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Western religion most frequently discussed will be Buddhism,
both because it presents significant contrasts to and similariti :
with Christianity and because it is Christianity’s most signiﬁca;:
partner in interreligious dialogue and interchange. Purthermore
though feminist perspectives are less developed in Buddhism than’

in Chns-tianity, they are more developed in Buddhism than in
other Asian or non-Western traditions.

' ITAPTER ONE

Defining Feminism, Religion,

and the Study of Religion

Horn FEMINISM AND RELIGION are academic subjects taught
at most colleges and universities. But they are also controversial,
¢imolion-laden systems of belief that directly affect people’s lives.
Those just beginning formal study of women and religion often
already have strong emotional, prereflective opinions about both
religion and feminism, and many who teach about them are them-
welves personally involved in writing feminist theology or practic-
ing a feminist form of religion. Because both teachers and students
nuty come to the study of religion and feminism with strong emo-
tional convictions and commitments, academic study of either
lopic can be particularly challenging.

Ii'ven without the complicating factor of feminism, the aca-
demic study of religion can often feel threatening, in part because
the distinction between the study of religion as an academic disci-
pline and the personal practice of religion is nof.often made in.our
culture. Therefore, the academic study of religion challenges one’s
ﬁﬁml beliefs more than the study of other academic subjects.
T.ikewise the study of feminism or the use of feminist methods can

w disconcerting to those new to feminism, particularly because
media stereotypes about feminism seldom accurately describe
leminists’ concerns. To ease this transition to thinking about topics
ollen charged with strong feelings and loyalties, this book begins
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The l?iscipline of Religious Studies and It
Relationship with Religion

li{tﬂuclents with ftrong personal religious beliefs, or students’ fami-
9, us(,i ;lrfsol?t?tmes]llqoncerned about the effect that the academic
religion will have on their beliefs. The polit:
. 1a ; politics of learni
Ia;x;d tt':achmg about .rehgmn are similar to problems encounteredrilf
Thrnmgfand t(.aachmg science, especially some generations ago
WO:I CIIJ;o ess?;:s explaining a worldview that competes with the.
€w ol the student or her famj] is i
¥. The profi ] i
t};e vlailues of neutrality and empathy centralIt)o tI: :c::l;:iseunziasrtiuc;g
of religion, whereas the student or her family insi .
amily insists that religj
should be absorbed on] : They fer
: ¥ personally and confessionally, T:
;:1;:11: andemlc knowledge about religion may blunt c};nfil;iof;:
- a;;;d _th'gy_nicgg well be correct in tfiéz"fﬁéars, despité the facT that
emic study of religion has nothing to do wi igious i
struction, conversion, or spiritual directioi s

The Academic Study of Religion

Reliod
: ilsgu_:)tn was ctll;le last of the controversial, Passion-inspiring human
uits—such as politics, economic i
! 5, and ethics—to b
1ts own academic discipline i et
pline in the neutral settin
bate, and free thinki S
<ang that characterizes the unjversi
dergraduate, I could j Sl b o
s not major in religious studies b
state university system in whi d siseistien
which I was educated did ieve i
was possible for a public instityt S ———
: tution to teach religi i i
g the s _ glon without vio-
on of church and state, Eigh

: t years later, [ re-

turned to that same s i s e
ystem to teach religious studj
to undergrad-

uates. What had chan i i il '
: ged in educatio i i
Intervening years? " P o Y

The single g
ingle oreatest change that enabled religious studies to
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cmerge as an academic discipline was the recognition that one
«ould Hinderstand a religious position without adhering to it. I be-
lieve that this recognition was made possible by the study of non-
Western religions; more removed from sectarian battles within
culturally familiar religious settings, scholars realized that they
could understand and appreciate, with great empathy, a point of

e RN

view that fhiey did not share. Therefore, such understanding could
also be taught to others, without the rancor, dogmatism, competi-
liveness, hostility, and suasion that typically characterize sectarian
religious education. Knowing about and understanding a religion
is quite different from believing in it. The academic study of reli- }“’

gion depends on that distinction.

Another majar factor in the development of religious studies
was the recognition that since religion has beena majot mover and
motivator in human culture from time immemorial to the present,
il is impossibie to understand human history and culture while ig-
noring religion. Only an extremely artificial division of human life
and culture could tolerate the teaching of history, art, or social cus-
lom without understanding their connection with religion. Those
(rained in these disciplines are not fully prepared to explicate the
religious beliefs that inform their subject matter; scholars formally
trained in religious studies could contribute greatly to the overall
environment of inquiry and learning that characterize a university.

Finally, the new imperative to understand divergent cultures;
worldviews, and value systems in our complex world has brougha !
religious studies to the fore. Except for anthropology, no academic
discipline js so thoroughly.imbued with the.mandate to study its
subject matter cross-culturally as is religions. studies. In fact this
characteristic of r:eligioﬁs studies was essential to its development;
to justify themselves as practitioners of a genuine academic disci-
pline rather than a sectarian recruiting exercise, professors of reli-
gious studies encouraged a cross-cultural, comparative dimension
in the field from the beginning. “To know one religion is to know
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none” paraphrases a famous and widely circulated statement made
by Max Miiller (1823-1900), often credited as the founder of com-
parative studies in religion,!

