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PanDel lives: Five Victorian Marriaps. By Phyllis Rose 
(New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1984) 
by Jlorlae LolJg.«ur, OSU, Center for Wo-,/1 Slllllk, 11114 
Deport1Mnl of Englilll 

As she would be the first to insist, Phyllis 
Rose is not a biographer in the cla11ic sense of 
the term. As in her earlier literary biography 
of Virginia Woolf: Rose's project in this study 
of Victorian marriages is not to unearth new 
details or to verify or disprove disputed "facts" 
about the individuals and couples, but rather 
to reposition and reinterpret relatively 
well-known material within the context of what 
she calls a "feminist skepticism about marriage, 
a taste for higher gossip, a distaste for the 
rhetoric of romantic love, and a desire to look 
at marriages as imaginative projections and 
arrangements of power." The result is a highly 
readable narrative of parallel lives and one of 
the most eloquent and psychologically 
convincing feminist statements about the 
significance and complexity of heterosexual 
marriage as an institution and an experience. 
Without the distractions of demographic 
profiles and statistics, without much reference 
to the new data about the relative well-being 
of men, women, and children in marriage, but 
simply by studying the life experiences of ten 
individuals in five very different but parallel 
forms of marriage, Rose has probed the heart 
of the problem - for, whatever else can be said 
of the results of this work, it certainly 
enhances our understanding of bow 
"problematic" marriage is. It also, not 
coincidentally, makes it clear that our fantasy 
that we have made great progreu since the 
Victorians in marital and sexual matters is a 
profound illusion - indeed, a dangerous one -
and that, for all the cultural and historical 
differences, the problems, at least for the 
intellectual middle class, remain virtually the 
same in 1~ as they were in 1850. 

The couples Rose studies are Jane Welsh 
and Thomas Culyle, Effie Gray and John 
Ruskin, Harriet Taylor and John Stuart Mill, 
Catherine Hogarth and Charles Dickens, and 
George Eliot and George Henry Lewes. They 
range from participants in the most classically 
patriarchal marriages to the most iiberated" 
ones, from asexual marriages to marriages in 
which ten children were produced, from 

genuinely miserable alliances to relatively 
stable if not altogether happy ones, to what 
appear to have been mutually satisfying 
partnerships. None of the couples actually 
divorced, though the Ruskins' marriage was 
annulled and the Dickenses were separated for 
the lut twelve years of Charles' life and the 
last twenty of Catherine's. There are, no doubt, 
those who will be suspicious of the fact that 
the two "feminist" marriages turn out to be the 
most satisfying ones, but in this case, the "facts" 
as well as the "truths" speak for themselves. 
And the inevitable criticism that Rose's 
"feminist skepticism" about marriage would 
automatically lead to that conclusion is well 
countered in her very insightful chapter on 
Mill and Taylor whose marriage, by all 
feminist logic, ought to provide the ideal In 
fact, u Rose points out, he was rather too 
submi11ive and Harriet Taylor too 
domineering, and the reversal of the "normal" 
power structure in that relationship leaves us 
somewhat uneasy and unconvinced Harriet 
may have been thoroughly happy, but it is not 
so clear that John wu, and it is, in Rose's 
opinion, George Eliot and George Henry 
Lewes who, instinctively living a partnership 
of equality without the articulation of feminist 
ideology to structure it, were the most stable 
and productive of each others' well-being. 

Bach of the marriages Rose studies stands 
as a sort of paradigm for what she suggests is a 
"bewildering" but energizing example of the 
flexibility and durability of the institution 
itself. The Carlyles, with their unusually long 
- and highly epistolary - courtship and the 
absolute dependence on Jane as the classic 
angel in the house, provide the frame for the 
study. The fact that Jane Welsh Culyle was a 
brilliant but frustrated woman bu been well 
established, not only through her own letters 
·and diaries but through the testimony of her 
contemporaries. Lacking the external support 
for gaining the education she craved and 
having more or less internalized the 
predominant ideology about a woman's "place," 
she did the next best thing to becoming a great 



writer and thinker herself by marrying one -
and then nurturing him through his long 
intellectual endeavors for the rest of her life. 
She was by no means thoroughly wretched and 
miserable in this role, but neither was she 
happy or fulfilled, and her private musings 
contain a fair amount of bitterness about the 
limitations of her life. But as Rose points out, 
"few women in history - or even literature -
were more successful in making their husbands 
feel guilty than Jane Carlyle." When Thomas 
read her diaries after her death, he was, to his 
credit, genuinely horrified and spent his final 
years writing Reminiscences, not to vindicate 
himself but to record his guilt and her life. He 
was heroic enough to insist that the domestic 
become public, and in that sense perhaps made 
Jane's sacrifice worth a good deal - but less to 
her, indeed, than to us. 

