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Women's Experiences and the Feminist "Danger"

Our society takes pains in getting acquainted with the plethora of 'isms' which have succeeded communism.Trends of thought pertaining to Western liberalism, ecology and social-democracy are being slowly, even reluctantly assimilated. Nevertheless, nothing has aroused more hostile responses than feminism. Hostility against feminism is almost inborn and usually relies on a number of deep-rooted intimations and prejudices. 

The intimation of danger is the most widespread. Feminism is regarded as a jeopardizing ubversive movement whose goal is to pervert the 'natural' order of things: it is a movement against 'nature'. In other words, what those involved in such a movement pursue is dethroning male hegemony and replacing it by female hegemony - an idea which has been hold up to ridicule as far as Ancient Greece. The dethroning intimation is consequently related to the risk of power overthrown, to the dismantling of the world-wide male establishment. Since, unlike other movements, feminism does not imply struggle between social classes, races or ethnic communities, but relationships beween people who share a room or a lifetime, it has been ironically debased and effortlessly scoffed. A host of women threateningly pointing umbrellas at passers-by, riding brooms, hollering in the streets (women scarcely protest, they shriek, scream, yelp or raise Cain). A deeper insight enables categorizing them into: old maids, ugly faces, repressed dowagers, dykes, divorcees, frigid, barren, psychotic tootsies and 'broads': some may fall into the exotic or bored-with-too-much-welfare category; some may just be American housewives having nothing to do all day long and who, unable to plunge into metaphysical anxiety, grow resentful and instead of making masterpieces, make fuss, noise and much ado about nothing. No matter which category they may better fit in, these are women who 'no longer know where they belong to' and who 'let their hair down' in a manner far more outrageous than traditional debauchery (which  annoys dissemblers and puritans - provided it is not their mothers, wives, daughters or girlfriends that are the hear and soul of the party). 

Why should our society breed such an image on feminism ? Many answers spring up. I would rather say that ignorance and intellectual inertia have contributed to the shaping of this image. To achieve full understanding of a contemporary phenomenon and feminism ranks among the least negligible, one should carefully study  history, philosophy, anthropology, psychology, sociology, political sciences related to the feminist orientations. But isn't it more comfortable to take over prefab labels, derisive slogans, half accomplished gestures and, as sensible women or let's say reasonable persons, keep away from such Western paraphernalia? Isn't it commonsense to think that once we have formally been proclaimed equal, all we have to do is to prove our individual abilities, irrespective of our sex? After all, is there any real problem? Or is it a pseudo-problem fabricated by feminists (men included)? Can't they be content with their liberalism, ecology and

social-democracy to see their interests foregrounded? What do they need feminism for in its autonomous orientation (which is the case with radical feminism or ecofeminism) or its specific difference orientation? Aren't the already existant ideologies sufficiently representative for the universal human needs? Have philosophies ever been focused on anything else but the generic human being? If certain people fail to fit into certain standards, or are deviant from those standards, do they happen to be less human, are they philosophically dull or politically staid? Should mere fumbling for differences wind up in conflict? Hadn't we better perceive our problems as being the same? Aren't we supposed to assess certain experiences as private and unworthy to be granted any philosophical or political status, since they are solely the concern of those experiencing them?

To believe that the answers to all these questions could be written down on a few pages would sound anything but achievable. What I am keen on is to pave the way for a deeper insight into the problem. An approach is regarded as feminist if it analyses women's experiences as philosophically, morally, aesthetically, scientifically or politically relevant and if it provides a feminist perspective on the problems under discussion.

A huge amount of two-century old literature is illustrative of this perspective, but it is far beyond the reach of the present paper to sketch it out. This literature would undoubtedly arouse theoretical curiosity, which, although uplifting, only further confines the problems to the field of theory. Therefore, I will deal with the relevance that women's experiences bear for the feminist approaches. I cannot help noticing how often we risk letting the problem slip between our fingers for the beauty of theorizing about it  (although I must admit that no problem can be fully insighted without any theory substantiating it). Overtheorizing immediately brings home the still unexpiated sin of a long-lasting abhorrence of the tangible, of the living creatures themselves. Instead of approaching our peers, we conceive either idyllic or grotesque images on the others, according to our leanings as writers of social discourses. To minimize the risk of avoiding the tangible and straying into the exclusively theoretical, I would rather present my own classification of female experiences and of feminine experiences, in order to weigh the significance and the consequences of these experiences and, consequently, to articulate the feminist orientations according to the type(s) of experience which provide the perspective for their discursive orientations. Once the foundation of my investigation clarified, I will expand upon the types of feminist approaches that rely on the theoretical relevance of women's experiences.