What is the academic study of religion? At the most basic level

it is a descriptive discipline that gathers and disseminates accurate
information about the variety of religious beliefs and Practices
people have entertained and engaged in throughout time and
space. The academie Study of religion, I often say on the first day of
class, takes controversial material about which People care deeply
and places it in the neutral setting of the academic classroom, so
that we can examine it and learn about it. Personal agreement or
disagreement with the symbols, rituals, and beliefs about which we
are learning is largely irrelevant at this stage. Scholars may debate
alternative hypotheses about the information being studied, but
debating the truth or falsity of the religious ideas is irrelevant to the
academic study of religion as a descriptive discipline. If one truly
understands what the academic study of religion is about, it will
not be problematic or stressful to learn that Hinduism and Chris-
tianity have very different ideas about deity, and to learn both sets
ofideas. And it will not be too tempting to argue that the Christian,
Hindu, or some other view of deity is “correct?

How do we decide which beliefs and practices will be studied—
that is, which beliefs and practices are “religions”? Everyone hasan
intuitive sense of what i meant by the concept of religion, but
these definitions are often limited by ethnocentrism, They often
assume that all religions are more of less like religion in one’s own
culture, For example, someone once suggested this to me concern-
ing Native Americans: “It’s as if they don’t even have a religion.
All they do is worship nature.” Lurking in the background is the
culturally familiar definition of religion as requiring a belief in
a supreme being, Sadly, definitions of teligion found in some dic-
We such ethnocentrism, for exgg_l'glf:',_hz defining
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ipi “ iti art of man [sic] ofa controlling. _Sli-
WI: il:::l:i ;z:r)in ;Efiﬁ:; tt:ZEedience,Leverence, gyd.t\;orilzpi:
Al iti i ism, Christianity, and Is-
ough that definition descnbes. quialsm, : : e
I/.\l]l:], it egxcludes Buddhism, Confucianism, Tal?zs;mvﬁirllt;j,s :Esds o
many other religions that involve no such be. ef. e e
religion, one must avoid such ethn.ocentnc;u a:lh el
definitions of religion if one wishes to mclu.dc? .
Though professionals in the study of religion do no ﬂfgocemﬂc
single definition of religion, it is clear that a none . Seuef -
. iti f religion would not focus on :Lhe contfmt o A
Lleﬁnmohr1 ) re no universally held religious beliefs or syrfl 'o ,
Bt er‘_f ) beliefs and symbols found in the world’s religions
p varl'ouislar function in human life. Religious beliefs and be;
. S'hare , Sfmall answer people’s questions regarding mattef's 0
h_@‘fi.ors o ezriding importance o them. Thus, many widely
mgm@q?ir;ngﬁ?)‘;s' of religion in the academic study of religion talk gf
us?d'de ne’s “ultimate concern” or what one regards as sacred.
mhgloalll '? : Zn particular religion 15 its worldview, the basic, often
L(I:IEII:z:ISCiZHS );resuppositions its followers hold about the nature
Ofreahtx. definition, any belief that functions as the m.ost signifi-
W ﬁll{ierefor deci,sions and actions and an)-r behaviors wl.lose
ol ar imh ited to the actor are religious beliefs and behaviors,
- thn'llT content, This definition is both broad enou'gk to
Whajte"er e:mtrism and specific enough to distinguish rel‘1g1.ous
o ethnocﬁ:om nonreligious phenomena. Things o-f .hmlted
Phenomen: or significance are not religious. This definition also
ﬁgv::t 32: to study the “religious” dimensions of.phenonziezzent;;
usually classified as religion, such as ]-gt_)litical. alleila;fi::i 2‘1)1111 —gf-;fi'i -
held psychological orientations. Tlins Yvorl;ng eact tion ot xe
gion is especially helpful when considering the imp

on religious studies.
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acquisition of information may increase ethnocentrism, intoler-
ance, and chauvinism. Someone who learns that Hinduism en-
courages multiple images of the divine and that such images are
often venerated in their painted or sculpted forms, without learn-
ing to understand why such concepts and practices make sense to
the Hindu, has not been helped by the academic study of religion.

Religion and Religious Studies

WI ia . . I [ . l I . I 1 l
\ . . . -

How does empathy work in the academic study of religion? ] de-

ﬁne emEath - B ¥
Yasatw()ste T ISty it | VOLV
. : - L : ”p- ; ?CESSQELQ-@ 1t Iy OI €5 temporaril
PP S g, l i 3 p
le ne, or bracketln one’s own wor| dv ew, Va[ues, and re-

n

met‘;v ﬂkionvﬁ;dg{fgﬁg empathy involves Imaginatively entering
€u ot the phenomenon being studied, O

comean insider, contrary to the e i o

: Xpectations of some who
2ppropriate completely the i i il
berceptions and views of the jn

i s of the insider.

fe:1 ::ni ;:ﬁ Zntc)l nguld understand and appreciate why insideerz
ed by their views and behaviors Schol igi

try to speak as if they participate i it of view apein ot

- pate in the point of view unde di

;;on, .though Fhey well may not, For example, one of myralll-s;;(i:;l:—

coxlr;nlt.e teaching evaluations, meant as g criticism but taken ag :

pliment, read, “The problem with her is that she teaches all

B || those religions as if they were true!”