The Ruskin• are an example of the worst 
that can happen to men and women under 
conditions of what Rose calls the "radical 
innocence" of the Victorians about sexuality. 
The catastrophic wedding night, on which John 
was confronted by his severe gynephobia (he 
was terrified of and repulsed by the female 
bodyi resulted in years of celibacy which Effie 
finally escaped through a second marriage with 
the painter John Everett Millais, a love affair 
probably unconsciously, if not consciously, 
engineered by John Ruskin himself. While 
Ruskin does not come off well in Rose's 
analysis (he is characterized, for example, as a 
man "who cared more about stones than people, 
who pref erred little girls to grown women, who 
instructed a nation in taste and morality, who 
went mad and saw snakes"), she has some 
sympathy for him as a victim of Victorian 
sexual mores. "With pre-marital chastity 

. demanded absolutely of middle-class women 
(suuested but not required of meni the 
Victorian wedding night, a supercharged 
transition from innocence to experience, could 
hardly have been easy, may well have been a 
barbaric trial for at least one, and sometimes 
for both, of the newly married pair." That the 
Ruskin• "managed" it by deciding never to 
have sex at all was not in itself the problem; 
Rose frequently points out the truth feminists 
have acknowledged for some time, that the 
post-Freudian over- sexualization of experience 
can be at least as limiting of our real needs as 
Victorian repression. But it happened to be a 
very bad solution for Effie Gray, who wanted 
children and, though she would hardly have 

known how to articulate it even to herself, 
wanted sex. The result was a very ugly power 
struggle displaced onto everything from their 
relations with their parents and in-laws (they 
actually managed a several-month-long battle 
involving both sets of parents on the treatment 
of the common cold, which hardly r~uires 
Freudian theory to see was not the "real" 111ue) 
to the stones of Venice (which took up all of 
John's time, leaving Effie to her own devices} 
Since the marriage wu unconsummated, and 
Bf fie was lucky enough to be able to prove it 
through medical examination, she escaped to a 
happy marriage and he to bis Italian 
architectural studies. But it is the saddest 
story in the book. 

Of Taylor and Mill, the great intellectual 
and probably asexual partnership which only 
became a marriage after the death of John 
Taylor, to whom Harriet was actually married 
for most of her life, Rose finds much to be 
admired as well as material for considerable 
skepticism. Mill obviously idolized Harriet 
and she him. They both insist in all extant 
evidence that all the great work of John Stuart 
Mill was co-euthored (and in most cases 
generated) by Harriet Taylor. Rose doesn't 
believe it anymore than anyone else does 
(except John and Harriet, of course, which is 
what matters) and her case is convincing. Mill 
was, she believes, 10 committed to his own 
feminism that he constructed · bis life in 
accordance with his principles and constructed 
Harriet as the object of them, a position she 
was more than happy to occupy: "Mill's 
delusion about Harriet is his love for her and, 
written all over his autobiography, it makes 
that book, sympathetically read, one of the 
most touching love stories of the nineteenth 
century. The more ordinary Harriet Taylor 
was, in fact, the more impressive the spectacle 
of a man projecting upon the world the 
lineaments of inner need." Since John Stuart 
Mil~ taught all too well by his father to 
distrust religion and higher authority, could 
not in fact live without both, he created them 
in Harriet Taylor and, Rose concludes, "atoned 
for the subjection of women by the voluntary, 
even enthusiastic, subjection of one man and 
portrayed the result as a model marriage of 
equals." It may not have been the best model 
bequeathed to us from the nineteenth century, 
but it certainly wasn't the worst 



Charles Dickens and Catherine Hogarth 
probably !!!_ among the wont The great 
paterfamilias, author of the century's most 
influential narratives of conventional domestic 
felicity, was, in fact, incapable of growing up, 
ditched his faithful wife apparently for her 
lack of •intensity; and took up with a 
teen-4lged actress when he wu in bis late 
fortieL If Catherine's passivity in all of this is 
infuriating, Dicken'• infantilism is even more 
so. As Rose puts it, "melodrama bas its power, 
but as a way of undentanding marital discord, 
it is not particularly useful" Committed as he 
was, in life as well as in literature, to the 
melodramatic, Dickens inevitably "projected all 
his difficulties onto outward circumstances ... 
and he cast himself, improbably, in the role of 
victim." Because of bis position of enormous 
power in British cultural and political life, he 
got away with it, leaving us, Rose says, a "fine 
example of how not to end a marriage." 

