there would be much
less variation both in feminine characteristics and in
masculine according as one sex or the other is dominant.
The characteristics of women would be almost the same
under both types of sexual dominance, and there would
be little or no difference in the ideal of manliness as be-
tween the Men’s State and the Women’s State. But
our study of the history of mankind—a brief history,
extending only through a few millenniums-—~has shown
that what are termed sexual peculiarities vary according
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to the nature of sexual dominance. It follows that we
must regard monosexual dominance as the decisive factor
in the formation of the masculine and feminine peculiarities
that are apparent in any epoch. The recognition of this
fact undermines the foundation of most of the con-
temporary comparative psychology of the sexes.

The mere fact that the members of the respective
sexes exhibit almost identical peculiarities as dominants
or as subordinates, shows that there must be a very close
similarity in the inborn psychical aptitudes of men and
women. Seeing that masculine peculiarities where men
rule resemble very closely feminine peculiarities where
women rule, we may infer that the same great impulses
are operative in the mentality of both sexes. The psychical
trends that appear both in men and in women when
one sex dominates the other, are universally human,
and not specifically masculine or feminine.

Alike under masculine and under feminine dominance
we have seen that there are two tendencies moulding
the sexual types both physically and mentally. In the
first place there is a tendency towards the artificial
widening of the divergency between the sexes by the
utmost possible stressing and - encouragement of the
differences between them. Secondly there is a tendency
to promote a similarity of type within each of the re-
spective sexes. In every possible way men are standard-
ised in accordance with the accepted masculine model,
and women are moulded to conform with the prevailing
canons of femininity.! From childhood onwards, both
sexes are continuously being adjusted to the accepted
sexual standards. Apart from the deliberate educational
.influences that work in this direction, we have seen that
the sexual division of labour varies according as men
or women rule. This involves the working of occupational
influences which tend to accentuate what are regarded
as a ‘“masculine ”’ and a ‘‘ feminine "’ stamp.

All these influences combine to favour the development

1 The authors believe themselves to have been the first to formulate
these two laws, which are of the utmost importance in the study of the
comparative psychology of the sexes, They will be fully considered in
a subsequent work.
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of different capacities in the two sexes. The result is
that such primary sexual aptitudes as may exist do not
secure expression in accordance with their intrinsic
strength, for they are modified by the need for adaptation
to the masculine or feminine norms prescribed by the
prevalent type of monosexual dominance. A good many
years ago this became plain to the insight of Havelock
Ellis, among others. Ellis wrote : ‘“ By showing us that
under varying conditions men and women are, within
certain limits, indefinitely modifiable, a precise know-
ledge of the life of men and women forbids us to dogmatise
rigidly concerning the respective spheres of men and
women "’ [quoted from the 5th edition of Man and Woman,
p- 513). W. Stern has given a general demonstration of
the possibility of modifying inborn psychical aptitudes.
Thus what manifests itself as a sexual difference is not
wholly the outcome of congenital peculiarities, but is
in part the expression of a compulsory adaptation brought
about by the moulding of the natural aptitudes in
accordance with the demands of the extant monosexual
dominance. Thus the generw.l tendency of monosexual
dominance is to repress individual peculiarities in order to
form two artificially divergent sexual types. The correlate
of what is called sexual differentiation is a stereotyping
of individuality.

Another point worth alluding to is that the extent of
sexual differentiation has hitherto been believed to be
determined by the level of civilisation. Fehlinger*
adduces in proof of such a contention the fact that in the
days of Tacitus the Teutons were but little differentiated
in matters of sex, whereas there was a high degree of
differentiation in this respect among oriental nations.
We have learned, however, in this book that the degree
of differentiation between the sexes is quite independent
of the level of civilisation, and that it is exclusively
determined by the relationships of power between the
sexes, Under monosexual dominance, sexual differentia-
tion is at its height; where equality of rights prevails,
there is a minimum of sexual differentiation. In the

s ““ Archiv fr Frauenkunde,” 1918,
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Germany of Tacitus’ days, the rights of the sexes were
fairly equal, whereas among the orientals the dominance
of men was in force.

We are therefore entitled to expect of the establish-
ment of equal rights for the sexes that it will involve a
slow but sure disappearance of the artificial sexual
differentiation that has been induced by monosexual
dominance, and that it will provide fuller opportunities
for the development of individual peculiarities—including
sexual peculiarities in so far as these are inborn. Liep-
mann, the well-known gynecologist, has shown that until
quite recently, owing to the constricting character of
women’s clothing, it was hardly possible to find a woman
with normal bodily development. This observation is
equally applicable to women’s minds. Feminine peculiari-
ties in the Men’s State are just as obviously malformations
of the feminine psyche, as the figure produced by wearing
a constricting corset is a caricature of the feminine body.
New generations of women will arise, women who will
not have developed under the conditions that prevail
where men hold sway, but under those that will prevail
when the sexes have equal rights. The more freely women
are able to develop, the more will natural qualities pre-
ponderate in place of the artificial peculiarities fostered
by monosexual dominance. To this extent, therefore,
those are right who expect, in the new order, a fuller
evolution of feminine peculiarities. But these will not be
the peculiarities known to us to-day; they will be
genuinely inborn.

The liberation of women will signify liberation for
men also, an enfranchisement from the slavery of the
prescribed sexual ideal of “ manliness.” The general
accusation against the dominance of men has been that
it did violence to women and involved the martyrdom
of the female sex. People have been prone to overlook
that concurrently an ideal was forcibly imposed upon
the masculine nature, that violence was done to the
individuality of men, and that their freedom of develop-
ment was restricted. Enfantin is quite wrong in
maintaining that *‘ the brutal rule of males has led to
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an exaggeration of masculine individualism.” Mono-
sexual dominance subordinates individual development
to sexual development; and the latter development is
not free, but has to follow the lines imposed by the pre-
vailing type of dominance. Shelley saw to the root of
the matter when he exclaimed: ‘‘Can man be free if
woman be a slave ?” *

Men have often been blamed for oppressing women.
But we have to remember the truth embodied in the
following passage from Rosa Mayreder:2 “ The female
protagonists of the woman’s movement are too apt to
rail against men without qualification, forgetting what
they owe to the kindness, the magnanimity, and the
justice of individual men. If these individual men have
found it impossible to make their own personal attitude
towards women prevail throughout the social order,
it was because they could not make headway against
the majority, any more than this has been possible for
those exceptional women who excelled the average of
their sex.” During the days when monosexual dominance
attains its apogee, neither men nor women can prevail
against the majority. When men hold sway, the mass
of males perforce follow the laws of their own dominance
just as blindly as the mass of females accept the laws
of their own subordination. The result is as unhappy
for men as for women. The ties between the sexes are
so intimate that neither sex in the mass can repine or
rejoice alone. The unhappiness, the martyrdom, of one
sex casts its shadow upon the other and is a hindrance
to the latter’'s joy. From one point of view it is an
advantage for women as compared with the working
class, that the martyrdom of women entails the martyrdom
of men, whereas the capitalists are not necessarily involved
in the miseries of the workers.

Equality of rights will bring the golden age of the
highest possible development of individuality and the
highest attainable sexual happiness. It will bridge
the gulf which monosexual dominance opens between the

* Laon and Cythna, canto ii. stanza 43, line 1.
s Op. cit., p. 211.
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sexes, the gulf across which spiritual and sexual harmony
can to-day so rarely be established.

The epoch of the transition from monosexual dominance
to equality is, ostensibly at least, the period when the
struggle between the sexes is most intense. The fight
to maintain traditions that are hallowed by ancient
custom is natural enough, but in the end proves futile.
Evolution marches inexorably over all the traditions in
its path, be they never so venerable. That path is strewn
with the ruins of scientific errors and false popular beliefs
which are apt to seem quaint to a later age. We may
instance two assertions dating from the eighteen-eighties.
Scherr * wrote: ‘‘As for the craze of women becoming
students, a craze imported from America and Russia,
we can safely allow it to burn itself out. It is simply a
fashion in the moral (or immoral) sphere, just as the
wearing of chignons is a fashion in the physical sphere.”
E. Reich3 wrote: ‘‘ The butter falls off the bread and
belief in beauty is destroyed when female students imperil
the streets of our university towns.”

Many other hopes and fears have arisen in connexion
with the movement towards equal rights for the sexes.
On the one hand people have dreaded that family life
will be broken up or at any rate injured, that sexual
morality will decay,3 and that births will be greatly
restricted. There are not a few persons who will still be
found to share Proudhon’s4 alarms: ‘“ Whither will the
emancipation of women inevitably lead ? To the dis-
solution of marriage, the break-up of family life, free
love, promiscuity—in a word, to pornocracy. Were the
.equality of the sexes to be realised, society would rest
rather upon the foundation of love than of justice.”
On the other hand, hopes have been entertained that
the liberation of women from male oppression, in con-
junction with the full development of women’s peculiarities,

* Geschichte der deutschen Frauen, p. 308.