To conti i
Ofreligio;;n;t; tsllz ltz}izmuil; ;troduced eali'clier, the academic study
. . accurate information about Chyic.
::;11 a;ﬁ eI;Il?‘(Iilu c01.1cepts of .deity, which are quite diﬁerentC ﬁh:f)llil
ey expl.ain ::;Z mvolved in the learning enterprise should be
il ur.zderstand why a Hindu finds a plurality of dj-
£es cogent with the same facility that they can explaj
understand why a Christian finds monotheism com el?icnp W ?md
ou't s.uch €mpathy, one can be neither accurate nor in?ormegé :I\)If;

She may, in fact, be more dangerously ill informed than before,
precisely because she has more facts at her disposal, but does not
understand them accurately and empathically.

Thus, as empathic scholars, we come to the issue of the relation-
ship between religious studies as a discipline and the personal
practice of religion, an issue which should be faced head-on rather
than skirted. Although religious studies is not instruction about
what one should believe religiously, learning information about re-
ligious views and behaviors other than one’s own can still be un-
nerving, Truly understanding religious data requires empathy, but
empathy often changes the way we think about the world and our
place in it. This is not to say that our religious affiliation will change
when we study religion academically and empathically, but our

atiitiides about religion may well change, Some attitudes we had
previotisly Tejected may become more appealing, whereas othersé,
that had seemed obviously correct may become less tenable. Such
changes are especially likely when studying feminism and religion
together. To expect or advocate otherwise is to promote academic
learning in the worst sense of the term acadentic: a collection of ir-
relevant information that does not affect its bearer in any way.

If the practice of empathy is so important to the academic study
of religion, does that mean that one can never evaluate the reli-
gious beliefs and behaviors being studied? This question is quite
important in the study of feminism and religion, since most femi-
nists criticize religious patriarchy. The practice of empathy does
not mean that one THust agree with or approve of the point of view
I'i"é’iﬁ“g"é'ﬁfimgi?ﬁlﬂmugh empathy involves appreciatively entering
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12 BEMINISM AND RELIGION
into the spirit of that which is being studied, one could not agree
with all the positions one understands empathically because many
are mutually exclusive,

Some kinds of evaluation are not incompatible with empathic
understanding, if a few basic ground rules are observed. First, an
empathic understanding of the religion must precede evaluation,
Before formulating suggestions or critiques, it is important to have
some idea of the justifications for current beliefs and behaviors put
forth by those who adhere to them. Otherwise the evaluation is
likely to be extremely ethnocentric, a problem to which feminism
is not immune, Second, the same evaluative standards must be ap-

plied to all traditions, whether familiar or foreign, whether one’s

own or that of another,

Most scholars of religious studies talk more about the impor-
tance of neutrality and objectivity than they do about empathy,
and indeed certain commonsense meanings of neutrality and ob-
jectivity are appropriate for the academic study of religion. Zl:lf
academy is not the place for proselytizing for any specific religion
B_{E'.egg,i.‘?}.‘i Egéggn. Fulland fair presentation of the strengths and
weaknesses of all positions studied can and should be expected.
However, although students and teachers should exhibit neutrality
concerning interreligious competition and rivalry, a completely
value-free position is impossible, Being objective and neutral when
éi‘éé&?&é?&‘ﬁﬂ&'&éiéﬁssues does not mean being value-free. On
closer inspection, “objectivity” often turns out to be nothing more
( than advocacy of the current conventions and not a neutral posi-
tion at all, Some perceive feminist scholarship as adversarial be-
cause it challenges such conventions; still, feminist scholarship can
claim to be more “objective” than male-ce_qggﬁgdjsfgﬁélgrshig, be-

cause itis more inclusive and therefore more accurate.
Looking more deeply into neutrality and objectivity as they per-
tain to the academic study of religion helps to fully clarify the re-
lationship between religious studies and religion, Students of re-
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ligion sometimes expect or even hope that acad.er‘nic neutrality
means that what they learn about the variety of r-ehglous phenom-
ena will not affect their beliefs in any way. But sxmpl}f beczu.lsc_e thcz
academic study of religion is neutral vis-a-vis competing fe?ngons

claims does not mean that it is value-free. The study of.rel}gl‘on can
never be value-free because the very existence of -the dJsc1p11nf: CEE'
pends on this value: the development of a worldview that chensh;s
a ientral position vis--vis the various rEfliglons as well as an zﬁ) ;
ity to see the internal coherence and logic that empowers each o D
them. This value is emphatically rejected by at least some segments

of all major religions. . o
In other words, living with religious diversity and regarding itas

an interesting resource, rather than an undesirable deviation from =¥

truth, are the values that dominate the academic Stl:‘ld.Y of.religiqn.
[fformation about unfamiliar perspectives on I'ellgl.OJ..‘l is meant
to challenge monolithic or universalistic presuppos1t1?ns about
the world. One should feel that sexist, racist, ethnocentric, and rj |
ligious chauvinisms, if present, are being tl'lrea‘ten.ed by tht? aca.;
demic study of religion. Even neutral and objective mformat[onill
absorbed rather than merely memorized, can change the one w. :)
assimilates that information. It is rarely _@ssﬁble to clzo.nclude gl}_t:a_ S
studies carrying the same opinions regarc-lmg religious, ethnic,
class, gender, and cultural diversity with “.rhlch one begg"n.. o
~THEaedemic study of religion is radically deabsolutizing -
cause accurate information about and empathy for the other is

radically deabsolutizing. Once one really understands the point O?Q‘U 2ye?