Rose bu little but admiration for Eliot and 
Lewes and their great scandalous affair which 
effectively isolated Mary Ann Evans from 
polite society and, for fear of setting a bad 
example, from active participation in the 
causes of women's rights in which she believed. 
Given Lewes'• marriage to a woman repeatedly 
unfaithful to him, whose children, most of 
whom were not bis, he continued to support (as 
did Eliot after his death), they could not marry 
and thus, as it were, 1ived in sin." The do 
produced all of her best work and most of his; 
they seem to have managed all the demands of 
bis "real" family and each othen' chronic ill 
health as best anyone could and, as Rose 
readily admits, provide the only example of the 
genuinely happy and essentially un-neurotic 
relationship she could find "It is probably 
clear," she says, "that George Eliot and George 
Henry Lewes are . . . the heroine and hero of 
the book. In their case, devotion, stability, and 
equality grew outside the bounds of legal 
marriage - whether in accord with some 
psychological ~uirk of human nature which 
resists fulfilling promises, or because 
sanctioned marriage bears some ineradicable 
taint which converts the personal relationship 
between a man and a woman into a political 
one, I cannot finally say, though both may be 
true." If Rose finally settles on Jane Carlyle's 
secret diaries as the most heroic act among all 
these people, she bu no illusions about how 
much good they did for Jane. If she sees 
Harriet Taylor finding an outlet for her 

brilliance in thinking critically about her 
situation, she also sees that this may have 
diminished John Mill (not to mention John 
Taylor} It is only in Bliot and Lewes that the 
genuine reciprocity of feeling and commitment 
to intimacy one might hope for in an ideal 
marriage seems to have been achieved - at 
odds, of course, with the social norm. 

From all of this, Rose draws her 
intentioDally polemical conclusions, which are, 
in some ways, the most interesting part of this 
book, especially for those already familiar with 
the bade outline• of the parallel narratives she 
describes. Marriage, in her view, "is the 
primary political experience in which most of 
us engage as adultL" She sees it less in terms 
of the conventional romantic "unit" and more 
in terms of "parallel lives" - two narrative 
constructs created by two individuals whose 
conceptions of themselves and each other are 
more, or less, depending on the success of the 
marriage, compatible. Rose assumes "as little 
objective truth u possible about these parallel 
lives, for every marriage seems to me a 
subjectivist fiction. .. ." The "problem" in 
marriage, then, is not that it is a method of 
managing power relationships, since that is 
true of all human institutions, but that it is not 
usually acknowledged as such and has been 
based, until very recently, uncritically on the 
ideology of male dominance. Thia "plot" - and 
she intends the pun, I think, a1 inclusive of 
both the narrative and the political upects of 
marriage - is what baa so often been 
destructive to both men and women. In raising 
questions about the role of power and fantasy 
in marriage, Rose effectively employs the 
feminist concept of consciousness-raising; she 
intends to uncover "the human tendency to 
invoke love at momenta when we want to 
disguise transactions involving power," and 
above all, she calls upon us all to create "more 
complex plotL" Within the patriarchal 
paradigm, Rose maintains "the plots we choose 
to impose on our lives are limited and limiting. 
And in no area are they so banal and sterile as 
in this of love and marriage. Nothing else 
being available to our imaginations, we will 
filter our experience through the romantic 
eliches with which popular culture bombards 
UL And because the callowness and 
conventionality of the plots we impose on 
ourselves are a betrayal of our own inner 
richneu and complexity, we feel anxious and 
unhappy." 



The "we" of these sentences is intentionally 
limited Rose makes no claim for 
cross-cultural, cross-racial, crou-cla11 analysis, 
nor for an investigation of same- sex 
partnenhips that would qualify u "marriages" 
in one of the new "plots" she imagines. Her 
examples are all drawn from the privileged 
nineteenth century heterosexual intelligentsia -
primarily, as she points out, because they did 
write about their experiences, leaving 111 tho 
necessary narratives to reconstruct the stories. 
She does not pretend to a treatise on marriage 
in every economic and political context, and in 
that sense, her book is only one chapter in the 
"plot" But it is a compelling one, indeed, and 
u she points out in the "Posdude," it is no 
accident that when the five men in the study 
(the women's opinions were not asked, of 
course) took sides on the Jamaican rebellion in 
~ the great patriarchs in marriage (Carlyle, 
Ruskin, and Dickens, along with Tennyson, 
Tyndall, and Kingsley) supported the white 
colonialist, Edward John Eyre, who had the 
black activist member of parliament, George 
William Gordon, hanged, while the two liberals 
(Mill and Lewes, along with Darwin, Huxley, 
and Spencer) condemned Eyre for his racist 
authoritarianism. It suggests, she says, in what 
must be the most calculated understatement in 
her book, "a connection between the way you 
look at things like the exercise of authority in 
matters of government and the way you look at 
things like the exercise of authority within a 
family; it suggests a connection between 