* Die Emanzipation der Frauen.—This work contains abundant
material similar to that quoted in the text.

3 Kisch, in his work Die sexuelle Untreue der Frau, writes:  The
emancipation of women involves great dangers for the maintenance of
conjugal fidelity by the wife.”

¢ La pornocratie ou les femmes dans les temps modernes.
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will lead to the enrichment of culture, to the improve-
ment of social customs, and to the increase of altruism
and social helpfulness, so that society will receive the
impress of motherliness and womanly kindliness.

The outcome of our researches enables us to decide
with a considerable degree of probability to what extent
these hopes and fears will be realised. There is no serious
reason to expect that family life will be profoundly dis-
ordered by the liberation of women; on the contrary,
we may anticipate that it will attain a climax of intimacy
and happiness. Among the Egyptians, and also among
the Chamorros and the Cingalese, marriage and family
life were notably tender and intimate. This suffices to
suggest that the liberation of women is unlikely to have
an injurious influence upon family life. We may suppose,
rather, that the influence upon family life will be in the
direction of its perfectionment.

The dread of a decline in sexual morality is perhaps
even more ill-founded. It is true that during the transition
from monosexual dominance to equal rights, sexual
morality will undergo a fundamental change ; duplex sexual
morality, with its differing standards for the two sexes,
its favouring of the dominant sex and its disfavouring
of the subordinate sex, will give place to a moral code
which will be the same for both sexes alike. Such sexual
freedom as is granted, will be granted both to men and
to women; such restrictions as are imposed, will be
equally imposed on the members of both sexes. We have
already learned that it is impossible to decide to-day
whether the trend of sexual morality when the rights of
the sexes become equal will be towards polygamy or
towards monogamy. The problem is rendered all the
more obscure because the long-enduring war has had a
shattering influence upon sexual morality quite independ-
ently of the relationships of power between the sexes.
The authors incline to think that when the crisis in sexual
morality issuing from this war has been overcome, the
monogamic trend is likely to gain the upper hand.
However this may be, the morality of sexual equality
will betoken a higher stage of ethical development than
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the duplex sexual morality characteristic of monosexual
dominance. Duplex sexual morality isan ethic of injustice,
mendacity, and sexual degeneration, on the one hand,
and an ethic of sexual atrophy or hypocrisy, on the other.
Duplex morality is always immorality under the mask
of morality. It pretends to be monogamy, while it
really is polygamy. In truth monogamy, the highest
and noblest form of sexual relationships, only becomes
possible when the sexes have equal rights. The mono-
gamy of monosexual dominance can never be anything
more than a hollow mockery. The highest perfection
of sexual morality will only be attained when the sexes
have equal rights.

Even polygamy, as the sanctioned form of sexual
relationships for both sexes, is more moral than the
duplex sexual morality which is in essentials nothing
other than masked polygamy. Avowed polygamy is
more moral because it is established upon truth instead
of hypocrisy, upon justice instead of injustice. Sexual
freedom for both sexes is a higher ethical form than
sexual freedom for one sex and sexual bondage for the
other. We must not imagine that sexual bondage is
equivalent to sexual morality for the subject sex. The
more conspicuous the contrast between the freedom of
one sex and the thralldom of the other in sexual matters,
the more profoundly immoral are both sexes. For
instance, the more one-sided the way in which sexual
freedom is a privilege of the male sex, the greater the
danger that man’s freedom will degenerate into libertinage,
into immorality. But the more immoral man is, the
weaker he becomes. ‘ The libertine exercises himself
in a practice whose peculiarity is this, that it can be
more vigorously performed without any exercise at all ”
(Hippel). But sexual weakness in men inevitably leads
to sexual immorality in women. “Is it not a shame that
a young man should give the first draught of his love
to a whore, and reserve only the dregs for an honest
maiden. Have we the right to think ill of the latter
when in her turn she is on the look-out for a fresh
bottle? ” And if she looks out for a fresh bottle, there is
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considerable risk that she may enter the pathways of the
unnatural sexual life, may have recourse to self-gratifi-
cation or to Lesbian love (Metschnikoff).

On the other hand those women who, where the duplex
sexual morality of monosexual dominance prevails,
preserve their own chastity, do little to raise the general
level of sexual morality if their personal purity is all
they care about, while ignoring the morality of their
sexual mate. This merely fosters duplex sexual morality.
It follows that duplex sexual morality is the acme of
immorality, inasmuch as its canon is the union of an
impure man with a pure woman. Such a canon implies
the most brutal of all conceivable profanations of the
sanctuary of love. A sexual union between an immoral
man and an immoral woman is far more moral than the
union of impurity with purity. In the former case no
harm is done to morality, but in the latter case morality
is savagely violated. Purity is treated with contempt
when it is not considered too good to sacrifice to a rake.
Such purity is degraded to a slave’s virtue.

To-day we are still too profoundly enmeshed in the
ideology of duplex sexual morality to be able to detach
the notion of morality from its one-sided application to
the female sex. We thoughtlessly speak of a nation as
highly moral if the purity of its women is conspicuous—
at least in externals. Its men may be as immoral as
you please in sexual matters, yet this does not disturb
our general estimate of the nation’s morality. But when
the phase of equal rights for the sexes has been entered
upon, new conceptions of morality will become established.
The morality of men will be judged by the same standards
as the morality of women.

The abolition of duplex sexual morality will be a most
valuable and most wonderful achievement, and it is one
which we are entitled to expect with confidence from the
establishment of equal rights for the sexes. With the
disappearance of the duplex code there will disappear
the source of disharmonies between the sexes which
menace with pain and unhappiness the joys of the most
intimate union between man and woman. Furthermore,
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as the writers have repeatedly endeavoured to show
elsewhere, the conditions of procreation will therewith
be notably improved.

The abolition of prostitution will go hand in hand with
the abolition of duplex sexual morality. We have learned
that there is no prostitution under the dominance of
women. Thus the liberation of women is accompanied
by the development of a tendency to do away with
prostitution. Herein likewise there is a great advance
towards morality. Even more important, however, may
be considered the gain to the public health and the im-
provement in the quality of the offspring. Prostitution
is one of the most destructive evils from which mankind
suffers, one of the greatest hindrances to the advance
of humanity.

Enfantin prophesied that a woman would free the world
from the curse of prostitution. He wrote: “We all
hope that the future will bring a woman, the Messiah
of her sex, who will free the world from prostitution as
Jesus freed it from slavery. I regard myself as the
precursor of this woman; I am to her what John the
Baptist was to Jesus. This is for me the whole of life ;
this is the tie connecting all my doings and all my thoughts ;
my faith is centred upon women. God has sent me to*
summon woman to her liberation.” Enfantin put his
trust in the female Messiah who was to bring salvation
from prostitution. Not in vain would he have grounded
his hopes upon the female sex. For it will not be one
woman who will deliver mankind from prostitution ;
the deliverance will come from the female sex as a whole,
the sex which, on its way towards equal rights, will take
up the struggle against prostitution.

Only the female sex will be able, through the establish-
ment of equal rights or of feminine dominance, to do
away with prostitution. The example of the State of
Wyoming shows that equality of rights suffices. Wyoming
was the first American State to proclaim the equality
of the sexes. In this State to-day, though nothing like

' Quoted by Reinhold Jaeckel, Die Stellung des Sozialismus zur
Frauenfrage im rgten Jahrhundert. -
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a century has passed since women began to participate
in dominion, prostitution no longer exists. Quite recently
in Germany, Marie Elisabeth Liiders has adjured women,
in connexion with the impending reform of the criminal
code, to concentrate their attention upon the abolition
of what is termed * professional unchastity.” If the
co-regency of women were to do nothing more than effect
the eradication of this sexual plague, its inauguration
would have been sufficiently justified.

Those whose views concerning men and women are the
reflection of existing institutions, may readily incline to
believe that ethical motives determine the hostility of
the sexually healthy and free woman towards prostitution.
There is no ground for such an opinion. As far as any
inborn moral excellence is concerned, woman is no more
competent than man to fight against prostitution. We
showed in an earlier chapter that the dominance of women,
no less than the dominance of men, has a tendency to
originate prostitution. Under monosexual dominance, the
tendency is always towards the establishment of a class
of prostitutes belonging to the subordinate sex. Where
duplex sexual morality prevails, the general trend under
masculine dominance is towards the establishment of
female prostitution, and under feminine dominance towards
the establishment of male prostitution. Simultaneously,
the dominant sex carries on a campaign against the prosti-
tution of its own members. The natural instinct of women
makes them endeavour to protect men in sexual matters.
Above all they do their utmost to safeguard young men
from sexual dangers. Consequently women, when their
liberation takes place and when their natural inclinations
have free play, attack the prostitution of the Men’s
State, the prostitution of women, which is a danger
to masculine morality. By natural inclination, women
will be less hostile to male prostitution. But only the
former of these two trends lies within the realm of
physiological possibilities. The prostitution of women
can be eradicated ; but the prostitution of men cannot
be established, owing to the inadequate sexual potency
of men. As women win to equal rights, therefore,
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prostitution will completely disappear, because the equal
but opposite tendencies of the two sexes will counter-
balance one another.

