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[Women and Economics]t

# % * We are the only animal species in which the female depepds
on the male for food, the only animal species in Whl'Ch tbe sex—re}atlon
is also an economic relation. With us an entire sex lives in a relatlf)n (?f
economic dependence upon the other sex, z!nd the economic relation is
combined with the sex-relation. The economic status of the human female
i ive to the sex-relation.
® rlil?st lcvcfmmonrly assumed that this condition also ol?tains among o?her
animals, but such is not the case. There are many birds among which,
during the nesting season, the male he.lps the fem.ale feed t}}e youn}%,
and partially feeds her; and, with certain of the higher carnivora, the
male helps the female feed the young, and pa.rtlally'feeds her. In no c;se
does she depend on him absolutely, even during this season, save in that
of the hornbill, where the female, sitting on her nest in a hol]ow tree, is
walled in with clay by the male, so that only her beak projects; and thgn
he feeds her while the eggs are developing. But even the female hornbill
does not expect to be fed at any other time. The female bee and antlare
economically dependent, but not on the male. The wquers are fen_la es,
too, specialized to economic functions s.olely. And with the car}Illxior}?,

if the young are to lose one parent, it might far better be the f:.at er: the
mother is quite competent to take care of them herself. With g}an()i/
species, as in the case of the common cat, she not only feeds he{]seI an
her young, but has to defend the young against the male as well. In no
case is the female throughout her life supported by the male. .
In the human species the condition is permanent and. geqeral, ?houfl
there are exceptions, and though the present century 1s witnessing the
beginnings of a great change in this respect. W'e h;}ve not b.een accus-
tomed to face this fact beyond our loose generalization that it was “nat-
” that other animals did so, too. ‘
urall’,o r?]rzf)y this view will not seem clear at first; and the case of worlm;(gj
peasant women or females of savage tribes, gnd the general househo )
industry of women, will be instanced against it. Some careful apd honesf
discrimination is needed to make plain to ourselve§ the essential factsd(?
the relation, even in these cases. The horse, in hlS free na.tural condi-
tion, is economically independent. He gets his ll.vmg by his own exer-
tions, irrespective of any other creature. The horse,.m .hl.S present cond:}tlonf
of slavery, is economically dependent. He gets his living at .the hands o
his master; and his exertions, though strenuous, bear no direct relation
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to his living. In fact, the horses who are the best fed and cared for and
the horses who are the hardest worked are quite different animals. The
horse works, it is true; but what he gets to eat depends on the power and
will of his master. His living comes through another. He is economically
dependent. So with the hard-worked savage or peasant women. Their
labor is the property of another: they work under another will; and what
they receive depends not on their labor, but on the power and will of
another. They are economically dependent. This is true of the human
female both individually and collectively.

In studying the economic position of the sexes collectively, the differ-
ence is most marked. As a social animal, the economic status of man
rests on the combined and exchanged services of vast numbers of pro-
gressively specialized individuals. The economic progress of the race, its
maintenance at any period, its continued advance, involve the collective
activities of all the trades, crafts, arts, manufactures, inventions, discov-
eries, and all the civil and military institutions that go to maintain them.
The economic status of any race at any time, with its involved effect on
all the constituent individuals, depends on their world-wide labors and
their free exchange. Economic progress, however, is almost exclusively
masculine. Such economic processes as women have been allowed to
exercise are of the earliest and most primitive kind. Were men to per-
form no economic services save such as are still performed by women,
our racial status in economics would be reduced to most painful limita-
tions.

To take from any community its male workers would paralyze it eco-
nomically to a far greater degree than to remove its female workers. The
labor now performed by the women could be performed by the men,
requiring only the setting back of many advanced workers into earlier
forms of industry; but the labor now performed by the men could not be
performed by the women without generations of effort and adaptation.
Men can cook, clean, and sew as well as women; but the making and
managing of the great engines of modern industry, the threading of earth
and sea in our vast systems of transportion, the handling of our elaborate
machinery of trade, commerce, government,—these things could not
be done so well by women in their present degree of economic devel-
opment.

This is not owing to lack of the essential human faculties necessary to
such achievements, nor to any inherent disability of sex, but to the pre-
sent condition of woman, forbidding the development of this degree of
economic ability. The male human being is thousands of years in advance
of the female in economic status. Speaking collectively, men produce
and distribute wealth; and women receive it at their hands. As men
hunt, fish, keep cattle, or raise corn, so do women eat game, fish, beef,
or corn. As men go down to the sea in ships, and bring coffee and spices
and silks and gems from far away, so do women partake of the coffee
and spices and silks and gems the men bring.
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The economic status of the human race in any nation, at any time,
is governed mainly by the activities of the male: the female obtains her
share in the racial advance only through him.