politics and sex." One hesitates to generalize, 
of course. I, for one, would be the last to 
suggest that there are not so- called -Uberals" 
who are quite nasty to the women in their lives 
nor so:called consenatives who are not quite 
nice to them. But tho continuity in this 
historical incident is impressively telling. With 
Leslie Stephen, the domestic tyrant who 
nonetheless nurtured Virginia Woolf and 
Vanessa Bell, the complex exception that 
proves the rule (he took the liberal side on the 
Jamaican question~ the opposing positions on 
the fate of the Jamaican natives in the 18tiO's 
does more than "suggest" something about the 
relationship between the ideology of the family 
and that of global politica. In the context .of 
Rose's analysis, it provides in fact a rich 
eumple of the ways in which feminist 
methodology takes individual experience u a 
point of departure in the insistence on the 
connections between the personal and the 
political One feels, somehow, that one does 
not need to be told how Edward John Eyre, 
auuming he had one (Rose doesn't say~ 
probably treated his wife. And u 
contemporary observen of Ronald Reagan's 
"family politics" and his position on, say, South 
Africa, we can hardly afford to ipore the 
obvious analogies. 

*Woman of Letters: A Life of Virginia Woolf 
(New York: Oxford Univenity Pren, 1978} 

Writina of Women: &says in a Renai9uce. By Phyli. ROie 
(Middletown, CT.: Wesleyan University Press,~ 
by La,,ra Pringk De La Var,, OSU, Department of Englill&. 

The ambiguous "of" in the title of Phyllis 
Rose's new Writing of Women: Euays in a 
Renaiuance indicates her double intent to 
write about the works of particular women and 
also to write about bow their lives have been 
imagined and represented by biographers. The 
table of contents is a real hodgepodge. In the 
"Lives" section, for eumple, which contains the 
reviews of biographies, Christina Rossetti, the 
spiritualized Victorian poet, is in the company 
of Frida Kahlo, the Mexican bohemian and 
primitive artist The "Works" section 

juxtaposes critiques of such diuimilar writen 
as Virginia Woolf, Miles Franklin, Joyce Carol 
Oates, and Simone de Beauvoir. Rose explains 
this disarray u the "serendipity" of book 
reviewing. What provides continuity in this 
collection of reviews is that they were all 
written between 1979 and 1984. 

Rose points out that reauessment of 
women writers of the past and seriou study of 
their working lives have been undertaken only 
in the last ten or fifteen years, and Rose 



herself bas been part of this "kind of 
renaissance," as she puts it This collection of 
reviews follows her acclaimed Woman of 
Letters: A Life of Virginia Woolf (1978) and 
the biographical Parallel Lives: Five Victorian 
Marriages (1983} One reason for her 
enthusiasm for biography is that it is an 
excellent way to thrust the lives and work of 
women authors and artists into the academic 
and public eye, thus convincing readers that 
liteiary and artistic history are by no means 
exclusive male enclaves and that women 
writers desene attention and revaluation. 

Rose's literary revaluations in this 
collection include essays on works by Woolf, 
Colette, Jean Rhys, Margaret Drabble, Emily 
Eden, Miles Franklin, Cynthia Ozick, Joyce 
Carol Oates, Simone de Beauvoir, and Willa 
Cather. Not all her assessments are 
complimentary: women's writing is not always 
good. In contrast to Samuel Johnson's attitude 
toward the wonderful dancing dog, Rose 
asserts that we must not admire the work of a 
woman solely because a woman did it Women 
do write as well as men ever have, and there is 
nothing to marvel at in the fact that a woman 
is a writer. Nor can bad writing be excused on 
the grounds of a writer's gender. Rose 
unsentimentally rejects all the bad habits 
traditionally and indulgently dismissed as 
feminine foibles - secretiveness, petulance, 
mysticism, laziness, superficiality - and some 
of her appraisals will startle readers used to a 
bland female idolatry. She considers Djuna 
Barnes just such a "a dancing dog of the 
twenties," whose reputation as a serious writer 
stemmed not from her indifferent and obscure 
writing but from her considerable personal 
charm. Miles Franklin's literary career, far 
from brilliant, was actually rather drab, and 
her first and most famous book is not a 
statement of a budding feminist awareness, but 
a stilted, peevish fairy tale. Joyce Carol Oates 
is a kind of high priestess worshipping at the 
shrine of her own mind, treasuring every 
sacred utterance. Simone de Beauvoir used to 
know how to write, but now merely compiles. 