Here is an additional reason for the belief that it is
not a lpftier morality that makes women hostile to
prostitution. The free woman is not content with
attacking prostitution, which she regards as a focus of
immorality ; with no less vigour she conducts an onslaught
on institutions which in the Men’s State are esteemed
highly moral. The most notable instances of this are
the endeavour to remove the disabilities which in the
Men’s State are imposed upon illegitimate children,
and the movement to demand the right to procure
abortion. We know that both these movements take
effect where free women are dominant. There are no
historical data to show how far the two trends are fulfilled
where the sexes have equal rights. We know that under
the dominance of men disabilities are imposed on
illegitimate children, and that the right to procure
abortion is denied. There may be a doubt, therefore,
whether, when the sexes have equal rights, illegitimate
children will secure equality of position with legitimate
children, and whether the right to procure abortion will
be conceded.

There is, however, a psychological factor at work, one
which may lead us to expect that both these demands
of free women will be granted when equality of rights is
established. Equality of rights implies equal justice
for men and for women ; it implies that neither favour
nor disfavour shall be shown to the members of either
sex. Now there can be no doubt that women are unfairly
‘treated as compared with men ‘when the illegitimate
child and its mother are allotted an inferior position,
and when the right to procure abortion is refused.
Havelock Ellis says with perfect truth that so long as
motherhood can be treated as a crime it is impossible
to contend that women have won to their due place in
social life. We may presume, therefore, that equality
of rights, doing away with the injustice of treating the
members of one sex differently from those of another,
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will necessarily involve the redress of both the before-
mentioned grievances.

As regards the fear that the liberation of women will
result in an undue curtailment of offspring, reference has
already been made to the experience of the ancient
Egyptians as an indication to the contrary. The number
of the offspring is determined by very different factors
than the relationships of power between the sexes. We
have seen, however, that enormous eugenic advantages
are to be expected from the establishment of equal rights.
In this connexion, in addition to the advantages which
will result from the abolition of duplex sexual morality
and from doing away with prostitution, we have to think
of the benefit that will accrue from the change in the
age ratio in marriage that will ensue upon the establish-
ment of equal rights. Under masculine dominance, men
marry too late and women too early. As we have shown
in various writings, both these factors tend to lower the
quality of the offspring. Under equality of sexual rights
there will be an equalisation of the age at which men
and women mate and reproduce their kind. There will
be a great increase in the number of married couples in
which the partners are of approximately the same age.
A notable improvement in the quality of the offspring
will ensue. In addition we have to remember that the
equalisation of age in marriage will promote both
physiological harmony and spiritual understanding. We
may look therefore, not only for eugenic advantages to the
offspring, but also for a considerable enhancement of
happiness in married life. -

Furthermore, equality of rights will encourage the
development of the paternal sentiment. The epigram
of Franz Servaes, * Fatherhood is no less holy and natural
than motherhood,” will attain the dignity of a general
moral rule.

Equality of rights will bring about far-reaching changes
in public life. Where monosexual dominance prevails,
whether masculine or feminine, society invariably has
a subjective monosexual orientation, and might masters
right. Under equality for the sexes, one of the most
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notable characteristics of monosexual dominance, the
adoption of different criteria for the two sexes, will
have vanished. Thus will be rendered possible the realisa-
tion of the supreme ideal that might and right shall be
one. Where the sexes are equal, Pascal’s saying will be
fulfilled that justice will be power and power justice.
Proudhon held that sexual equality would undermine
the universal principle of justice, the very foundation
of society. We shall find the precise opposite of this
to be true. Monosexual dominance is indissolubly
associated with the tendency to injustice. Equality of
rights for the sexes, on the other hand, is the embodiment
of the principle of justice.



CHAPTER SEVENTELEN

THE CAMPAIGN AGAINST THE HISTORICAL VESTIGES
OF THE DOMINANCE OF WOMEN

UNDER monosexual dominance there necessarily and
invariably prevails a powerful inclination to obliterate
all traces of any earlier dominance exercised by the sex
that is now subordinate. This tendency is psychologically
determined ; it is the inevitable outcome of the ideology
of monosexual dominance. The members of the ruling
sex feel affronted by every reminder of the fact that in
former days their sex was under tutelage, and the senti-
ment is accentuated by the reflection that rule was then
exercised by those who are now subordinate. Mono-
sexual dominance, therefore, at its zenith, is always
characterised by the spread of a tradition that the hegemony
of the sex actually in power is eternal and unalterable.
All the historical vestiges that conflict with this tradition
are deliberately or unconsciously expunged from the
record. Sometimes they are glossed over or falsified ;
sometimes they are erased ; sometimes they are ignored.
The inclination to get rid of the evidence somehow or
other is stronger in proportion as the monosexual domin-
ance is more absolute.

Furthermore, quite apart from the particular type of
monosexual dominance, we all have a natural disposition
which imperils the preservation of such reminiscences
of the past as conflict with the manners and customs of
the present. As Bacon * says, we are led by the pressure of
current opinion to ignore views which run counter to
that opinion. Now, almost universally, men are still
the dominant sex, and for a considerable period in the

* Novum Organum.
198
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past their dominance has been practically unchallenged.
Indications that in still earlier days women held sway
arouse an unpleasant sense of instability, and claim from
us the recognition that the prevailing opinion is unsound.
Hence our tendency to ignore them; hence our desire
to expunge such traces from the historical record.

Not merely do we argue from ourselves to others;
we also argue from our own times to all earlier epochs.
The pictures from the past have to adapt themselves
to the minds formed by the present in which we live.
The historian Bossier once said of the historian Mommsen,
that Mommsen, in his studies of the past, was always
guided by the prejudices of the present. The statement
may be generalised ; it is true of us all, and it is especially
true where questions of monosexual dominance are
involved. Psychologists, ethnographers, and historians
have hitherto regarded the relationships of power between
the sexes exclusively from the outlook of masculine
dominance. Their minds have been influenced by the
prejudices of the present, by Men’s-State ideology. For
this reason, down to the present day, their accounts of the
position of women in earlier times have been coloured by
a Men’s-State subjectivity. The result is that under an
absolutist monosexual dominance the belief generally
prevails that the extant type of sexual dominance has
always existed.

The foregoing considerations account for the campaign,
in our own Men’s State, against the historical traces of
the dominance of women ; they account for the numerous
misinterpretations of the evidence of such dominance,
and for the unduly severe criticism of that evidence even
on the part of those who admit the historical reality of
the Women'’s State.

A glance at some of the studies made dunng recent
decades will show how strong has been the influence of
the Men’s-State prejudices characteristic of the society
in which the investigators happen to have been born.
They take it as self-evident that they are entitled to
measure with the yardstick of their own days, epochs
that lie thousands of years back in the past. For example,
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Breysig, E. Meyer, and many others, try to prove the
impossibility of. the dominance of women even in the
earliest periods of human history on the ground that,
precisely in those ruder times, men must have been more
ruthless in taking advantage of their superior bodily
strength. L. von Wiese says that the characteristics
of women- under the conditions of the primal age are
explicable on the ground that they had then the cruel
and difficult task of adapting themselves to the more
powerful males. To-day the average man is physically
stronger than the average women. Inferences from this
are uncritically applied to the conditions of the primal
age. We have shown, however, that the ratios between
the stature of men and women are not constants, but
vary concomitantly with changes in the relationships
of power between the sexes. We have shown that among
many peoples the women were stronger than the men, and
that this occurred in periods when women were dominant.
It is obvious that these investigators’ Men’s-State ideology
has led them into the fallacy of making what happened
to be the conditions of their own day a standard for
past times.

Curtius makes the same mistake of measuring the past
by the standards of the present when he writes that the
tracing of descent through the mother “ must be regarded
as the vestige of an imperfectly developed condition of
society and of family life, a condition that passed away
when more orderly conditions became established.” The
influence of the present in prejudicing Curtius’ mind is
rendered conspicuous by his own mention of the fact
that early writers had held other views. As he justly
remarks, to them the practice of tracing descent through
the mother seemed proof that in the days when it pre-
vailed the influence of women must have been great. A
more dispassionate investigator would have realised that
the opinions of these early writers concerning the problems
of the past were a better guide to the understanding
of the matter than the opinions current at the time when
he himself chanced to live. Our forefathers were much
nearer to the past, and were therefore in a better position
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to judge than we of alater and greatly altered generation.
But, because Curtius despises the claims of the classical
writers to understand the behaviour of their con-
temporaries, and is himself guided solely by the lights
of his own day, his interpretations are as remote from
reality as the present is from the past. More recent
discoveries in Egypt have proved Curtius’ theory to be
unfounded. In ancient Egypt descent was traced through
the mother alone for thousands of years. Nor did this
happen during ‘““an imperfectly developed condition
of society and family life,”” but in an era when social
life was very highly evolved, when Egyptian civilisation
was at its acme, and when family institutions were of
an advanced character and were based on monogamic
marriage.

