


The Experience of Anonymity (Invisibility)





This experience is shared by women with the other marginal categories. Those, who belong to these categories have 'no history, they are only designated as collective entities:`the woman', the people, the masses, etc. They lack individual models of social achievement or only exceptionally acquire one. They are not granted the task or the privilege to define, to name, to characterize, being themselves defined, named, characterized by the 'ruling group'. Creating meanings, norms and values is not part of their 'social destiny'. Their destination spells species preserving, caring and perpetuating. A paradigmatic example is supplied by the Bible itself, through the first act after the Fall: Adam names the woman Eve. Females are not name-givers or name- perpetuators, they only consent to the names men give them together with the meanings attached to their status as women. 


Lack of identity which is typical of marginal groups (in our case, women) effaces the group's self-awareness as related to the norm. A group can be labelled as minority not out of numerical reasons, but rather by its lack of participation in the establishment of social norms. Therefore,as long as democracy is mistaken for the majority's tyranny, the problems of the marginal group are not acknowledged as being normatively justified, neither is the capacity of the group to define a way of  life for its members. Those groups that lack self-awareness equally lack desire to perform any change, while their members keep discouraging one another as to those potential changes. Their self-esteem is considerably low, while their willingness to identify with the standard-group is outstanding. Hence, the low solidarity, brotherhood or, in women's case, sisterhood. Seldom do women support one another in the public sphere, seldom do they appreciate one another, seldom do they promote another woman or quote from other women's sayings or writings. Many women would rather seek support in private invisible networks; but, given the private character of this support, it fails to catch the eye of public conscience and inspires the belief that women are unable to develop sisterly solidarity. The tendency towards mutual ignorance in the public sphere  is sometimes rooted in the cultural training that has developed spiritual admiration towards men only ( men being themselves identified with the spiritual). The lexeme 'to admire' itself develops different connotations when referring to the two sexes: we admire what a man does, but we admire how a woman looks. Philosophically, the matter boyls down to the dichotomy between essence and appearance; and we all know that, since Plato, essence alone is relevant and uplifting. Since the way one looks is ephemeral, we come up with the compensatory concept of 'the eternal feminine', while effacing the flesh-and-bone bearers of this feminity and discarding their doings into anonymity. I do not presume this response is deliberately conspirative. It is the inevitable outcome of an andromorphic and androcentric culture, as long as nobody should dare shattering its status quo and question its legitimacy. 


The reader may put on an ironical smile: is there anything women have done in the world's history and culture (but for a handful of exceptional cases raher pertaining to folk tales) that entitles them to stand up for merits? The Western reader's smile may even turn into a sarcastic grin: is there anything Romanians have ever done in the world's history, since there's nothing we have heard about them? I would not consider either of the two questions as more justified and nobody more entilted to ask either of them. These two questions simultaneously excuse and accuse. They mention marginalization, imperialistic policies, oppression, lack of access to educational means and to free expression, while blaming the Western reader for ignoring whatever we have done, given their limited perceptions and egolatry. As a small disgression, men prefer public, collaborative relationships and friendships with other men. The visible world is not that of hetero-relationships, on the contrary it is a homo-related realm. Underlying this tendency, there is lack of confidence in women, in their social and spiritual company. This mistrust is fostered by the easiness with which a factual state - the absenceof a cultural and social partnership between sexes - isturned into a lawful state - such partnerships are neither achievable nor desirable, while being equally fed by the low self-esteem women have for themselves as women. Low self-esteem engenders either the women's denial of their belonging to the non-standard group or their imitation of the male standard, both of which entail lack of intellectual boldness and fear to make the best out of oneself.





The experience of helplessness


Being a woman implies an image of helplessness which is common with the very young, the aged and the handicapped . Unlike the very young or the aged, whose helplessness is transitory, women are prone to everlasting helplessness. They are physically weaker, but this is not so relevant, taking into account that there are puny men who are genuine athletes in spirit. What is relevant is that this weakness is ceaseleslly essentialized and eternalized. The patriarchal dictum meant to eternalize frailty is :'women cannot be their own heads'. Seemingly, the formula is only religious. In real life, it has stigmatized women's spiritual lives in other fields too,and has led to the exclusion or non- involvement of women as subjects of moral and legal norms , as creators of publicly ackowledged values. 'Headlessness' (to be read as inability to discriminate between right and wrong) implies the need on women's part to be guided and  protected (from themselves included). To exist, women have to attract and keep a man by their side, they have to reside under manly protectorship. 


Wherever they live, the helpless lack authority or their authority is low as compared to that of the normative-ruling group. Perpetuating his status is justified by the infantilization performed by means of paternalistic strategies. The discriminative capacity is the preserve of the ruling group , in possession of the truth and power they impart to the ohers 'for their own good'. Any totalitarian system relies on the following presupposition : you don't know what you want, we are to tell you what you should want; and if you happen to think differently about your own good, you are on the wrong track and even in big danger, your ideas can harm you. Years on end, we used to hear over and over about 'The Romanian Communist Party, the conscience of the nation', a slogan which presupposed the unconscience of everybody else. Ideologizing society along this line has greatly contributed to its negative feminization : people were no longer encouraged to express the strength and authority of their opinions, they were forced to passively accept whatever was imposed upon them by their 'heads'.