Tile authors whom Rose has rediscovered 
witlt deligllt, however, include Virginia Woolf, 
tbe early Victorian novelist of manners Emily 
Eden, the original and uncompromising essayist 
Cynthia Ozick, the novelist - though not the 
autobiographer - Jean Rhys, and above all 

Willa Cather, to whom she dedicates a long 
essay on Cather's place in modern literature 
and a condemnation of the latest timid 
biography of her. She commends Margaret 
Drabble's The Middle Ground because, though 
stylistically awkward, it moves far beyond her 
novels about individual women, a form which 
Drabble has mutered, to a vision of 
contemporary Britain as a whole. Rose 
admires the recent biographies of Frida Kahlo 
and Diane Arbus, artists whose enthusiastically 
unconventional lives are reflected in their 
paintings and photograph1. And though she 
cannot muster up any enthusiasm for their 
work, their recent biographies have made Rose 
feel friendly toward Anne Thackeray Ritchie, 
who sailed bravely through a difficult life in 
Victorian England, and toward Helen 
Bannerman, a colonial "memsahib" who raised a 
lively Edwardian family while writing the saga 
of Little Black Sambo. 

Rose ponders the significance of Alma 
Mahler, wife and mistress to several famous 
men of the early twentieth century, who did 
nothing with her life but submit it to the 
service of men and who seems to have chafed 
under this choice all her life. Although she 
ends up disliking both Alma Mahler and her 
biography, Rose is taken with the idea of 
recording the lives of people who are 
submerged in their society, who have been 
accorded little status or respect She analyzes 
this idea in the essay which ties the halves of 
Writing of Women together, "Fact and Fiction 
in Biography." She stresses that, politically, 
"biography is a tool with which the dominant 
society" - nearly always a group of famous, 
wealthy men - "reinforces its value1." Seen as 
failures in their society, less "important" people, 
including of course women, have only lately 
been deemed fit subjects for biography, as 
people whose lives have truth, beauty, and 
interest Innovative biographies are finally, 
slowly, shifting the balance from a society 
which respects only male achievements to one 
which respects all people. The lives of obscure 
women, writers, and attist1 are being revealed 
and celebrated, and a truer picture of history is 
being uncovered, bit by bit, book by book. 
Rose's Writing of Women stands as one more 
attempt to even the balance by demanding that 
attention be paid to the lives and works of 
women. 
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Som of Liberty: The Masculine Mind in Nineteenth Century 
America. Bv David. G. Pugh 
(Westport, Conn.: breenwood Press, 1983) 
,,, Kmn F. Wliite, osu, Deportment of Hi#ory 

In a recent article, historian Leila J. Rupp 
commented on the need for more work on male 
~iperience as one component of a universal 
history in which gender is used as a variable 
for deconstructing society. Her call for more 
men's history is timely since work in the field 
has been so far sporadic at best However, 
David G. Pugh's Sons of Liberty is a useful 
attempt to extend our knowledge of men's 
e](perience of gender, though the book's 
limitations reveal in sharp relief some of the 
problems future historians of men must 
confront and overcome if the field is to 
progresL 

Nineteenth century American men, 
according to Pugh, cultivated a sense of 
•rugged independence" which was symbolized 
in the victory of Andrew Jackson over John 
Quincy Adams in the 1828 presidential election. 
Pugh quotes James Fenimore Cooper's belief 
that the difference between Adams and 
Jackson was "altogether one of men," and that 
Jackson was the better candidate because of 
his "deci1ivene11 and courage." His 
abandonment of "aff ectation1 of taste, 
education and cla11" was apparently an 
inspiration for American men throughout the 
rest of the century, as it confirmed their sense 
of •rugged independence," their retreat from 
softne11 in all its f orm1 - women, religion, 
•se](ual inverts,• art, for example - and allowed 
them to busy themselves with e](tending the 
frontier and with conq,uering nature through 
industrialization. Pugh backs up his thesis 
with a spirited discu11ion of the fiction and 
prescriptive literature of the time, as well as 
with extensive use of the secondary analysis of 
literary criticL 