I have classified women's experiences into six categories : 1) female experiences; 2) feminine experiences; 3) the experience of subordination; 

4) the experience of anonymity (of  invisibility); 5) the experience of helplessness ; 6) the experience of the symbolic association with nature.

Female experiences

Female experiences include : pregnancy, labour, birth, afterbirth lactation and confinement, feeding another person from one's body, monthly bleeding. If natural experiences such as breathing, eating, sexuality, preservation are generic experiences, some people live further experiences. Women are potential life-givers and are endowed with the capacity to bear, to give birth to and to feed other human beings. After all, each of us is the outcome of a female act that made us be. At this point, the issue becomes questionable. The reproductive capacity belongs to those potentialities of ours which we

are as free to finalize as we are free to obstruct from finalizing. Potentiality and freedom are two different things: my being endowed with flexible muscles does not compel me to become an athlete; likewise, my being endowed with a reproductive apparatus does not compel me to become a parent. If I want to become a parent, it is because I choose to finalize my natural capacity and to take responsibility for a new life. No matter how logical these entailments may sound, they have aroused world- shattering controversies in the history of civilisations. History has been and keeps being blatantly patriarchal.

Briefly stated, regarding the previously discussed experiences, history means male decision over female reproductive capacities, supported and legitimized religiously, philosophically and politically. Even in those societies where it is assessed as a value, with women freedom is restrained  to a biological destiny (destination) they should obey. Oversimplifying things, males built up a social destiny, while women follow a biological destination. The discrepancy of destinies has not been erased by enlightened modernity either, which reinforced the verdict that men should live in the realm of culture and women in that of nature, as long as culture versus nature, spirit versus matter, male versus female are not only hierarchies, but unsurpassable ideological taboos. Having experienced a larger number of experiences closer to nature has not been regarded as an advantage women benefit from while discovering the living world. On the contrary, being more 'natural', women are closer to animality, rather striving towards biological fulfilment, sinking into immanence, while men feel entitled to rise towards transcendence, towards the creation of meanings and values. Some beings are life-givers; the others are life-definers, life-dissectors, life-assessors, life-standardizers.

Sometimes the role of men is played by the authoritatian state. Let us not forget that until only seven years ago, the state was entitled to keep tight check on our reproductive capacities by inflicting a compulsory number of children as the norm and by summoning women for regular check-ups to prevent any attempt to terminate a pregnancy which might have augmented the 'labour force' that the building of communism required. Most present day social and moral disasters are the consequence of this pro-birth policy, which claimed to find justification in the biological destination of women (endorsed by their social destination: we do not live to enjoy our lives, we live in order to see an ideology come true.) In Romania, the efficiency of the totalitarian regime was due to this double - natural and social - predestination. I shall mention here only some of the consequences of the patriarchal fatalism of the communist type: an incredibly large number of orphans and abandoned children, women killed by septicemia, emprisoned women, Elena Ceausescu as a Mother-of-Nation figure confiscating the individual joy of motherhood, waned paternal responsibility, minimization of or indifference as to women's problems, regarded as devoid of public interest, lack of education with both sexes as to such problems. Many aspects of present day life disclose appealing instances of unfreedom and amorality engendered by the above-mentioned phenomena. Women do not weigh the pros and cons of having a baby, they simply get rid of an unwanted pregnancy. Religious guilt increases their fear, but not their free responsibility. An illustrative symptom of such a guilt-ridden behaviour is the widespread attitude of preferring abortion  to family planning and contraception. Fear of motherhood has economical, professional and social roots. Everybody keeps discussing the maternal aspects of parenthood, pillorizing criminal mothers, but hardly ever charging fathers with irresponsibility. Lack of education and feminist politics prevents women from knowing and vindicating their fully-owned rights, makes them feel ashamed of their womanly problems, while simultaneously obstructing men's understanding of women's problems and men's getting culturally and morally involved in those aspects which, being womanly, have been pigeonholed as trivial, banal and private.