Again, Lewis Morgan’s opinion, that paternal authority
was at first weak, but that its growth steadily advanced
as the family became more and more individualised, so
that finally paternal authority ‘‘ became fully established
under monogamy,’’t is the typical utterance of one whose
judgments are unduly swayed by the spirit of his own
time. Because to-day the form of marriage is mono-
gamic, and because the father stands at the head of the
family, Morgan imagines that the general development
of marriage must necessarily have been along the lines
of paternal authority. But our information regarding
marriage among many of the peoples who lived under
the dominance of women suffices to invalidate this theory.
The Egyptians, the Chamorros, and the Cantabri were
all strict monogamists, and nevertheless in their married
life maternal authority was supreme.

Besides, as we have learned, Diodorus tells us in so
many words that the women of Egypt ruled their husbands,
for the husbands had to give a pledge of obedience when
they married. This passage from Diodorus is a very
sore point with our Men’s-State investigators, for there
is no ambiguity about its implication that wives were
absolutely supreme. In many German works on ancient
Egypt the passage is completely ignored, as in the

t Ancient Society, p. 466.
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writings of Duncker, Wiedemann, Ebers, and Reitzenstein,
and in the first edition of Meyer’s book. In other works,
as in Max Miiller’s for instance, the text is referred to as
quite incredible—though no reasons are offered for such
an assumption. Yet other authorities interpret the
passage solely by the standards of modern life.

Wilckens' writings furnish an example of the last
method. He says: “ In this connexion historiographers
have been wrongly supposed to have declared that among
the Egyptians the husband promised to obey his wife,
and have been censured for giving currency to so in-
comprehensible a view, But Diodorus must not be
necessarily understood as having meant that the husband
was to obey the wife in everything.”” In the end Wilckens
comes to the conclusion that Diodorus must have written
‘‘ emphatically,” in order to bring the subject into re-
lation with the earlier passage in which he wrote of Isis
and Osiris. Even the discovery of the Libbey papyrus,
which, in conjunction with the so-called Berlin papyrus,
completely confirms Diodorus’ statement, has not induced
all the Egyptologists to change their tactics.

It is most characteristic that modern authors should
have no hesitation in reproducing marriage formulas
wherein the wife promises to obey the husband. No
one expresses any doubt as to the authenticity of these.
Whereas the marriage formulas which accord with the
time spirit of the Men’s State are regarded as obviously
accurate, the marriage formulas of the Women’s State,
which conflict with the time spirit of the Men’s State,
are received with the utmost incredulity.

These conflicting standards are almost universally
apparent in the reports concerning marriage contracts.
The marriage contracts belonging to the pre-Ptolemaic
era, when women were dominant, are known to us from
the reports of Spiegelberg.: They show that women
alone had the right to divorce a sexual partner, and that
this right could be exercised on payment of an indemnity,
and upon the refund of half the dowry which the husband
had brought into the marriage. Although in the earlier

: Op. cit.
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Egyptian records no evidence has been discovered of
any contract giving similar rights to the husband, most
investigators have endeavoured to represent matters as
if such contracts had existed. Reitzenstein adduces in
proof of their existence the announcement of the marriage
of Amenhotep III, which has nothing whatever to do
with the case. The marriage contracts that belong to
the days of the dominance of women have led Reitzenstein
to make the most amazing assertions in the attempt
to deprive them of their Women’s-State flavour. He
opines that they were all contracts made by wealthy
women, by heiresses in fact. But Spiegelberg has proved
that one of the contracts was entered into by persons
in very moderate circumstances. Here, then, we have
a typical instance of the way in which people try to
distort facts which conflict with the canons of the Men’s
State. It is noteworthy, however, that in one case
Reitzenstein does reproduce the full text of a matriarchal
marriage contract. More recent investigators often omit
this text. Mitteis and Wilckens do not give the contents
of the papyrus at all, for they question its signification.
‘“ It would be premature to infer from it that Egyptian
marriage law was the very opposite of our own, and to
imagine that there was a period in which the woman
was the only important party to the contract, or that
there was a period in which the wife was the dominant
partner in marriage.”

The marriage contracts of the pre-Ptolemaic era, as
made known to us by Spiegelberg, contain another clause
which seems incomprehensible or repugnant to those
whose minds are dominated by Men’s-State ideology.
In both these documents the woman promises the man
that in the event of divorce she will not merely return
to him half of the dowry, but she says ‘‘in addition I
will pay you a share of everything I may have earned
in conjunction with you during the time in which you
will have been married to me.” Inasmuch as in Men’s-
State marriages wives do not as a rule participate in
the earning of income, our Egyptologists have either
ignored the passage, or else have interpreted it in a way
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which plainly betrays their Men’s-State prejudices. For
instance, Wilckens * writes: ‘‘ Let me remark in passing
that I consider somewhat puzzling the phrase in the
Libbey papyrus ‘ one-third of the property which I may
have earned in conjunction with you,’ for a woman does
not usually earn anything. She must have been engaged
in trade of some sort.”” It becomes all the more obvious
that the authorities’ doubt as to the accuracy of the
text was the outcome of their Men’s-State ideology when
we recall that there is ample documentary evidence,
not merely that the women of Egypt took part in the
earning of income, but that they definitely occupied a
dominant position. The phrase ‘ everything 1 may
have earned in conjunction with you’’ is not only found
in the Libbey papyrus, but also, as we learn from Spiegel-
berg, in the Berlin papyrus. We read, moreover, in a
marriage contract of about 117 B.C.,, that the children
are to have ‘‘ everything that belongs to me, and every-
thing that I earn in conjunction with you.” 2

Viktor Marx,3 who studied the position of women in
Babylonia from the days of Nebuchadnezzar to those of
Darius (604-485 B.c.), furnishes a similar example. He
translates a document in which an unmarried girl has
the disposal of a large sum of money, and adds: “It
is rather difficult to understand how a Babylonian girl
could possess a sum of money and dispose of it as she
pleased.” Yet Viktor Marx himself tells us that married
women and girls of this land and time could enter into
contracts as independent persons. He would presumably
have accepted without demur a document in which an
unmarried man was represented as an independent property
owner !

In Plato’s Menexenus we read that Aspasia was the
teacher of many famous orators, and above all of one
of the most noted personalities in ancient Greece, Pericles,
son of Xanthippus. But Diehlmann+ assures us that
‘“the irony is manifest *’ when, in Plato’s Menexenus,

t Grundziige und Chrestomathie der Papyruskunde, vol. ii. p. 211.
*» Spiegelberg, op. cit., p. 9.

3 Op. cit., vol. iv.

¢ Forschungen auf dem Gebiete der Geschichte.
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Aspasia is described as training Pericles in oratory and
as even writing his speeches for him. Still more tren-
chantly does Karl Steinhart® endeavour to show that
there can have been no warrant for Aspasia’s reputation
in this matter. He writes: ‘ The idle chatter to the
effect that Aspasia used to help Pericles prepare his
speeches was doubtless a popular witticism, the outcome
of the universal inclination to take the shine off a splendid
reputation.” To possess a ‘‘splendid reputation” is
self-evidently a purely masculine prerogative, and it is
mortifying to the male sentiment of dominance that
any mention should be made of feminine achievements
which seem to put those of a man into the shade. Steinhart
does not realise that he is himself playing the detractor’s
part that he ascribes to the common people, is himself
taking the shine off a splendid reputation. According
to the testimony of the ancients, Aspasia was fully
Pericles’ equal in capacity, her genius being no less out-
standing than his. Ebers says of her: ‘ But for the
aid of her wings, Pericles would never have reached
the heights which in her company and partly through
her help he was able to attain.” | The reason why Steinhart
remains unaware of his own inclination to take the shine
off a splendid reputation is simply this, that he is belittling
a woman in favour of a man. Conversely when he studies
Menexenus the inclination seems to him obvious enough,
for the ‘‘ popular witticism ”’ he reads into the dialogue
is one that belittles a man in favour of a woman. Here
also, then, we see in vigorous operation the tendency
to suppress reports that are out of harmony with the
prevailing canons of the dominant males.