There are, however, some problems with . 
the book. Pugh's definition of the "masculine 
mind" is insufficiently broad He identifies 
one of the characteristics of the "masculine 
mind" as being a flight from 1of tne11 and 
effeminacy, a point he illustrates superbly in 
his account of the accusations made against 
Martin Van Buren in the 1840 presidential race 

as •a man who wore corsets, put cologne on his 
whiskers, and slept on French bect.r Yet Pugh 
provides no rationale for using Van Buren'• 
detractors as the only representatives of this 
•masculine mind" and for excluding supporten 
of Van Buren and men (for example, gays such 
as Walt Whitman) who felt disaffected from 
"male" ideology. If Pugh did not care to enter 
the field of gay history, he might at least have 
considered those men who were so distraught 
at "male" ideology that they supported the 
women's movement (as recently discussed by 
Blanche Henh in The Slavery of Se]( and 
Sylvia Strauu in Traiton to the Masculine 
Cause). 

I want to suggest here that Pugh is not 
talking 10 much about the •masculine mind" u 
the "macho mind" And far from opening up 
Men's Studies in new and challenging 
directions, he makes the all too common 
mistake of regarding men as merely a generic 
whole, whereas surely there are different kinds 
and degrees of masculinity, just as there are of 
femininity. For this reality, though, Pugh has 
insufficient respect 

Pugh's use of sources also raises important 
questions about the future of the history of 
men. We should have no qualms about using 
literary and prescriptive sources as a means of 
determining the ideology for the separate 
"spheres" of men and women; since Barbara 
Welter's classic article, "The Cult of True 
Womanhood" in 1966, this practice has been 
well established But, increasingly, many 
women's historians have accepted that 
prescriptive ideology does not necessarily 
reflect reality. Historians of men should by 
now be recognizing the same thing, but Pugh, 
instead, insists on the opposite. Taking issue 
with Carl Degler, Pugh says, "But regardless of 
Degler's thesis that the ideology was not acted 
on by the majority of males, it remains just 
that, an ideology, which indicates a pervasive 
set of attitudes held by men who may not have 
always been able to enforce in practice what 
they pursued in belief.• Pugh ignores the 



questions of bow important this ideology was 
and bow pervasive its practice. Surely the 
prescriptions of a small elite have only a 
limited influence. 

Pugh gets himself into all kinds of binds by 
ref using to acknowledge these limitationL He 
accepts, for example, Barker-Benfield'• spurious 
thesis that, in the nineteenth century, men 
would not masturbate because they believed 
that the energy thus saved could be used to 
accumulate capital Pugh fails to answer the 
questions of who, precisely, followed this 
premise. Nor does be uk whether it is of any 
more than antiquarian value if no one did 
(which seems possible since the thesis is mainly 
based on the pamphlets of one man} 

How precisely men's history can go beyond 
using literary sources is bard to say. Men, 
unlike women, were not so open about 
tbemselveL Thus, much imaginative searching 
for primary sources that give clues to men's 
actual feelings has to be undertaken by 
bistorianL Perhaps the sources used by Elaine 
Tyler May (Great Expectations) and Ellen 
Rothman (Hands and Hearts) in their recent 
boob on courtship, marriage, and divorce will 
be of use. If we can find suitable sources, we 
can learn what was in actuality, rather than 

merely what were the imagined idealL 

Nevertheless, Pugh's book reads with 
uncanny relevance for today, especially in 
discuuions such aa that of the contemporary 
"he-man" mapzineL Pugh's attention to Henry 
James'• character, Basil Ransom, in The 
Bostonians (played, ironically enough, in the 
recent movie by Mr. Superman himself, 
Christopher Reeve) ia particularly apt. James'• 
character could in fact expreu current male 
fears of feminism. James bu him say, "The 
whole generation is womanized, the masculine 
tone is passing out of the world; it's a feminine, 
a nervous, hysterical, chattering. canting age, an 
age of hollow phrases and false delicacy and 
exaggerated solicitudes and coddled 
sensibilities which, if we don't look out, will 
usher in the reign of mediocrity." With this 
well-chosen quote and othen like it, Pugh 
reveals clearly the sheer terror with which 
some men have responded to the "feminiz.ation 
of American culture," both in the nineteenth 
century and now. And it is in documenting 
this that Pugh's book bu its great strength and 
worth. The sheer depth of male resistance to 
feminist ideas is something those who care 
about the women's movement are constantly 
discovering - and Pugh's monograph helps us 
undentand this phenomenon all the better. 