The way in which the different feminist orientations have dealt with such experiences has varied according to the cultural assessment of the relationships between biology and society or between nature and humankind. As long as moving away from nature was perceived as an essential pathway to reach humanity, and female experiences were regarded as hindrances for a person's acquiring full-fledged humanity, most feminists were nothing but misogynists. Tantamount to humanity, to the manly way of life, manliness accounted for the concept of 'universally human'. Women's emancipation in

the modern epoch was tightly connected to imitating the character that constituted the norm, namely the man, while motherhood was rather looked upon as a source of frustration while striving to acceed to humanity and culture. It has taken two centuries for the feminism which claimed equality via similitude to be replaced by the feminism which claims equality via difference. This feminism enables women to no longer wallow in their

shame, to no longer deny their femaleness, and consequently opens doors towards new onthological, epistemological, ethical and political valuations, reveals yet unexplored ways which prove precious in understanding humanity from the gynomorphic and not only from the traditional, andromorphic point of view. As far as everyday relationships are concerned, there is a growing tendency with men to become more and more familiar with maternal share responsibility for a new life starting with the time a child has been conceived. They have begun to train themselves to stand by their partners as soon as baby delivery has strated, to assist them during labour together with the medical staff, to take care of the new-born babies to begin with the very first hours of their lives. These practices not only enable a direct perception of the role of parent and partner, but generate a different appreciative response as to the living beings: while lessening conflictual, 

warlike attitudes, the response covers an ecologically better integrated perception of the self (arousing from the act of valuing life in any earthly creature). This re-assessment of values has lain at the foundation of ecoethics, maternal ethics and gynocentric ethics.

Feminine experiences
I shall define as feminine those experiences, which are prevailingly lived by women: child care (feeding the child, keeping the child clean), husband care, care for the aged; domestic management; rape, pornography, prostitution, sexual harassment.

Care for the other(s) is a concern derived from what I called biological destination. Since they generate human bodies - the argument should go on - women must take care of the healthy development and preservation of these bodies, as well as of all surrounding living bodies. Being closer to the realm of the emotional and the bodily, of the tangible, of the detailed and the daily, women have 'an inborn propensity' for care-taking, as if they had been endowed with specially devised genes. A woman who is not responsive at other people's needs is deviant, unfeminine, abnormal. If we follow this line of reasoning, the conclusion is self-obvious: care-taking is not a moral trait, it is a natural leaning, hence women are worthy if they take care and worthless if they don't. Morality is considered rather as a means of censorship against our natural drives, as a behavioural construction beyond and outside nature. A woman who feeds the others and keeps them clean is not a virtuous woman, but a normal woman, this is not a matter of self-sacrifice, but merely of fulfilled duty towards her family. In Romania, 'gospodina' ('house-keeper/wife') does not designate a moral quality, while the masculine lexeme within the same word family 'gospodar' (hard-working, skillful, prosperous because not spendthrift) is an appreciative term and it refers to a man whose work is positively estimated within the family household or within the social community (least of all in the kitchen).

All the more striking is the fact that care-taking is not commonly regarded as proper work, but as a natural extension of feminine behaviour. This kind of work is unpaid and, culturally speaking, prone to contempt. Contempt is grounded on the object of this work - the body - and on the ephemeral results of this endeavour (women only produce 'ephemerimeals'). In most societies, the care-takers are either women or servants. Their status is that of beings who are ancillary to allegedly superior ways of life; they are rather instrumental persons, whose functional identities prompt them to think that serving the others is their reason to live. Every historical epoch has turned certain types of serving into paid work. Getting paid for their services failed to visibly embetter the role played by women or women's lives. In a society, such as the Romanian one, where there is an overall indifference to women's double working-day, it is overwhelming that noone has even given a thought to finance domestic endeavours, but rather increasing diversification of investments. Nevertheless, when allotting supplementary allowance for retired women comes into question, granting the allowance sounds reasonable enough, since 'women are overworked'. This is an utterance that re-echoes fatalistic forebodings. Who else overworks them but their own husbands and children, some out of ineptness, others while obeying a tradition that serves their interests. In exchange, women infantilize their husbands and sons in the private area of family life, while increasing their dependency on their wives and mothers as regards basic needs or trivial choices, such as picking up the right tie. One of the effects of

infantilization is, that in Romania the average life expectancy with men is six years lower than with women. Widowhood is much more burdensome with men since they come to lack the ability to manage in everyday life on their own. In their public life, men are goaded towards independence and self-determinacy; in their private life, the burden is passed on to women.