Strabo 2 records that in his day there were numerous
nations in which the division of labour between the
sexes was the reverse of that with which we are familiar
to-day and which prevailed in the geographer’s own land.
The women, he says, worked away from the home, whilst
the men attended to domestic affairs. The present
authors have never come across any comment on this
observation. It has been utterly ignored.

t Einleitung zu Platons Werken. 2 IV. 3.
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Here is another instance. Plutarch, in his account
of the prosecution of Phocion, tells us that recourse was
had to the law by which women voted as well as men.
It follows that at that date women must still to a degree
have functioned as co-rulers in Greece. But modern
histories of Hellas are silent as to the point; Bachofen,
the jurist, is the only writer who refers to it. A similar
silence prevails anent the participation of women in the
popular assemblies under Cecrops. It is noteworthy, by
contrast, that the writers of much earlier days, when the
phase of the dominance of women was less remote, did
not fail to allude to the matter. For example, there is
a reference to it in Augustine’s De Civitate Des. The
philosopher Meiners, who published his Geschichte des
wesblichen Geschlechts in 1788, at a time when male
dominance was at its height, does indeed record the fact,
but only to refute it. No subsequent writer considered
it worth mentioning until it was disinterred by Bachofen.
This shows how the vestiges of the dominance of women,
historical items which scem repugnant and incredible
when men have risen to power, tend to be obliterated
from the record. Inasmuch as the star of men was
already in the ascendant when history began to be
written, the data concerning the dominance of women
were primarily sparse. At first, however, such data
as were extant were recorded without prejudice or dis-
tortion. But when the influence of women diminished
yet further, and when power became increasingly con-
centrated in the hands of men, the truth of the records
of the dominance of women seemed ever more question-
able. Argument was hardly needed, for we are all prone
to think there must be some mistake about a statement,
however true it may be, when its truth appears incom-
prehensible. ‘‘ Refutation” of this sort is the first step
towards oblivion.

Even more dangerous to the recognition that women
were formerly dominant is the distortion of meaning in
the translation of ancient texts. To misinterpret is worse
than toignore. Here is an instructive illustration. Strabo:?

t XI. 13.
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reports that among the Medes, not only did the kings
have a plurality of wives, but the custom of polygamy
prevailed also among the common people, and that it
was considered desirable for a man to have at least
five wives. But Strabo goes on to say that it was like-
wise a point of honour with the women to have many
husbands, and that a woman who had fewer than five
husbands deemed herself unfortunate. Now Groskurd,
the German translator of Strabo, holds that ““it is an
unheard of custom in the East that women should, as
it were, keep male harems.” He therefore twists the
passage in Strabo to give it a sense more accordant with
his own Men’s-State ideology, and makes it run as
follows : ‘‘ Likewise the women deem it an honour to
them that the men should have numerous wives, and
they consider it unfortunate that there should be less
than five.”” Groskurd actually tells us in a footnote
that he has followed other translators in reading mAeioras
for mAelorovs. That is to say, he has arbitrarily substi-
tuted the feminine for the masculine of the original text,
and has interpolated 7ols before dwdpas, ‘“ so that it
may be made plainer that men are spoken of and not
women.”” Thus translators do not shrink from modifying
their texts, as by changing an object into a subject, in
order to give the translation a sense which harmonises
with Men’s-State prejudices, even though the amended
version be absurd. The reader need not be a philologist
to perceive that the ‘“ amended " translations must be
erroneous. Inasmuch as the numbers of men and women
are approximately equal, it is obviously impossible that
throughout an entire population every man should have
at least five wives. As Rauber points out, nature only
provides enough women to give the men one wife apiece.
The emendation makes nonsense of Strabo’s text.
Another instructive example of a Men’s-State gloss
is found in the writings of Erman.: He says: * Once
only does a king of Egypt give us any light on the life
of his wives. In the portico of the great temple of
Medeenet Haboo, King Rameses III had himself depicted

s Aegypten, vol. i. p. 115.
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with his wives. The ladies, like their lord, are clad
only in sandals and necklace. Their hair is dressed like
that of the children of the royal house, and for this reason
some have considered that the figures represent the king’s
daughters. But why should Rameses III want to depict
his daughters while ignoring his sons? Besides, it was
not the Egyptian custom to represent members of the
royal family without giving their names.” Erman goes
on to say that for the foregoing reasons he feels entitled
“ with a good conscience "’ to describe the female figures
in this picture as those of ladies of the harem. Although
the way the hair of the two girls is dressed shows plainly
that they were children of the royal house, and although
their lineaments are definitely those of children, Erman
cannot admit them to have been the king's daughters,
for the king would never have thought of depicting his
daughters and ignoring his sons! Yet Erman would
have fancied it perfectly natural for a father to have
himself represented with his sons while ignoring his
daughters. What we have to remember is that the social
conditions of ancient Egypt were very different from those
of modern Germany, and that in the former the girls did
not play a subordinate part. There is abundant evidence
that, in the days of Rameses I1I, Egyptian girls were, to
say the least of it, the equals of Egyptian boys. Erman’s
second reason for transforming the king’s daughters into
ladies of the harem is that it was contrary to Egyptian
custom to depict members of the royal family without
giving their names. Yet by Erman’s own showing it
would have been just as much a breach of etiquette to
depict the king with ladies of the harem. We have
Erman’s word for it that once only does a king of Egypt
give a glimpse into tle life of his wives—and that is the
case we are now considering. The best comment on such
arguments is Margulies’ t epigram: ‘ Our understanding
of past happenings is limited by what we ourselves are.”

Among some of the peoples where women held sway,
the mothers chose wives for their sons without consulting
the latter. Bancroft remarks in this connexion that it

* Der Kampf zwischen Bagdad und Suez im Altertum.
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seems incredible the sons should have complied. We
do not find that any investigators express incredulity
when they read of daughters being married off by their
fathers and accepting their lot without demur. This use
of the power of masculine dominance seems quite a natural
thing, because it accords with Men’s-State sentiments.

Wilkinson and Westermarck both question the accuracy
of Herodotus’ statement that in Egypt sons were not
responsible for the maintenance of their parents. Inas-
much as filial duties were held in high regard, we may
assume (say these modern critics) that sons in especial
were educated to respect the obligation. But it would
not have occurred to Wilkinson or Westermarck to express
any doubt if Herodotus had written that daughters were
under no obligation to maintain their parents. Such
doubts do mot arise unless the incident conflicts with
the familiar canons of the Men’s State.

Let us give another instance. Bunsen® says that
according to the hieroglyphs ‘“ Osiris "’ signified * Hes-Iri,”
that is, ““ the Eye of Isis.” ‘' But in this case the chief
deity, the leading embodiment of the divine spirit, would
be named after Isis. Thus Isis. would take precedence
of Osiris, although she can have been nothing more than
the female complement of his personality. This would
be preposterous and unprecedented.” Bunsen’s ideology
is purely that of the Men’s State. Other canons than
those of the Men’s State are to him simply inconceivable.
By these canons the supreme deity must have been a
male. Goddesses perforce occupy a subordinate position
as mere complements of the masculine deity. Any other
-view is absurd and therefore incredible !

Still more misleading than the suppressions and mis-
interpretations of facts that bear witness to unfamiliar
relationships of power between the sexes, is the way in
which reports that bear a Women’s-State complexion
are filled out in the spirit of the Men’s-State ideology.
In such cases it is extremely difficult to get at the truth.
When an author who tendentiously expands his reports
is good enough to mention the original sources, an inde-

» Aegyptens Stelle in der Weltgeschichte
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pendent examination of these is possible. Thus Max
Miiller * writes of the Egyptians : * The Greeks mockingly
relate concerning the common people that the women
left their homes on business affairs, for petty trade pre-
sumably, whilst the men did the housework.” In a
footnote Max Miiller adds: ‘‘ Cf. the description of this
topsy-turvy world in Herodotus, ii. 35.” When we
turn up the passage in the original we find, first, that
there is no trace of mockery, and, secondly, that there
is not a word to show that the historian is speaking only
of * the common people.” Both of these are interpolations
by Max Miiller, but it would have been difficult, nay
impossible, to prove the fact had he failed to refer his
readers to the original. We see, then, how much caution
is needed in accepting the accounts of matters which fail
to harmonise with current views concerning sex domination.