view of “the other” or the foreign, claims that on.e’s belic.af %s tthhe
only truth are no longer as attractive or compelling. Thls 13 c;
most significant point of contact betwe-en the a.cademlc st.u g o

religion and the way in which religion is somc@es.praEUCe as
a personal faith perspective. If religion necessarily involves ;ar
among absolute truth claims, its subject rr.latter would. be to.o :;
ruptive and counterproductive to the rational and dispassiona
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, discourse favored in the academy, But the empathic understandin
required in the academ; igi e
A academic study of religion enc
s { Tate the absolutism so igi i -
5 me religions claim for the 1 i
= ] formation about thejr beli il
| efs and practices resulting i
V]! ; Sa : g In deabsolut-
Fg 1zfed l.m.derstandmg of all religions and d
Lﬁ’ of religious pluralism and diversity,
F -
caus:l:tsome, th-e appreciation of religioys diversity is difficult be-
o 11 contradicts religious instruction they have received, It may
De f:' pful fo.r people experiencing thi_qndi,ﬁi_culty_ fo rea_ljgg.,r,ha: it
'ills .u!t.c;: Dossible to appreciate one’s own perspec‘t;;:”'thqgt.b 1
evgmv__ 2 app. s PETSpeciive with &-
g that all people everywhere should adopt it. Such apprecia-

eabsolutized appreciation

oo e St L Torem
cant IO

;1211 ilsl a.dz erent, not a lesser, valuing of one’s own particulari
ﬂmisms:zfu(: 1s often difficult to appreciate at first, but [ belieff):
€r alternative is possible in the g} bal vi i i
we live. No lesson learned £ i o
ecarned from the academi
: could be more valuable, " RS o
e Like neutréfiﬂ objectivity i
£ 2 ct igion i
4 e e ty, objectivity in t.he study of religion is more com-
£ ppears. Because religion is so controversial and en-
=
4]

genders such passion, calls for objectivi .
3 -3 ject without a point of vi o Ject“"f)"—-'f‘PProalchmg the sub-

o niqu i i
& q es of interpretation are standard, scholarship cap, i fz
= - Lelatively “objective” with; imi iy
: e 1n the limits of that system. For example
t]

: ¥ demonstrating that on
should also include data about women, it becomes clear tiat malet—?

cenBt'ered scholarship was objective only in a limited sense
o Ie‘;::us;: ac.:aden‘uc fashions can become relatively entrenched
g lasting, methodologically less reflective scholars some-
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times think that their work is genuinely objective. Nevertheless,
their work does not transcend the worldview and the methodology
within which they record and interpret. It is not objective in the
sense of having no perspective or reflecting no interests and values.
Claims of objectivity from a scholar who is relatively unaware of
his biases and perspectives do not obviate or negate his actual
standpoint.

This issue is especially important for feminist studies in reli-
gion, since feminist scholarship is often thought to be “biased” be
cause it self-consciously and deliberately includes information
about women, whereas conventional androcentric scholarship is
not similarly regarded as biased because it includes more informa-
lion about men. For example, some believe courses on women and
religion or gender-balanced mainstream courses on religion to be
biased because they present more information about women than
other courses do. But these kinds of claims only mask a desire to
hear familiar perspectives and emphases, a wish that assumptions
that have been taken for granted should not be challenged. This
mistaken perception of bias is intensified because feminist scholars
usually make their methodological values explicit, whereas con-
ventional androcentric scholars usually do not, thereby fostering

the illusion that they are without any specific agenda. But first~
generation feminist scholars such as myself, who were reared to re-
gard the generic masculine as genuinely generic and inclusive but
could not find ourselves and our sisters in the data we studied, will
never again be naive enough to think scholarship can be value-free
Instead, scholars need to practice intense methodological
self-awareness and introspection, combined with honest .self-
disclostre. Once one recognizes one’s own standpoint, one can
Y e AT
then argue on its behalf, making the case openly that this specific
standpoint is more adequate than the alternatives. For example,
when teaching my course on world religions, I always explain that
I teach from a perspective that values diversity because only that

Roed
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approach promotes harmony and well-being in the global village,

[ also explain that the course will be gender balanced,‘which, to

those used to androcentrism, may give the false impression that the

~&~  course focuses on wornen, Likewise, in my course on feminist the-
=% ology, I explain that, by definition, this course is quite critical of

53 éﬁ% conventional religious points of view, Furthermore, in a course on
Py i’?eminist theology;, neutrality involves presenting the various op-

<

o

£

Yot Z tions within feminist theology but does not include antifeminist
Lt‘:%\% arguments or conventional theology in addition,

Lalso state openly that in my viewpoint, scholarship that values

pluralism and diversity is more moral and humane than scholar-

ship that longs for universal agreement and unity, and that in my
viewpoint, gender-balanced and gender-inclusive scholarship is far
more objective than androcentric scholarship, simply because it is
more complete. Having stated the values that guide my scholarship
and teaching, 1 have achjeved the level of objectivity that is possi-
ble. Everyone, including me, knows why I include the data that 1
include and why I prefer the interpretations that | prefer. I can ar-

€ cogently for those preferences, Other scholars may offer other ‘
C}%(L;ints of view, but not greater objectivity.

i
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Feminism as Academic Method and as Socigl Vision

/Learnin feminist perspectives is more likely to.change one’s per-

sonal point of view than the academic study of religion. But popu-

lar perceptions of feminism, many of which are negative, have little

to do with feminism as it Intersects with the academic study of reli-

gion. Because such different impressions of feminism are found in

our culture, it is important to clarify what is meant by feminism in '
this book.