Feminist theories mention two types of morality that tend to be embraced by the two sexes: the morality of right based on the norm "Do not harm!' (rather male) and the morality of care and interrelatedness, based on the tendency to anticipate the needs of the others (rather female). If the morality of right  prevails in the public life and is regarded as the standard, the morality of care prevails in the private life and appears as a subsidiary, non-generalizable expression. If the two moralities are not simultaneously at work, irrespective of  sex, men will be expected to be encouraged into self-achievement, possibly with the help of women and at the expense of the women's performing the ancillary part in the process of male achievement and not the part of a purpose-in-itself-agent. What strikes as blatant is the waste of women's creative potential of women in society, coupled with  women's performances coming to a standstill at a certain stage of their evolution. In Romania, for instance, more than half of the graduates from all Tertiary Level Institutes - except for Polytehnic School- are women, and their performances are compatible with those of male graduates. But women become insignificant in number and authority when it comes to top positions in research, higher education, management, politics, business and their insignificance is greatly caused by their becoming crypto-servants. Since there is no infusion of feminist values into the local culture, nothing helps them escape the vicious circle of servitute and entailed fatality. Carrying grocery bags, grabbing a dust rag, having one's hands swollen with repeated use of washing powder and one's fingers singed with taking the pan out of the oven are undeniable tokens of respectability. The same aspects would indicate unparallelled dimness of wit with a hen-pecked husband.

Covertly or overtly, we are dealing with two moralities, with two axiological systems, while claiming that nothing can disturb the equal chances that the two sexes have for self-assertion.

The most significant reform took place in the field of public life and this reform has been the target of modern feminism. Quantitatively speaking, the right to exert certain profession and full citizen's rights were already former gains. Qualitatively speaking, concerning self-assertion and self-expression in the newly-acquired statuses, changes are still not spectacular.

The conservative tendency towards role-preserving in private life may well account for the insignificant qualitative change. No longer the only bread-winners, men keep being cared for by their pseudo-partners. Fear of feminism is generated by the fear of losing one's status as a person entitled with the privilege of being served. This fear can only be allayed by revaluing the activities that are carried out in the field of private life. According to traditional cultural models, men themselves are frustrated of the self-achievement offered by family life. Certain advanced countries have introduced parental leave as an alternative to maternal leave and it is up to the respective partners to make the most satisfactory option.

Feminist ethicists have suggested that neither the morality of right nor that of care should be privileged at the expense of each other and neither sex should take supremacy over the other, if we claim to embrace a humanist morality whose purpose is human achievement, or , at least, avoiding the empeachment of that achievement.

Among  prevalently feminine experiences, I have included rape, pornography, prostitution, sexual harassment and domestic violence. I have grouped together these experiences, because they all spring out from the presupposition that women are sexual objects, that they are meant to please and to be used, that they should make themselves available for men. Numberless sociological and psychological surveys analyse rape and the underlying ideology. This misdeed veils the tendency to stigmatize women and occasionally rival men, as the case goes with war rapes. I shall provide a conclusive example, concerning former Yugoslavia: Knowing that the rape of a Muslim woman entails abandoning the site by the villagers who felt soiled by this act, Serbians used to rape women in various villages in front of Muslim men; on the other hand, according to the Muslim law, any child whose father is a Muslim is equally considered a Muslim;

consequently, Muslims used to keep the raped Serbian women prisoners for six months so that they should deliver a Muslim baby before their time was due.

Rape is usually talked about as an act that happens between strangers, while in most cases rapes occurs between relatives, spouses and acquaintances, especially because confidence is abused. In Romania, this topic is dealt with in the most amoral manner possible (under such headlines as 'rape seasonal ticket renewed') or is eluded by those journals which pride themselves in stimulating building up the civil society but solely envisage political issues. Therefore, no bill as to sexual harassment or domestic violence has been subjected to public debate. Who cares about the victims except for the victims themselves, who, after all, are ordinary women, who are not driven in luxurious limos, who are plain tax-payers and once in a while vote-givers for this or that politician? Raped women are traumatized, first and

foremost, because they no longer perceive themselves as persons, but as objects of vilifying use. Not only is their body harmed, but their human dignity is injured as well; and, should they break the silence and speak out what has happened to them, they might wind up in the classical the-victim-is-to-blame script and grow guilt-ridden. Many Romanian women do not know whether they have the right to master their own sexuality and still regard

themselves as the sexual property of the husband or of some other partner; in our society human rights vanish on the doorstep of the household, should they have been observed outside the household. Freedom is delimited to public speeches, and nobody seems to notice that the most shattering tragedies are commonest within the family and what generates them is, apart from paucity, the mentality of owner-possessor of the other. I cannot believe that any society can boast the freedom of its citizens in the public sphere as long as it indulges in concealing enslavement and abuse in the private sphere. I will not agree that educating people towards a social partnership is achievable, as long as there is no partnership pattern within the family frame. If family is a school of abuse and not of justice, I fear to say that responsible citizen participation is a mere form devoid of content. Predominantly being the target of violence, women perpetrate it in their behaviour towards their children, who become a weaker target , letting the steam off from a repressed  aggressiveness they must feel towards an abusive, but stronger partner.