New Lesbian Writina; An Antholo&Y. Edited by Margaret 
Cmibhank 
(San Francisco: Grey Fox Press, 1984) 
MUdnd B. Mwulay, OSU, Departmnt of Engli.sl, (Emmta) 

Six or seven years ago, a group of 
undergraduates asked me to consider teaching 
a course in lesbian literature; I said I would if 
I could find any worth taking seriously. What 
I could r~call was Rubyfruit Jungle (too 
smarty-pants1 The Well of Lonelineu 
(interesting historically, but wrong-beaded 
aesthetically and psycbologically1 and perhaps 
Nigbtwood (which nobody, including me, 
entirely undentood} From the beginning. of 
course, I refused to consider the exploitative, 
drugstore, sado-masochistic drivel perpetrated 
by pseudonymous male authors in the interest 
of a fast buck and a chance to reiterate "All 
she needs is.." (obscenity omitted} 

My answer to a request for a course in lesbian 
literature would be different now, thanks to 
the products of a plethora of courageous but 
financially precarious small presses, and to 
editors like Margaret Cruikshank who combine 
literary acumen with a mature and balanced 
political sensitivity. But I would feel more 
comfortable teaching such a course in a 
Women's Studies unit than in a department of 
English. This limitation baa something to do 
with the time, the structure, and the quality of 
my own traditional academic training. I began 
to take literature seriously in the early days of 
the "New Criticism" and learned to judge a 
work on its "intrinsic merits," ignoring 
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provenance, social environment, and sex of 
author. rve since abandoned this phony ideal 
of critical purity, but am reminded anew by 
Cruikshank's book that literature - especially 
literature of the 19aJI - by and (presumably) 
for lesbians is clearly a literature of "outsiders." 
(I use "outsiders" in Virginia Woolf• sense - in 
but not of the dominant patriarchy.) And this 
previously little known and consistently 
undervalued writing is governed by concerns 
and sensitivities, by particulu qualities of 
despair and anger and joy unknown (or barely 
hinted at) in the work of most mainstream 
writers. Thus, I would teach such a course 
from a sociologicaVhi1torical/political/psycholo-
gical perspective, with only light emphasis on 
iit crit" 

New Lesbian Writing is just that - new, 
though a few of the writers are elderly or 
recently dead and represented by work newly 
discovered or rediscovered. About one- fourth 
of the text consists of verse (I recognized 
about two of the poets); among the fifteen or 
so prose writers, all but three or four ue 
unknown - to me, anyway. Again, my training 
in excruciatingly structured Renaissance and 

Romantic poetry stands in the way of my 
feeling at home with luge lumps of free verse. 
Some of the prose is superb, especially the 
overtly autobiographical items. I get a little 
irritated with excerpts, as unfair to artists who 
envision their work u organic wholes, but 
excerpts ue perhaps preferable to omitting 
things entirely on the basis of length. I 
commend the editor for including photographs 
and thumbnail identifications of the authors; 
rve never ceased to wonder what people loot 
lite, bow old they ue, where they live, what 
they do. The bibliography is extensive and 
contemporary. 

On balance, New Lesbian Writing would 
not be the textbook for that coune ru now 
never teach, but rd gladly include it u 
supplementary and recommend it as new. rd 
probably ask that the students read the editor's 
terse and informative introduction. But for the 
substance of my ideal course, rd round up five 
or six f ull-lengtb biographies and 
autobiographies, and a couple of solid novels. 
Newness requires, I think, a fuller perspective 
than one brief anthology can provide. 

Women, Work and Protest: A Century of U.S. Women's Labor mstoq. Edited by Ruth Milkman -
(Boston: outledge & Kegan Paul, ~ 
by Mary Margaret Fonow, OSU, Cffller for Wometi1 Slllllk1 

Women. Work and Protest, edited by Ruth 
Milkman, provides a long overdue feminist 
analysis of the relationship of women to the 
U.S. labor movement This outstanding 
collection of fourteen original essays covers a 
broad range of themes in women's labor 
history. Some of the articles examine patterns 
of women's participation in specific unions, 
strikes, and organizing campaigns, while others 
provide an analysis of the social, political, and 
historical factors that have shaped, for better 
or worse, the experiences of working women in 
trade unions. 