The most basic definition of Jeminism is the conviction that
women really do inhabit the human 7a gl are not “other,” not
-“-"-—-——-m_.n..._'-.. ; "-:-_""-'\-—_..._....._..—.——_
a-Separate species. Sometimes I wear 3 T-shirt that proclaims:

“Feminism is the radical Proposition that women are human begz\\ ]'
eI s N
L
3 i

Bad chonge Your vipw o-CA-(e\\'cjm ?
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ings.” This proclamation seems so simple and o?vious, but IftIS c:;na—l
plications are profound and radical because nefther conventi ol
scholarship nor lifestyles really take the l'mmamty of wt'lomeré 5 o
ously. Fully internalizing that statement involves a subtle aE? E "
l[ound change of consciousness for both men and womeni iving
out definitely involves a change in lifestyle fo.r most people,

This definition of feminism has implications -for both- @'g__ a]t;a—-hnue'
demic study of religion and for the personal Eract}gg'gfh{v?llag}g% ed
¢dtse féminism can be understood as Ll;gth.anuagadem,lg,,glgmg
and as a social vision. 4 Although these two forms of .fen'um.sm are
e adigm shift that
interdependent because both grow out of the par: g it that
occurs with the realization that women are human beings, ;yai
more easily understood if they arebirx_li‘;:ga’l\l esig];iarated.- I hli-rehirth:
call feminism as academic method wormen studies, to highlig e
fact that it has no political implications or agenda (?ven thoug :
arose out of one) and to differentiate women sftudles fron.l fgnﬁ;
nisrm, by which I mean a critical and reconstructwe_gz_;-_tag_c_g,us;t s
the institutions and values of one’s own culture, religion, and ac:

Pt et et

demic environment.

Women Stadies: Feminism as Academic Method

One can use feminism as an academic mithl}od withoult emlz_?:;

ing feminism as a social vision. Scholars who are re uc:tanarld
changgtheir lifestyle to transcend gende1: roles and stereotyptt;f -

otherwise accommodate the full humanity of women neverthe isi_

should recognize the need to study women as t%loroug}'lly, as c:;e -

cally, and as empathically as men. To d&? less is to fail to u;l ke
stand the human. Women studies has irrevocably ch:.mg; 0 YR s
information-gathering habits, so that we can never again be Cd(i)n Al
tent to know only what men did or thought, or to have a re.a tngf o
list that includes only male authors {unless men are -the subjec u;Jd

the study). Every course in the religious.studles currlculllum WO i

change if those who taught it and took it understood that wom
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are human beings whose Iives are not adequately covered and in-
clded by the “generic masculine.”

The first challenge of women studies is to expose and critique
the androcentrism that underﬁgngﬁmzﬁ"szholﬂsMﬁ I
will offera Eiﬁ%’ﬂ?&%ﬁﬁ?ﬁfﬂu“mm?ﬁmﬁéﬁ?ﬁ defi-
nition. I have often heard or read the equivalent of the following
statement: “The Egyptians allow (or don’t allow) women to .. »
The structure is so commonplace that even today many do not see
what is wrong with it. Byt for both those who make such state-
ments and for those who hear them without wincing, real Egyp-
tians are men. Egyptian women are objects acted upon by real
Egyptians, but are not themselyes full Egyptians. What, in more
analytical terms, is behind this long-standing habitual pattern of
speech? The androcentric model of humanity has three centra]
characteristics that, when stated bluntly, suffice to demonstrate

&mh the nature and the inadequacy of androcentrism,

% he male norm and the human norm are collapsed and
seen as identical, Recognition that maleness is but one kind of hu-
man experience is minimal or nonexistent, As philosopher Simone
de Beauvoir states:

In the midst of an abstract discussion it is vexing to hear a man say:

“You think thus and so because you are g woinan,” but I know that

my only defense is to reply: “I think thus and so because it is true”