Long concealed from the vigilant eyes of censorship, video pornography has boomed as a token of unlimited freedom, or rather as a sample of what democracy should not be: under democratic conditions, my freedom is restricted by the freedom of the other, my rights are confined by the rights of the other. What right does pornography infringe? Well, it infringes the women's rights to display a dignified image of themselves and, together with prostitution, it fosters all sexist practices and images within society, including violence against women and contempt for women. I have met men who live their lives among ordinary women, who know neither prostitutes nor nuns, but keep dividing women into immaculate virgins and dirty whores. Their attitude demonstrates once again, that ideology is a blinding force, that while bedazzling one, prevents one from seeing the reality that has supposedly engendered that ideology. For certain wealthy-over-night upstarts, unlimited women consumption has become a token of success, similar to the gorgeous secretary the prodigal businessman chains to his office. Can we even fancy that in the States or in the UK ageism, sexism and even beautism are severely sanctioned?

And if we do picture that, do we understand these sanctions are also the outcome of feminist movements? And if we do understand that, aren't we ready to do everything in our power to sensitize Romanian women as to joining this movement, all the more that as far as discrimination is concerned, disagreements between liberals, social-democrats, ecofeminists and radical feminists vanish away?

The experience of subordination (subjection)

Subordination is an experience shared by women and other categories assessed as lower: social classes, races, ethnic groups. Synthetically speaking, subordination means lack of access or extremely poor access to significant resources and control mechanisms and denied participation in elaborating norms, laws and criteria. All subordinate groups are economically, politically and culturally dependent. The individuals that make them up are part of a property or are but poorly allowed ownership; they lack power, they can only exert some influence; basically, they are executors  and are regarded either tacitly or explicitly as non-citizens or second rank citizens.

This experience has mainly been the concern of socialist feminism: since socialist doctrines are those which regard non-exploitation as the key to universal salvation. Feminist liberalism accepts this experience as a result of the unequal chances of the two sexes while competing. This inequality springs from the different cultural patterns and sex-roles assigned to the two sexes. In this sense, feminist liberalism lies left of the political right, as much as feminist socialism - which militates for women's acquiring a non-functional identity - is less tributary to the Marxist doctrine, which reduces humans to their social relationships, and consequently ranges right of the left.

Why include women in this category, together with classes, races or ethnic groups, when, anyway, they belong to various classes, races or ethnic groups, already filling in a different social position? Would that not be a gross extension of the concept?  Yes, it would, one might say at first blush: women have contributed to subordinating other categories of people and are far from being treated according to the famous dictum that their chains are all they can lose. Including a high society damsel and a Black cotton-picker within the same category would sound ludicrous, to say the least. A deeper insight may point out certain similarities between the two social conditions. Both the damsel and the Black worker are under power of their lord and master; neither is acknowledged their full humanity and their citizenship; the goals of both are ranked lower than those pursued by those who have power over them, therefore they have to delimit their cravings to pre-established roles. In this respect, differences are not significant. Once freed, the Black cotton-picker becomes a free worker and his chances are bigger than those of the deserted damsel, whose liberty is not socially acknowledged. Women's condition is strikingly similar to that of all unfavoured ethnic groups, half- breeds, immigrants, ethnic minorities in ethnocentric societies. The ruling group defines its own identity by regarding the others not only as different, but merely as deficient or deviant. The chance they are sometimes granted is that of getting assimilated into the standard model - since fitting into the norm is tantamount to fitting into normality, namely into whatever is 'but natural'. Women are subject to such treatment like no other group: patriarchal societies provide such definitions as 'women are non-men', in other words women are nothing without men. Even within the defavoured groups, they are treated similarly, since the initial domination is after all (both historically and religiously speaking) a salient one: that of women by men. Sexism is millenium-old and all-encompassing; its amplitude surpasses that of rasism, classism or nationalism. This may be the reason why sexism as practice or as prejudice is so hard to breach into.