A few typical examples may be adduced, in conclusion,
to show how quickly, when men become dominant, the
memories of the antecedent dominance of women are
expunged. By the time of Aristophanes, the remembrance
that women had once held sway in Athens was so utterly
extinct that the dramatist assures us in his Ecclesiazuse
(The Parliament of Women) that gynecocracy was the
only ““ cracy "’ which Athens had never known. Bachofen’s
comment is: ‘‘ Gynecocracy had in fact been the first
form of rule in Athens.” We learn from Meiners (who
wrote, it will be remembered, in 1788) that women were
then dominant among the Kamchadales. Kennan ? when
he visited Kamchatka about a century later, found among
the Kamchadales “ a far more chivalrous regard for the
wishes and views of the fair sex than might have been
expected in such a condition of society.” The memory
of the absolute dominance of women that prevailed in
Meiners’ day had been so completely obliterated (at any
rate to the eye of the foreign observer) at the time of
Kennan's visit that the latter could discern nothing
more than an unexpected chivalry in the men'’s attitude
towards the women.

t Die Liebespoesie der alten Aegypter, p. 6.
s Tent Life in Siberia. P
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We may learn another very important lesson from the
foregoing incident. It shows how imperfectly travellers
are able at times to understand the characteristics of
the peoples they are studying, for the simple reason that
they measure all manners and customs by their Men's-
State standards. Just as historians tend to modify the
records of the dominance of women so as to fit them to
the ideology of the Men’s State, so do travellers incline
to view the manners and customs of foreign peoples
through Men's-State spectacles. Take Kennan’s remark,
that he was surprised to find so much chivalry towards
women in such a condition of society, and recall the
fact that the aforesaid chivalry is known to have been
the sequel of a phase in which women held absolute
sway ! Since men, in the days when males are dominant,
find it difficult to believe that the dominance of women
could ever have existed, it seems to them that any freedoms
women may possess can only have been conceded by the
chivalry of men. Such a conqueror’s outlook often
conflicts with the simplest rules of logic. Thus Ebers :
informs us that Sophocles justly ridiculed the men of
Egypt as the ““ women’s-slaves- of the Nile,” seeing that
many papyri show how Egyptian husbands conceded a
great many rights to their wives. Ebers does not explain
the process of logic-chopping which makes it possible
for him to think that slaves can concede rights to their
masters.

Kennan is merely voicing a general opinion when he
implies that the chivalry of men towards women is the
outcome of advanced civilisation. What we know of the
Kamchadales is enough to prove the theory erroneous.
The * chivalry ”’ displayed by one sex towards the other
is quite independent of the level of civilisation. It is
a product of monosexual dominance, and it varies as
power waxes Or wanes.

The instances we have given of the campaign which
is carried on during the phase of masculine dominance
for the obliteration of the vestiges of feminine dominance
will give an idea of the difficulties encountered in founding

t Aegyptische Studien.
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the new science of the comparative psychology of mono-
sexual dominance. The elements of this science are
based upon a comparison between the respective peculi-
arities of masculine and feminine dominance. The charac-
teristics of masculine dominance are familiar to us from
actual experience, and still more from the records of a
very recent past. But it is extremely difficult to study
the characteristics of feminine dominance, for the ascend-
ancy of males is accompanied by a tendency to obliterate
the traces of the converse type of monosexual rule. In
the formulation of the psychology of monosexual domi-
nance, the investigator must never lose sight of this
tendency. The aphorism of Bacon * applies to all human
wisdom : “ Human reason is not a pure light, but is
clouded by caprice and emotion. Consequently it makes
of the sciences what it will.”

This utterance applies with especial force to mono-
sexual dominance, which tends in the highest degree to
stimulate caprice and emotion. Such dominance is prone
to develop caprice among the dominants ; and monosexual
dominance in a society of persons composed of both sexes
fosters the growth of strong emotional bias. Hence
monosexual dominance always modifies the records of
the past in the light of its own caprice. By a psycho-
logical determinism, male dominants perforce demand of
history that it shall be the history of male dominance.
Perchance this is why extant historical records extend
back for so few thousand years. Winckler 2 has shown
that history really began much earlier than we usually
suppose : ‘‘ Every one inclines to look for the beginnings
of civilised States in that grey primal age (3000 B.C.),
which is in fact the limit to which our knowledge extends
as far as it is based upon written documents, so that
we naturally incline to regard it as the initial period in
the development of State systems and civilised com-
munities. But such a view is erroneous, for the period
in question was not the beginning but the end of the
first era of civilised life to which history bears
witness.” Inasmuch as it seems to be a law of

1 Novam Organum. s Op. cit,, p. 76.
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monosexual dominance that there is a slow but sure
movement in the direction of obliterating the historical
traces of an antecedent obverse type of monosexual
dominance, we see that monosexual dominance definitely
imperils the general integrity of the historical record.



CHAPTER EIGHTEEN

THE PENDULUM MOVEMENT OF MONOSEXUAL
DOMINANCE

THE current views and theories concerning matriarchy
and masculine dominance may be grouped under three
heads. A few investigators, those whose Men’s-State
ideology is absolutely imperturbable, are still convinced
that among all peoples since the human race first came
into existence men have been dominant and women
subordinate. A larger number have come to recognise,
since Bachofen’s writings were published, that in the
primal age women were dominant among many or most
peoples, but that with the advance of civilisation men
became dominant. They regard the dominance of men
as definitive and inalterable. Nietzsche may be mentioned
as one who took this view. He wrote: * There are
historical as well as ethnological grounds for denying
that woman is per se the weaker sex. Almost universally
there are, or have been, types of civilisation in which
women are dominant. The definitive subjugation of
women may be regarded as an incidental occurrence, or,
if you prefer the phrase, as a climax in the destiny of
the nations.” The third group comprises the most
recent investigators, those who have noted the success
of women’s endeavours to shake off the dominance of
men. They believe that the struggle between the sexes
will end in the establishment of equality between men
and women. Miiller-Lyer and von Kemnitz may be
mentioned among the champions of this opinion.
' Breysig, Ziegler, etc.
214
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All three theories bear the impress of the time spirit
that gave them birth. Absolute masculine dominance
is parent of the view that the hegemony of men is estab-
lished from all eternity as an immutable law of God and
nature. The theory persists to-day as a vestige from a
past epoch—much as, according to Gray, there is still
to be found in androcratic China a gynecocratic oasis
where the ancient dominance of women has been pre-
served without change. In every period there are mani-
fest, not only in practical life but also in the domain of
scientific theory, residues from an obviously outworn
epoch, preserved with pious zeal by a few investigators.
They are vestigial traits. The theory that masculine
dominance is immutable and eternal is a vestige of this
kind.

The second outlook owes its origin to the recent en-
deavours of women to liberate themselves from male
domination. During this phase it has been discovered
that in earlier days women held sway. It was however
believed that the period of feminine dominance had been
restricted to the primal ages of human development.
The hegemony of men was still contemplated as definitive,
as henceforward immutably established, seeing that the
rule of men still persisted unchanged in the world of
fact, and was assailed by the champions of women’s
rights solely in the field of theory.

But this theory that matriarchy was restricted to
primitive society, to the childhood of the nations, though
general to-day, is hardly tenable in view of the immense
antiquity of the human race in comparison with the
brevity of the period which we are accustomed to dis-
tinguish as historical. Many hundreds of thousands of
years, perhaps many millions of years, have elapsed
since human beings first came into existence. What
are a few thousand years of recorded history beside these
@ons whose span seems to us almost infinite? Con-
templating this eternity, how can we decide which sex
ruled in the primal age of mankind ? Who can venture
to dogmatise concerning the influence of one sex or the
other upon the growth of civilisation? In this con-
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nexion we may refer once more to Winckler’s dictum,
that, beyond a doubt, many civilisations have flourished
and decayed before the dawning of the era known to us
as the historical age. But in the case of these forgotten
civilisations we shall never discover whether they blossomed
under the dominance of men or under the dominance of
women.

The third view, that the struggle between the sexes
will come to an end with the establishment of equality
between the sexes—that equality, once attained, will
be the immutable form of the relationships of power
between men and women—has been born out of our
most recent experiences. The highest aim of women
has been and to-day is the attainment of equality with
men. Already in many States there is at any rate a
nominal equality of rights for the sexes, and the ultimate
achievement of equality would seem to be assured.
Hence the tendency to regard equality of rights as the
permanent phase of sex relationships.

This triple set of outlooks shows plainly that in none
of the phases of monosexual dominance has there yet
been secured a view which transcends that dominance.
It is characteristic of every phase to look upon itself
as an immutable norm, as something that is permanently
valid. To this inertia may be mainly ascribed the pre-
valence of three outlooks all of which are erroneous,
and the failure as yet to recognise the true law controlling
the relationships of power between the sexes. That
relationship is not a constant, it is not a fixed magnitude,
and despite our best wishes it can never become anything
of the kind.

There is, indeed, a tendency towards fixity in the re-
lationship of power between the sexes, whatever that
relationship may be. But there is a still stronger counter-
vailing tendency towards change, towards progressive
modification. The relationship of power is subject to
the laws of motion. The present authors’ researches
seem to justify the contention that the movement of
the relationships of power between the sexes is undulatory,
or that it resembles the swing of a pendulum. Auto-
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matically, masculine dominance is replaced by feminine,
and feminine by masculine. In the swing from the pre-
valence of one form of sexual dominance to the other,
the pendulum necessarily traverses the stage in which
there is a balance of power between the sexes. This is
the phase of equal rights.

The movement, however, does not seem to be a simple
oscillation. We do not find that the power of one of
the sexes continuously diminishes, while that of the other
continuously increases. The main swing of the pendulum
is complicated by minor oscillations. The subordinate
sex experiences from time to time reverses in its march
to power, these reverses being followed by fresh advances
which bring it a stage nearer to its goal. The dominant
sex, on the other hand, the one whose power is declining,
will win occasional victories even during that decline,
and such a victory may be so extensive that the power
of the heretofore dominant sex seems thoroughly reestab-
lished. Nevertheless these victories during the phase
of declining power are never more than apparent; they
are Pyrrhic victories, inevitably followed by a further
and more serious forfeiture of power. The highest point
of the movement of the pendulum is that at which the
reversal of the movement begins. After the dominance
of one of the sexes has been pushed to the pitch of abso-
lutism, and when power has reached a climax, the descent
into the valley of equal rights begins.