thereby removing my subjective self from the argument. Jr would be

out of the question to reply: “And you think the contrary because you

areaman,” for it is understood that the factofbeing a man isno Ppecu-

larity. A man is in the right in being a man; it is the woman who is

intthewrong. . ., Woman has ovaries, a uterus; these peculiarities im-

prison her in her subjectivity, circumscribe her within the limits of her

own nature, It is often said that she thinkes with her glands, Man sy-

perbly ignores the fact that his anatomy also includes glands, such as

the testicles, and that they secrete hormones, He thinks of his body as
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a direct and normal connection with the world, which he believes he
upprehends objectively, whereas he regards the body of 'wama.naas a
hindrance, a prison, weighted down by everything peculiar fa 1tt.i e
: = - 3 c 0 -
T'hus in androcentric thinking, any awareness of a (.'hfstmal nhe
lween maleness and humanity is clouded over, and femalen
i m.
viewed as an exception to the nor _ .
The{second)characteristic of androcentrism follows fdlri;ﬂy
from the first. When I first questioned the completenes:h ofan ?C
. eri
i igi mentors told me that the gen
centric accounts of religion, my ks oy
masculine includes the feminine, ma km.g 1'f unn:cei;lsar:in male)-f
women specifically. This is a logical implication of collapsing male-
ness with humanity, but the result is that research about religio
actually deals mainly with the lives and thinking of mallles, avlvlherea:
' i as
’s religi i treated much more peripherally,
womern's religious lives are o2
footnote or a short chapter toward the end o.f the boolf. T%leso o
of thinking and doing research in the generic masculine 11;l i
grained that many scholars are genuinely unaware thal.it . eSrSit-
gious lives and thoughts of men are only part of a religiou
uation. o
@ nd most problematic aspect of androcentrism is 1}t;
attempt to deal with the fact that, since men and wc.Jmel% areltachiges
to be different in all cultures, the generic masculine simp ynltl._
; : w
not cover the feminine. The generic masculine would }\al\ro:l];t lc;re}; -
C -
igi t had no sex roles, but no suc
religions or cultures tha : > such culture ex-
i t sornetimes be mentioned in
ists. Therefore, women mus ] ”
of religion. At this point, adherents of the androcentz:lc. modele !
humanity reach a logical impasse. Their solution to‘tlus ItrlnpissBe
i t of the androcentric outlook. Be-
the most devastating componen .
cause women inevitably deviate from male norms, af}droceflt(r;”
thinking deals with them only as objects exterior to. mﬂlanlun ,e
needing to be explained and fitted in somewhere, having the sam
epistemological and ontological status as trees, unicorns, deities,
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and other objects that myst be discussed to make experience intel-
ligible. Therefore, in most accounts of religjon, although males are
presented as religious subjects and as namers of reality, females are
Presented only in relation to the males being studied, only as ob-
jects being named by the males being studied, only as they appear
to the males being studied.
b Nothin\g less than a paradig_g_l“ s_hl__ft _‘i.EL?J__II;_ mode] ( of humanity
will remedy thege Rroblems. Instead of the current androcentric,
“one-sexed” model of humanity, we need an androgynous, “two-
sexed” or bisexual model of humanity, A more accurate model of
humanity would compel recognition that humans come in two
sexes and that both sexes are human. It would also recognize that
in virtually every religion, culture, or society, gender roles and ste-
reotypes intensify biological sexual differences. As a result, men’s

on the periphery. Androgyny as a two-sex model of humanity, as
the conviction that despite gender and sexual differences, women
and men are equally human, meets those requirements; both tradi-
tional androcentrism, which objectifies women, and a sex-neutral
mode] of humanity, which ignores the reality of culture-baged gen-
der roles, do not.

Guided by the androgynous model of humanity, let us return to
the example of androcentric speech presented earlier: “The Egyp-
tians allow women . , » Someone who understands the inadequa-
cies of the androcentric model of humanity and the peed for a
Inore accurate, two-sexed model of humanity would write that “in
Egyptian society, men do X and women do ¥;” or perhaps, in some

cases, she might write that “Egyptian men allow Egyptian women ™

to...,” thereby recognizing that Egyptian men have Pbatriarchal
control over the society but that Egyptian women are nevertheless
Egyptian human beings, not a different Species.
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When this model of humanity and th?se methodolf)gu:al g::i:i
lines are applied to virtually any subj ec.t in the humanftles“(r)liat o
wiences, massive changes in scholarship result, affecting phat one
tticdies, how one studies it, what conclusions one drawzh rom e
search data, the analyses one ﬁll)'lds cogeilt, anthd ;I;z :;:ﬁfndergtand

ies that one accepts as good basic tools w1.
‘I;I::L ',\«f:rld. 'Furthermore, internalizing ﬂns‘ mode] of hl::;j:ll;t(}ir
oflen results in a transformation of conscmusness. 50 phar1 und
that one’s everyday habits of language and perceptlorf io : f %
well. Once one makes the change from an androcentric oy
drogynous model of humanity, other models seem completely

adequate.

Sy
i minist scholarship does not's
It is important to recognize that fe p ]

¥ ition in soci-=
inherently make judgments about what women’s positio

&
i thor-2
cty should be. It only entails g requirement to study women 2,

uughly and compietely. To construct a feminist vision of soc;lety is
= ; -
g different task. Therefore, feminism, at least in the academi

i cio-
context, is first and foremost an academic meth;)d, noT: a s<])J o
: - -
i i is including information abou
iti tive. The key issue is inchu
e e h enon. The schol-
i i t any human phenom s .
women in all studies abou -
ar’s personal views are irrelevant to whether he has an :;'cadinistS
: - onfem
igati der-balanced course: Even n
obligation to teach a gen : : i
musgt include information about women in their scholarship if they

want to claim that their scholarship is accurate.