The mechanisms operating in a patriarchal society are easy for us to grasp if we only remember what we used to signify as individuals until seven years ago, when resources and control were denied access to everyone except for the nomenklatura, and when, non-discriminatively all of us were mere executors. Promoting women and ethnic groups was only formally and percentally relevant, in a world where decisions were not made, but imposed and followed. Rejection of positive discriminations (or affirmative actions) on the part of enlightened wits has its present roots in the system of percental involvement adopted with various forms of leadership. In a negatively feminized society, depleted of power, courage, audacity, in which people are not acquainted with self-autonomy, in which most of us have lived as meek and weak, it is hard to say that sexist discriminations took place in the public sphere, since most of us were non-discriminatively annihilated existentially. What we have come to do, is to get at one another's throats - metaphorically speaking - and wonder what prevents us from doing something coherent and choosing something coherently feasible. We keep pestering women that their cravings should confine themselves to their household, that they might after all take an honest job which does not require too much involvement, since others are entitled to think and lead on their behalf, for their best interests and in their place. We blame them afterwards for not being able to do more and we justify sexism by bringing in limited performance and liberty as evidence. We are even able to highlight exceptions: although X is a woman, she is 'performant and creative', the same way we can assert in racist quiescence: although X is a gypsy, he is a reliable and respectable citizen.

Self-fulfilling prophecies are a common syndrome by their very formulation and dissemination. I shall quote a saddening dictum recurrent throughout the Romanian media: 'Nothing can ever be changed in this country.' I read it, I give up my strategic designs, since they are doomed to pitiable failure. Don't you know things never change in this country? Everybody says so. Let me quote another recurrent statement: "In our public life no one  takes women's problems seriously.' I take over the statement and join the others and, in our shared dismay, we indulge in the most widely practised Romanian craft: lamenting. Then, depleted of whatever vigour we were left with, we even give up lamenting and take up the counter-craft: resignation. But, since I know lamentation and resignation are self-fulfilling prophecies, couldn't I obstruct their fulfillment by my mere attempt to act? I have provided these examples, because subordination and submissiveness often turn into addictions (crimes of subjection). I would like to emphasize the fact that I am not a believer in social Messianism, neither when it relates to women. In the long run, shouldn't they be keen on leaving their humiliating and frustrating positions, which turns their endowments into bedwarfed virtues? This keenness is not achievable unless they develop femisist self-awareness.  (Pompous as it may sound, there is no other denomination for the awareness women should develop as to the injustices they are subject to, for the simple reason that they are women. Self-awareness is also a concept that encompasses the liberation alternatives from the position of subjection. Was I expected to concoct some other word in order to avoid offending the suspicious and the ignorant?)

The reader may wonder what is specifically going on with women, since I have just stated that the Romanian society was negatively feminized during the totalitarian regime. The specificity lies in the combination of totalitarism in the public sphere and  the patriarchal domination as a contentless form in the domestic sphere. Why patriarchal and why contentless? Our families have stayed loyal to the dictum 'man is head of the family' despite its lack of economical substantiation (women were forced to become bread-winners), and despite the fact that men also lacked decision-making power when it came to family matters or to quasi-existent properties. In everyday life, women were in charge of survival strategies and were burdened with the double task of professional and domestic work. They were the ones to be punished for having had a backstreet abortion and to bear the degrading routine of taking monthly pregnancy check- ups. Women have borne all, not only some, burdens. And these burdens have drained their sap and stamina out of them, have crushed their backbones and squashed their selves, have squeezed the pep they needed in order to demand their rights and to wish for self-assertion. They mirror the grimmest outcome of this joint experiment - patriarchal totalitarism -, while an overrated ethics of duty has led them to self-annihilation/denial. Their behaviour reinforces the dictum that they are but poor usable creatures, meant to socially, professionally, sexually help and delight at home, in the street, on the screen or during election campaigns. Nowadays, totalitarism is slowly crumbling down, fortunately enough in our minds as well. Nevertheless, patriarchal domination is still alive and kicking: on each and every TV channel women advertise for detergent, margarine and perfume brands; the most mediatized images are the housewife, the top model or the secretary; in the media and political discourse, sexism is not explicit and cannot be sanctioned as a crime (it may have its jocular occurrences, to mention only the President of the Senate stating that he feels among women as among a flock of sheep, or the offensive terms journalists address to politicians: he's but a political tootsie!). Moreover, religious discourses, now regaining their persuasive power only reinforce women's status of submissive creatures and less their status of persons who are free and equal in front of God. Our religious practices have stayed, together with other existential coordinates, tributary to certain ultratraditionalist outlooks on women.