Why is it that this pendulum movement in the relation-
ships of power between the sexes has not hitherto been
recognised ? Probably for the following reasons. In
the first place the movements are extremely slow, for
they occupy enormous periods of time. To them applies
what Charlotte Perkins Gilman 1 has written of great
social transformations in general, that, like the flow of
the tide, they take place through the movement of a
thousand wavelets, and never through one great forward
sweep.

In the second place we have shown that, in virtue
of a psychological determinism, the dominant sex in-

* Women and Economics.
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variably tries to expunge from the record the historical
vestiges of the antecedent period when it was itself
subordinate and when the other sex was dominant. This
is what renders so difficult the demonstration of the
pendulum movement. During any stroke of the pendulum,
the erasure of the evidence of the previous stroke in the
opposite direction is effected as completely as possible.
The dominance of one sex involves the suppression of
the proof that the other sex antecedently held sway,
and this is what makes it so difficult to perceive the
unceasing recurrence of the oscillations in the relationships
of power between the sexes. Those who are unable
to see beyond the narrow horizon of contemporary history,
will hardly be able to grasp the historical law of this
pendulum movement. We may quote from Landau a
trenchant criticism of such a narrowing of outlook. He
writes? : “ The great error of all current historical out-
looks is the way in which historians confine their attention
to the data that are gasy of access and familiar, and
ignore those which are unfamiliar and comparatively
inaccessible. A process of historical evolution is the
outcome of the totality of forces that cooperate towards
it, regardless of the circumstance that some only of these
forces happen to have stamped their imprint on the
historical record. An observer who bases his account
solely on the latter will produce a distorted if not a
positively topsy-turvy picture.”” In this matter of mono-
sexual dominance, owing to the nature of the details
that ‘“happen’’ to have stamped themselves on the
historical record—owing to the fact that history is written
almost exclusively from the standpoint of the dominant
sex—the picture is not merely distorted, but is in many
cases a topsy-turvy one. This must never be forgotten
when considering the newly-discovered law of the pendu-
lum movement.

There is a considerable amount of historical and ethno-
logical evidence to confirm our theory of a pendulum
movement, even though this evidence may not be sufficient

1 Die Bedeutung der Phdnizier im Vdlkerleben, in “ Ex Oriente Lux,"”
vol. i., edited by H. Winckler.
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to establish absolute proof. In the course of the present
study we have seen that among diverse peoples the
pendulum of power was simultaneously in the most
different positions, so that while in some cases men and
in some cases women were supreme, in some the powers
of the sexes were approximately equal. This is plain
from the reports of many of the classical authors, who
have frequently referred to the dominance of women
among other peoples, or have described, among these,
customs which were the reverse of those that obtained
in the Men’s States to which the writers themselves
belonged. The reports of travellers in more recent times
furnish additional confirmation. At the date when they
were first discovered, the peoples visited by explorers
from the western world were found to be in very varying
phases of monosexual dominance. Sometimes men ruled,
sometimes women ; occasionally, the rights of the sexes
were nearly equal.

Again, when we study the history of particular peoples
at varying times, we find great differences in the relation-
ships of power between the sexes. One of the earliest
civilisations known to us is that of the Egyptians. If
we are to credit the account given by Nymphodorus, at
the outset of the historical epoch men were dominant
in Egypt, for he tells us that in that land the introduction
of gynecocracy was attributed to King Sesostris. This
obviously implies that before the days of Sesostris andro-
cracy must have been in force. We know that under
Greek influence androcracy was revived. Thus there
was an oscillation from androcracy to gynecocracy and
back to androcracy again.

Lamprecht showed that matriarchy existed among the
ancient Teutons. We have seen that in the days of
Tacitus the sexes appear to have had equal rights, but
that there were plain traces of an antecedent dominance
of women. The phase of equality was gradually succeeded
by one in which males were dominant; but now, under
our very eyes, the absolutism of masculine dominance
is passing away. Amid continuous minor oscillations,
androcracy among the Germans reached the pitch of



220 THE DOMINANT SEX

monosexual absolutism, so that women were entirely
restricted to domestic occupations, were excluded from
higher education, were completely subordinate in married
life, had practically no property rights, and so on. Then
came the struggle of women to secure equality, and a
nominal equality has now been achieved. On broad
lines, then, we have among the Germans the following
phases : vestiges of gynecocracy; equal rights; andro-
cracy ; commencement of equality.

There are also psychological reasons in support of
the view that the relationships of power between the
sexes must be the subject of continual oscillations, that
the pendulum will not stop swinging unless some new
force brings its movement to a standstill. Noteworthy
is the way in which this discovery of the pendulum
movement was foreshadowed by Cato and by Hippel.

Cato, addressing men, writes: ‘‘In the moment when
they [women] begin to be your equals, they will become
supreme over you.” Hippel says: *‘ Beyond question,

woman will catch us up sume day; but then we shall
never be able to overtake her.”

Among the influences that inevitably lead to the over-
throw of monosexual dominance, two psychological factors
are conspicuous.

The main cause of the overthrow is the abuse of power.
Hegemony ' degenerates into absolutism, and thus gives
itself its own death blow. By abusing its powers, the
dominant sex evokes the forces that will put an end to
its dominance. Power always tends to outreach itself
in this way. As Plato says: *‘ Rarely do we find in one
who possesses unrestricted power the greatness of mind
which will enable him to refrain from using it to the
full.” Individual wielders of power, may, by a wise
self-denying ordinance, refrain from using their power
to the full. But where we have to do with mass domina-
tion, as when one sex rules the other sex, or one class
rules another class, such a self-denying ordinance is
no longer within the domain of psychological possibilities.
In the case of mass power, the tendency to abuse power
will sooner or later come into operation, and the abuse
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of power will destroy the foundation upon which power
is upbuilt. This is why the history of the human race
is strewn with the wreckage of overthrown empires.
Another reason why abuse of power is so apt to occur
in mass domination is that such domination is responsible
to no one. Plato recognised how responsibility exercises
a controlling influence upon those who wield power.
He wrote: ‘“No mortal is fit to exercise irresponsible
power over his fellows.”” Those who wield mass dominion
become the slaves of their own power. This tragedy
always recurs when one sex rules the other. Hence,
under the dominance of men, men too are subject to
the mass dominion of their own sex. Power becomes
stronger than those who wield it and brings even them
under its sway. The subordinates are oppressed, not
by any deliberate intention on the part of the dominants,
but owing to the natural tendency of irresponsible power
to increase itself to the utmost. That is why abuse of
power always occurs in monosexual dominance, and it is
this abuse of power which puts a term to power. Bacho-
fen * recognised this in the case of the dominance of
women. He said: ‘ The matertal power which formed
the central feature of matriarchy brought an abundance
of sorrows and trials to the human race, and these
may have contributed, in the end, to the subordination
of power to a purer and higher law. Not until this
higher law came into operation was there a joyful
prospect of peace, happiness, and prosperity.” Bachofen's
judgment is passed in one-sided fashion solely upon the
feminine form of monosexual dominance. He fails to
see that the observation is equally true of the masculine
form. The rule of men, likewise, has completely failed
to bring peace, happiness, and prosperity. Androcracy
no less than gynecocracy has graven the furrows of care
on the brow of mankind. In the case of the dominion
of men, just as much as in the case of the dominion of
women, the abundance of sorrows and trials it has en-
tailed has given rise to an endeavour to overthrow it.
Athenzus tells us that Clearchus already recognised that
t Verhandlungen deutscher Philologen, Stuttgart, 1856.
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the dominance of women, wherever it was found, in-
variably presupposed an antecedent degradation of women,
their antecedent ill-treatment, and that the inevitable
reaction against extremes had brought it into being.

The explanations that have hitherto been offered
to account for the transition from gynecocracy to andro-
cracy have invariably been biased by the ideology of
the extant Men’s State. The favourite theory is that
women were subordinated by men because men are
physically stronger than women. Even Kemnitz,' who
will not admit that this was the main factor, considers
it to have beén contributory to the overthrow of the
dominance of women. She writes: ‘ It was, before all,
owing to the comparative physical weakness of women
that the dominance of women could not be securely
established in the initial stages of human social evolution.
Even though we may not consider the difference between
men and women in respect of bodily strength to have
been by itself a sufficient cause for the installation of
androcracy, the comparative weakness of women must
certainly have imperilled gynecocracy.” The present
writers have already shown that this question of the
comparative strength of the sexes had nothing to do
with the transition from the dominance of women to
the dominance of men. Those who think so are con-
fusing cause and effect. The preponderant strength of
men was the effect, not the cause, of masculine dominance.
We have proved that the dominant sex excels the subor-
dinate sex in bodily strength. If the question of bodily
strength had had any influence in connexion with the
change, the superior bodily strength of the dominants
would have tended to retard the transformation.