Feminism as Social Vision
. . er.
My claim that feminism is, first, an academic method is controver

sial because the emergence of the feminist method was me)tc.tncgll;lny
i otest.and.dissat] ion, In-
linked With a movement of social px : .ssausl dfg(;n o -
dee i nd to gather and include
deed, the methodological dema peluce informa-
i t have emerged and flouris p
tion about women could no TIETEeC rished spar
ini tive social vision, for it was p
from feminism as an alterna : ' : s
against wornen’s limited options in American society that first im

§5) L5 A7)0y 2g

A5ty Moy
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pelled feminist scholars to notice and name androcentrism and to | Feminism as social vision relies upon the results of feminist
z ‘_greate women studies methodology. sholarahip in histary, sociolagy, and pejchology, as well asreli-
mism as social vision deals with Lviews aboutideal.social ar- gion. The most important conclusion of feminist scholarship is “Wﬁ
rangements and interactions between women and men. Therefore, that patriarchy is the cultural creation of a certain epach in hu-
almiost by definition, all ferniniet perspectives areu;:aicaﬂy criti- man history, not an inevitable necessity of human biology.” The
cal of current conventional norms and expectations and advocate importance of this claim is that whatever is created within time is
some degree of change in social, academic, political, religious, and subject to decay and dissolution—a point commonplace in Bud-
economic institutions to foster greater equity between men and dhism among other major religions. This realization overcomes
“\ women. Just as feminist S&dlarship finds androcentrism to be the the advice given to generations of rebellious daughters: “You can’t
. d_g“j’\ basic problem with previous scholarship, so feminist social philos- do anything about that” One can do something about patriarchy,
?\g\f\ ophy has focused on patriarchy as the fundamental obstacle to hy- though the task is immense. o
. A Ty [ - hete £ i
3 man well-being for women, as well as for men, to a Jesser extent. “Well before Teminists felt confident of the case that patriarchy
3 Just as androcentrism regards men as normal and women as excep- emerged relatively late in human history, they were very clear in
tions to the norm, so patriarchy regards men as rightful leadersand their critique of it. The early literature of feminism was an outcry
1 E?lders of all'posiﬁqn§ that soci@}y V%M@ggg’s; V&Qmmﬁmd of pain; from the nineteenth century on, feminists have claimed
i b2 S?bs,fﬂffﬁ.t,a&ib}l}:‘?lﬂ,,@éﬁ; éﬁ;&?&a@m@?g status. As sucm that patriarchy is “without redeeming social value,” that it is clearly
word patriarchy fias become ferminist shorthand for the anti-vision linked with the most destructive forces in human history, and that
.@Q Y of female subservience and irrelevance that fueled much of society it harms all people, including men, though not as obviously, di-
aé&‘ and religion for the past several thousand years and led to the rectly, or extremely as it harms women. .
| mind-set in which the androcentric model of humanity not only What about patriarchy makes it such an offensive system to its
found acceptance, but reigned without conceptual alternatives, critics? The literal meaning of patriarchy—"rule by fathers”—pro-
For more than twenty years, feminists have discussed the cre- vides two clues. E@ patriarchy is a system in which rulership,
ation, outlines, and inadequacies of patriarchy and have formn- Bovergver,” is quite centralf secid by definition, gen. haye
lated visions of a postpatriarchal world. Because women in a num- power over women. The extent of men’s power over women was
ber of religious traditions are feminist and use feminist ideals to the first element of the complex to be thoroughly recognized and
critique and reenvision their traditions, feminism as a social vi- described. Men monopolize or dominate all the roles and pursuits
Ry .- Sion, although different fr?_,m women ﬁw‘ma ' that society most values and rewards, such as religious leadership
‘% \%,_“ﬁlh-thﬁ‘.égggl_gmic study of religion. Feminists’ use of feminiom ne : or economic power. Therefore, inequality became one of the first
7. .7 asocial vision 1n their reflections on thejr religions has become patriarchal demons to be named. Furthermore, men literally ruled
data for the academic study of religion. Therefore, the ways in over women, setting the rules and limits by which and within
which feminism as a social philosophy has affected, criticized, and which they were expected to operate. Women who did not con-
changed the world’s religions must be included in academic study ] form, and many who did, could be subjected to another form of
of contemporary religion. male dominance—physical violence.
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As the analysis of patriarchy deepened, many feminists focused

+  not merely on the way in which men hold power over women, but
\(,h ¢ alsoonthe centrality of the concept of having power over others in
’jcii‘ Q@’ patgiarchal society. Many see male power over females as the basic

% Yy i model of all forms of social hierarchy and oppression. From this

conclusion, many analysts move on to link patriarchy with miljta-
ex1sm rism and with ecologically dangerous use of the environment, This
ﬁaé conclusion is based on the fact that all these policies share an atti-

4 tude of glorifying and approving the power of one group over an-
PASIYL  other as inevitable and appropriate.

Lo In my view, these typical feminist diagnoses are correct but in-

all complete because they do not sufficiently clarify the..ﬁl,u‘cl;ﬂlf&-

g“r’ tal aspirati feminism, which is far more important
e

than equality or total lack of hierarchy: freedom from gender roles.