This anthology does not present a litany of 
wrongs visited upon women but rather 
self-consciously seeks to uncover the complex 
relationships between gender, class 

consciousness, and the social activism of 
working cla11 women. As a whole, the 
collection moves beyond the first generation of 
necessarily descriptive accounts of women's 
place in labor history and challenges feminists 
to think in terms of the factors that both 
facilitate and inhibit the development of 
female working clan activism. 

At the center of each essay is a focus on 
gender relations. Several take u their 1tutiag 
point the u1umption that women's own 
distinctive cultures and life experiences shape 
the organizational forms and techniques most 
suited to addressing the concerns of working 
women. Terborg-Penn traces the continuity 
between the African female tradition of 
mutual support and the efforts of black women 
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in the U.S. to organize themselves u domestic 
workers. Hyman attributes the successes of the 
Women's Trade Union League in organizing 
women to its ability to utilize woman- centered 
techniques. For example, the League wu able 
to convince unions to hold meetings in schools 
rather than above saloons. Cameron asserts 
that women's labor militancy is actually rooted 
in the ordinary fabric of women's day-to-day 
lives. During the textile strike in Lawrence, 
Massachusetts in 1912, the local centers of 
female activity - grocery stores, kitchens, the 
the front stoop - becallie centers of 
communication about working conditions and 
economic justice. Pre-existing female 
community networks were transformed into 
networks of collective action. 

Women's "traditional" sphere can be viewed 
as a liabiliity as well as an asset, however. 
This point is most clearly presented in the two 
articles about the role of women in union 
auxiliaries. When women's strike activity is 
viewed as a natural extension of their domestic 
roles as wives, sisters, and mothers of striking 
men, the potential for feminist consciousness 
railing is rather limited. Women's domestic 
roles are never challenged and, once the strike 
is over, men no longer welcome women as 
potential partners in class struggle. 

This collection also makes an important 
contribution to updating our understanding of 
the role of women since the 1930's in specific 
labor unions, including those for clerical 
workers, autoworkers, garment workers, and 
government employees. Bach case study is 
analyzed against the backdrop of women's 
increued labor force participation rates and 
the growth of the women's movement 

Finally, Kessler-Huri1'1 insightful analysis of 
the internal politics of the International Ladies 
Garment Workers Union in the 19'20'1 lays the 
foundation for understanding both the promise 
and failure of coalition building between 
women and men in the labor movement Her 
account centers on the structural tension 
between institutional characteristics of unions 
and the way women perceive and organize the 
social order. Women bring to their work 
experiences a culture that contains elements 
shued with men as well as elements that 
differ. This tension makes gender allegiances 
more difficult to form and maintain. The 
question of coalition formation is again taken 
up when Milkman discusses the relationship 
between labor and the women's movement 
since the 19<,0's. Despite the fact that 
unorganiad women report a greater interest in 
joining unions than unorganized men, women 
workers remain underrepresented among both 
the membership and leadership of unions. 
Milkman assesses the impact that women's 
labor organizations such as 9 to S and the 
Coalition of Labor Union Women have had on 
increasing women's puticipation in unions. 

This volume is a major contribution to 
feminist scholarship on women's labor history. 
It is a valuable resource for anyone who wants 
to understand the meaning of trade unionism 
for women workers and an ideal book for 
courses in labor history, social movements, 
industrial relations, and women's studies. In 
addition, I hope it will be widely read within 
the ranks of organized labor. As unions 
attempt to organize the growing numbers of 
women in the work force, they will need 
historical understanding of the task. 

moc-
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Call for Reviews 
The Women's Studies Review solicits reviews of works by, for, or about women in a variety of 
media including fiction, poetry, dramatic productions, films, art shows, exhibits, musical 
productions, and scholarly research in any field Reviews will be published which focus on 
women's experiences and gender, or which advance feminist theory and coasciouaeu. 

Manuscripts should be no more than 10 double-spaced, typewritten pages in length and should be 
seat to The Editor, The Women's Studies Review, the Center for Women's Studies, 'JJ1/ Dulles 
Hall, 2Jl West 17th Avenue, Columbus, Ohio 43210. 

Subscriptiom 
The Women's Studies Review is a bimonthly publication of the Center for Women's Studies at 
The Ohio State University. Subscriptions are $3.00 per year for students, S6.00 for others, payable 
to the Center for Women's Studies, '1Jfl Dulles Hall, 2Jl West 17th Avenue, Columbus, Ohio 43210. 
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