* * *

With the growth of civilization, we have gradually crystallized into
law the visible necessity for feeding the helpless female; and even old
women are maintained by their male relatives with a comfortable assur-
ance. But to this day—save, indeed, for the increasing army of women
wage-earners, who are changing the face of the world by their steady
advance toward economic independence—the personal profit of women
bears but too close a relation to their power to win and hold the other
sex. From the odalisque with the most bracelets to the débutante with
the most bouquets, the relation still holds good,—woman’s economic
profit comes through the power of sex-attraction.

When we confront this fact boldly and plainly in the open market of
vice, we are sick with horror. When we see the same economic relation
made permanent, established by law, sanctioned and sanctified by reli-
gion, covered with flowers and incense and all accumulated sentiment,
we think it innocent, lovely, and right. The transient trade we think
evil. The bargain for life we think good. But the biological effect remains
the same. In both cases the female gets her food from the male by virtue
of her sex-relationship to him. In both cases, perhaps even more in
marrriage because of its perfect acceptance of the situation, the female
of genus homo, still living under natural law, is inexorably modified to
sex in an increasing degree.

%* * *

Another instance of so grossly unjust, so palpable, so general an evil
that it has occasionally aroused some protest even from our dull con-
sciousness is this: the enforced attitude of the woman toward marriage.
To the young gitl, as has been previously stated, marriage is the one
road to fortune, to life. She is born highly specialized as a female: she is
carefully educated and trained to realize in all ways her sex-limitations
and her sex-advantages. What she has to gain even as a child is largely
gained by feminine tricks and charms. Her reading, both in history and
fiction, treats of the same position for women; and romance and poetry
give it absolute predominance. Pictorial art, music, the drama, society,
everything, tells her that she is she, and that all depends on whom she
marries. Where young boys plan for what they will achieve and attain,
young girls plan for whom they will achieve and attain. Little Ellie and
her swan’s nest among the reeds is a familiar illustration. It is the lover
on the red roan steed she planned for. It is Lancelot riding through the
sheaves that called the Lady from her loom at Shalott: “he” is the com-
ing world.

With such a prospect as this before her; with an organization specially
developed to this end; with an education adding every weight of precept
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and example, of wisdom and virtue, to the natural instincts; with a social
environment the whole machinery of which is planned to give the girl a
chance to see and to be seen, to provide her with “opportunities”; and
with all the pressure of personal advantage and self-interest added to the
sex-instinct, —what one would logically expect is a society full of desper-
ate and eager husband-hunters, regarded with popular approval.

Not at all! Marriage is the woman’s proper sphere, her divinely ordered
place, her natural end. It is what she is born for, what she is trained for,
what she is exhibited for. It is, moreover, her means of honorable live-
lihood and advancement. But—she must not even look as if she wanted
it! She must not turn her hand over to get it. She must sit passive as the
seasons go by, and her “chances” lessen with each year. Think of the
strain on a highly sensitive nervous organism to have so much hang on
one thing, to see the possibility of attaining it grow less and less yearly,
and to be forbidden to take any step toward securing it! This she must
bear with dignity and grace to the end.

To what end? To the end that, if she does not succeed in being cho-
sen, she becomes a thing of mild popular contempt, a human being
with no further place in life save as an attachée, a dependant upon more
fortunate relatives, an old maid. The open derision and scorn with which
unmarried women used to be treated is lessening each year in proportion
to their advance in economic independence. But it is not very long since
the popular proverb, “Old maids lead apes in hell,” was in common use;
since unwelcome lovers urged their suit with the awful argument that
they might be the last askers; since the hapless lady in the wood prayed
for a husband, and, when the owl answered, “Who? who?” cried, “Any-
body, good Lord!” There is still a pleasant ditty afloat as to the “Three
Old Maids of Lynn,” who did not marry when they could, and could
not when they would.

The cruel and absurd injustice of blaming the girl for not getting what
she is allowed no effort to obtain seems unaccountable; but it becomes
clear when viewed in connection with the sexuo-economic relation.
Although marriage is a means of livelihood, it is not honest employment
where one can offer one’s labor without shame, but a relation where the
support is given outright, and enforced by law in return for the func-
tional service of the woman, the “duties of wife and mother.” Therefore
no honorable woman can ask for it. It is not only that the natural femi-
nine instinct is to retire, as that of the male is to advance, but that,
because marriage means support, a woman must not ask a man to sup-
port her. It is economic beggary as well as a false attitude from a sex
point of view.

Observe the ingenious cruelty of the arrangement. It is just as humanly
natural for a woman as for a man to want wealth. But, when her wealth
is made to come through the same channels as her love, she is forbidden
to ask for it by her own sex-nature and by business honor. Hence the
millions of mismade marriages with “anybody, good Lord!” Hence the
million broken hearts which must let all life pass, unable to make any