Kemnitz, however, attempts to discover new explana-
tions for the transition from the dominance of men to
the dominance of women. She considers that the cause
of the dominance of women was the temporary sexual
dependence of men upon women. In her opinion, the
dominance was dictated by sexuality. But this sexual

1 Das Weib und seine Bestimmung, p. 120.
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dependence of the male was in conflict with his natural
character traits. When property became established as
a permanent institution, inasmuch as property could
only be acquired and kept through the superior bodily
strength of the males, the masculine will-to-power asserted
itself and women were subjugated. With the flourishing
of science and industry, extensive claims were made
on masculine energy, and there was thus provided “a
sedative for sensuality.”” To-day, therefore, equality of
the sexes can be introduced without making men sexually
dependent on women. Man’s strong desire for indepen-
dence will be able to secure free expression even though
the sexes have equal rights.

Kemnitz’ explanations do not transcend the outlooks
of the Men’s State. She believes that the will-to-power,
the longing for independence, is a specifically masculine
quality. But in reality we are not concerned with an
inborn characteristic of males, but with a view which
is simply the effect of monosexual dominance. The
dominant sex is invariably supposed to be peculiarly
characterised by the will-to-power and the desire for
independence. Upon such an assumed natural predis-
position the dominants base theif claim to rule, believing
it to be justified by God’s will and the laws of nature.

Such outlooks are buttresses of the dominance. More-
over, the rise of property as a permanent institution,
which Kemnitz believes to have been one of the decisive
factors in the transition, can have hardly anything to
do with the matter. For the acquisition of property
and its preservation were not, as Kemnitz opines, due
to the superior bodily strength of the males. Property
‘has always been acquired and preserved by the dominant
sex. It was a permanent institution among the Egyptians
for thousands of years, although women held sway. The
same association may be noted in the case of the Spartans,
the Kamchadales, the Chamorros, the Iroquois, and the
Cantabri.

The change in the relationships of power between
the sexes is not brought about by external factors, but
by internal. There is at work, in addition to the law
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of overstrain or expansion we have just been demonstrating,
a psychological law of action and reaction. These two
laws, which have hitherto been overlooked, lie at the
very root of the psychology of power.

When we study the psychological law of action and
reaction as it manifests itself in the pendulum move-
ment, we note the following phenomena. In the first
phase of domination, the pressure exercised by the
dominant sex brings about the subordination of the other
sex. This subordination leads on the dominants to a
continual increase in the pressure they exercise. At
length the moment arrives when the pressure becomes
so strong that it begins to arouse resistance instead of
subordination. The pendulum of monosexual dominance
has reached its highest point, and with the reversal of
the movement a decline sets in. All pressure exercised
by the dominant sex henceforward arouses in the members
of the other sex resistance as well as subordination,
incites them to a struggle against the dominants, initiates
among the subordinates endeavours to secure power for
themselves. As long as the pendulum of masculine
dominion is still in the ascendant, the subordinate sex
reacts to the growing power of the males by the display
of an increasing tendency to subordination. If the bow
has been overstrained, if the power has been pushed
to the pitch of absolutism, the pendulum movement is
reversed. In such circumstances, not only do we find
that the subordinates grow insurgent and demand equal
rights, but also that some of the dominants encourage
them in their endeavours to secure equality.

The struggle is all the fiercer in proportion as the
dominants persevere more obstinately in their attempts
to enforce subordination. This rigid conservatism, this
determination to defend the traditional privileges of the
dominant sex, arouses so vigorous a reaction on the
part of the subordinate sex, initiates so violent a struggle
for the acquirement of power, that what was at first
merely a contest for equal rights gradually develops
into the dominance of the previously subordinate sex.
Max Hirsch is unfortunately right in saying : ' The main
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thing that has driven the leaders of the woman’s move-
ment into extreme courses has been the hostile attitude
of the masculine world and of the authorities that are
under masculine control.”

Power alone can make woman free. Nevertheless, the
acquisition of power entails the danger that it may be
pushed to an extreme, so that dominance over the other
sex may be secured, this bringing in its train a recurrence
of the abuses of power that seemed to have been abolished
by the victory over those who were formerly dominant.
That is the tragedy of every struggle of the subordinate
sex against the dominant sex. It is absolutely essential
that humanity should discover ways and means for the
permanent realisation of the ideal of sex equality, and
for the permanent prevention of either type of monosexual
dominance. In default, the millenniums that lie before
us will be no less wretched than those which are now
drawing to a close. But to-day our knowledge is suffi-
ciently advanced to encourage us in the attempt to
nullify what has hitherto been the law of social evolution.
Should it prove possible to do this, there will open for
mankind a future better and happier than the past has
been—the future of permanent sex equality.

15



GLOSSARY

Acharnians. The inhabitants of Acharnae in ancient Greece.

Angolans. Indigens of Angola, Portuguese West Africa.

Ashantis. The inhabitants of Ashanti on the west coast of
Africa.

Balonda. An African tribe inhabiting the Upper Zambesi district.

Battas. A highland tribe in the northern part of Sumatra.

Botocudos. A South-American Indian tribe, dwelling in Northern
Brazil.

Cantabri. A tribe dwelling in northern Spain, not far from the
site of the modern town of Santander, during the days of
the Roman dominion.

Celtae. The inhabitants of the middle region of Gaul in the days
of the Roman conquest of that country. (Distinguish the
term from Celts, which applies to the Celtic race as a whole.)

Chamorros. The indigens of the Mariannes or Ladrones in the
north-western Pacific Ocean. They numbered about 50,000
at the time of the Spanish occupation in 1668, but less
than a century later only 1,800 remained. They were
typical Micronesians with a considerable civilisation. The
few descendants have intermarried with immigrant stocks,
and the Chamorros may be regarded as extinct.

Chippewas. A Red Indian tribe. Also known as the Ojibways.

Creeks. A powerful confederacy of North-American Indians
which in historic times occupied the greater part of the
districts now known as Alabama and Georgia.

Dyaks. One of the indigenous races of Borneo.
Fuegians. The indigens of Tierra del Fuego.

Gagers. ' The most savage and ferocious of all the cannibal
tribes of Africa, and even of the world "’ (Meiners, quoting
Cavazzi).

Garos. An indigenous race of Assam.
Hurons. See Wyandots.
Kamchadales. One of the three indigenous stocks of Kamchatka.

Khonds or Kandhs. An aboriginal tribe of Hindustan, inhabiting
the tributary states of Orissa and the Ganjam district of
Madras.

Latuka. A tribe dwelling in the region of the upper Nile.



THE DOMINANT SEX 227

Libyans. The inhabitants of ancient Libya, a district of northern
Africa lying immediately to the west of Egypt. (Sometimes,
in accordance with Greek usage, ‘‘ Libya '’ denote all that
the ancient Greeks knew of Africa, and Libya as above defined
was distinguished as Libya Exterior, or as Libyae Nomos.)

Linggans. Indigens of Lingga, an island in the Dutch East
Indies, a little south of Singapore.

Loango. District on the west coast of Africa, extending north-
ward from the mouth of the Congo.

Locrians. The inhabitants of Locris in ancient Greece.

Lycians. The inhabitants of ?,ncient Lycia, a district on the
southern side of the peninsula of Asia Minor.

Lydians. The inhabitants of ancient Lydia, a district of Asia
Minor in the middle of the west side of the peninsula.

Makwa. An African tribe on the Mozambique coast.

Mandayas. A people dwelling in Eastern Mindanao, Philippine
Islands.

Mingrelians. The inhabitants of Mingrelia, a former prin-
cipality of Transcausia, became subject to Russia in 1804.
The Mingrelians are closely akin to the Georgians.

Motu. A tribe in British New Guinea.
Nairs. See Nayars.
Natchez. A Red Indian tribe.

Nayars or Nairs. A caste or tribe on the west coast of India
who form the dominant race in Malabar.

Ojibways. See Chippewas.

Otomacos. A South-American Indian tribe, dwelling in the
Orinoco region.

Pelasgi. Prehistoric inhabitants of ancient Greece, prior to the
coming of the Hellenes. Quasi-legendary.

Pueblos. Amerindians of Arizona and New Mexico.
Reddi. A tribe in Mysore, Southern Hindustan.

Sakai. An aboriginal people of the Malay Peninsula.
Santals. The most numerous aboriginal tribe in Bengal.

Tlingits. North-American Indians—a small tribe dwelling in
Southern Alaska.

Winnebagos. An Amerindian tribe dwelling in Wisconsin.

Wyandots. A Red Indian tribe formerly inhabiting the eastern
shore of Lake Huron. Also known as Hurons.
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