What about the present-day image of helplessness? It is getting destructured at an amazing pace, despite the state-centred tendencies of the transitional politics. People have come to learn that there is no one to look after them, that they can decide what is good for them on their own. Difficulties arouse from the fact that on its way towards an ethics of right and eventually, an ethics of care, transition crosses the anti-ethic territory of indifference. The dictum 'Everything hinders my actions' has been replaced by ' Nobody cares'. With women, things are even more intricate, since helplessness is echoed in various ways : women become visible only as addenda of certain public personalities; the voices of power and authority are exclusively male; their economic independence is on the decrease; poverty gets progressively feminized, sometimes in ways that are not salient : the working staff  whose income is provided by the state budget (education, health, culture) prevalently consists of women. Consequently, women rank among the most pauperous, supposedly because their higher patience and reluctance to ask for their rights or to protest vehemently are well weighed and their fear to be ridiculed as protestive troublemakers is also skillfully envisaged.


Like with the experience of anonymity, the experience of helplessness makes the object of analysis with liberal and especially with radical feminism. Basically gynocentric, radical feminism focuses rather on breaking the spell of women's own fears, taboos and inabilities than on working social changes and supllying gender education ( the main concern of liberal feminism). The experience of the symbolic association with nature 


Some people are regarded as being closer to nature, to the immanent,the emotional, the irrational. Along history, barbarians, savages, natives and slaves from colonized territories have fallen under this category. Women seem to have no rival in getting integrated into this category. Being less rational, those belonging to the above-mentioned category are regarded as less able to achieve self-control, hectic, hysterical, unpredictable, linked to the tangible and the bodily, not to the abstract and the spiritual. It is worth noticing, that, in its turn, the image of nature is itself feminized. Complementarity is accomplished by 'naturalizing' women and 'feminizing' nature.


According to rationalistic tradition, the premises above lead to the entailment that since mind rules over body, the rational should rule over the irrational, that whatever pertains to 'nature'( passion, emotion) should be guided by spirit, culture, law, and used for the benefit of the rulers. Nature and everything it encompasses in its significance stand for mere resources. Cultures favouring dualistic thinking witness such approaches, which have been embraced by rationalistic feminism, the promoter of the theory that the farther one gets from nature, the more likely they escape their subsidiary condition. Cartesianism has become an obsession with modern thinkers, whether feminist or not. It has taken two centuries to achieve a thorough deconstruction of the 'carved idols' of modernity and to assert that getting away from what women symbolize is not the only way to reach freedom. The now traditional rationalistic valuations are as much questioned as the cultural taboos of neutrality and objectivity. Relativism, subjectivism and perspectivism are acquired 'assets' in contemporary theories of knowledge and have favoured the thrive of ecology and ecofeminism. We accept that we live as peers both in nature and in society, and that hierachies and dichotomies only relate to one type of culture and are far from being rigid universal parameters. The emotional and the reasonable are no longer marked by clearcut boundaries, neither are facts fully distinct from values. We know now that our judgements of value influence our view on the world, that the world is conceived according to our theories and is liable to change alongside with them. For this world to resemble its people, in other words its men and its women, these people should unreticently express their specificity and should come to understand one another by participating in one another's lives, not by establishing systems of domination and subjection. 


The domination-subjection pattern is the outcome of the negative masculinization of society. In Western societies, this process of negative masculinization springs from the atomistic-individualistic ideal of person and from regarding history as conflictual history, shaped by rivalry and warmongering, and owing its progress to the struggle between classes, races, ethnic groups and even sexes.This pattern is often both antrophobic and ecophobic and the more essential it considers the conflictual paradigm for the expression of the interhuman relationships, the farther it gets from any pluralistic pattern. Certain people are supposed to be more entitled to existence and self-assertion than others, since they belong to the superior class, race, ethnic group or sex. The conflictual pattern also implies that humankind alone is entitled to satisfy their needs, while the other species  simply consist of useful beings. Humankind is meant to master the earth, not to look after it. 


The antropophobic and ecophobic pattern was a considerable part of our experience of totalitarism. The totalitarian ideology turned us into resources and irrational beings.  Food consumption was equally dictated by normative standards by virtue of our 'right' to have a 'scientifically'-computed food ration, since we were unable to assess our needs by ourselves. Official education strove towards eliminating any emotional and individual drives and disintegrating the concept of personal concern. Exerting one's free will was regarded as a proof of dangerous anarchic proclivities and consequently, the 'unaware' were denied any pathway towards setting up rules and norms. There was no room for ecological awareness in a world where almost all living creatures were considered mere resources. The aftermaths of such a world are, in my opinion, striking : liberal orientations do not rely on a liberal movement (since liberalism implies a culture based on self-concern and individual rights); ecological orientations do not rely on an ecological movement, which fails to point out its moral and political substantiations (living in such dire poverty and under increasing inflation, what do we care about other species ?); feminist orientations do not rely on feminist movements, as women keep getting trained for survival strategies, and self-assertion is still regarded as a wild fantasy. 


It's time all anti-liberals, anti-ecologists and anti-feminists heaved a sigh of relief. The 'danger' is not impending; here and there,voices in the wilderness threaten that a time will come when all governing disputes will stumble against these three alternaives (oherwise symbioic). These voices will remind us that politics is the science of living in togetherness, of respecting the dignity and self-fulfilment of one's peers, of not guiding oneself after the principle' who's tougher here', that we are living beings among other living beings and not just a powerful species on the verge of exterminating all the others. While these 'utopias' are turning into realities in other societies, we are still harrowed by serious doubts and ready to discard such fabrications in the name of good old 'tradition'. Some of us have however started bidding farewell from this formerly glorified tradition.  