W‘[‘ml,believe that gender roles are the source of the pain and suffer-

g in current gender arrangements and that eliminating them is

the most essential aspect of the program to overcome that pain. If

4 people are forced to find their social Place on the basis of their
3(-"\ é:\ physiclogical sex, then there will be suffering and injustice even in

a situation of “gender equality”—whatever that might mean.
The difference between freedom from gender roles and gender
equality is profound, Any concept of gender equality presupposes
(;he continued existence of gender roles and all the imprisoning im-
lied in such conditions, Early liberal feminists usually envisioned
equality as meaning that women should be able to do the things
men had always done, and, sometimes, that men should be forced
to do the things that women had always done. This definition de-
pends on the fact that the male role (rather than men) is preferred
to the female role. A frequently cited alternative meaning of equal-
ity is that what women do should be regarded as of equal value with
what men do—a version of separate-but-equal thinking that is
often advocated as a conservative alternative to patriarchy.

Neither of these visions of equality escapes the prison of gender

§°
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iles. Claiming that the female role is distinctive, but of ecg;lal
1ather than of inferior value, still assumes that only women can al-
(ill the female role and that all women must conform t(_) that female
pender role. Giving women access to men’s’ roles, which offen re-
uires an attempt to get men into women’s roles as well, con;s
closer to conceptualizing the basic truth that gender {'oles are ;
problem to be overcome, but it still collapses se-xual identity an

social roles. Whenever sexual identity and sogrfﬂ roles aredcoi-
lated, even when the possibility of “cross-jove-r is ac%cnowle ged,
the result is a kind of anatomy-is-destiny th.mkmg, w-hlch a]tilows (;10
hope for postpatriarchal vision of life outside the prison of gender

roles.

On the other hand, if we do not merely suggest or validat-e Cross- . "‘%
overs between sexual identity and social role but break the 1.1nks lcale- 3 =%
(ween sexual identity and social roles alto getl'ier, then a social or ﬂ:r ; -:% ;c E3
beyond patriarchy becomes inevitable.. Patnarchz_degelnds, in n: e °;f-': S,ﬂ
final analysis, on fixed gender roles_. Without ger.t-der roles, no o } , ?g
will have automatic access to any role or automatic power over an- [ § :S‘ P

se of her physiological sex. RV .
OthSe:eti,;;atl;e problefn is gender roles. and .t}.1e vision as 'freel_clion; % %
from gender roles also puts the feminist critique of Patnarc. ¥ aa o
“power over” in another light. The ab1.1se.of power s cerftam y : f@é
major human problem, and patriarchy is I‘lﬁ.i with abuse of powe,.

But one of the most abusive aspects of patriarchal power is men's o5 ':§
automatic, rather than earned or deserved, power over W(;Elen. e;. s
Though we must guard against abuses of power, a to.tally eg ;c;t; . .3>
ian society in which no one has more i.nﬂuenf:e, prest1ge3 or w; . i v
than anyone else seems quite imposmble: Given ’r.hat. hierarc T);l 1 2 ‘%
inevitable, therefore, the issue is establishing proper hierarchy. This

complex and difficult topic cannot b.e tully e:fp]icated in this t;ci);l—
text, but I must clarify that proper hlerarchy‘is not the sain.e o g
as what feminists mean by “domination” or “power over” in thelr
critique of the patriarchal use of power. It connotes the proper use
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of power that has been properly earned, a topic not much explored
in feminist thought.® But if Postpatriarchal vision is freedom from
gender roles, men would no longer automatically receive any
power, prestige, influence, or position simply because of their sex.
Though following this gnideline would not, by itself, guarantee
proper hierarchy, it would abolish the worst abuses of patriarchal
power.

My claim that the problem of patriarchy is the very existence of
gender roles and that postpatriarchy is freedom from gender roles
is both radical and controversial. Some may well fee] that a world
without gender roles is even more unlikely to develop than a world
without relationships of domination and submission. Some may
think that feminists’ goal should be finding and Institutionalizing
more equitable and just gender roles, rather than abolishing them.
Itis clear, however, that virtually every feminist critique of patriar-
chy and every feminist agenda for the future really derives from an
unstated assumption that sex is not a relevant criterion for award-
ing roles or value, Furthermore, any set of gender roles whatsoever
will be a prison for those who do not readily fit them, Because the
prison of gender roles has been one of the greatest sources of
suffering in my life,  am reluctant to make any place for them in a
visionary postpatriarchal future,

What might life free from gender roles be like? In some ways,
one’s sex is important and in other ways not at all. In some ways, it
remains necessary to rely on traditional concepts of masculinity
and femininity, at least in the short run, and in other ways they are
already irrelevant. I think of my own life as participating in a post-

patriarchal mode of existence, ] ama female; I do not fill the female
gender role or the male gender role; I believe that my psychology
and lifestyle are both traditionally feminine and traditionally mas-
culine. Thus, my own experience provides me with some of the
guidelines for a postpatriarchal future free of gender roles. Sexual
identity remains clear, Sexual differentiation is so obvious and S0

s es Pptr pOBwMa-
il )
qy Ly %Mué

. ? ions
wx Tmplies nothing inevitable about one’s reproductive de:;sm -t’
‘ i 7 ical traits
sne’s economic and social roles, or even one’s psychologic

.and tendencies. N o
Would “masculinity” and “femininity” have any meaning in a

world free from the prison of gender roles? On this qE:estmn, th;l:e
is no feminist consensus. My own views, largely .denved tf}rlorgl 1:
hetan Vajrayana Buddhist ideas about the masculine anuid be er:;—
nine, call for completely severing the idea jchat men sho : e: m >
culine and that women should be femimm.a, while co.ntmumigtie
use the terms as symbols. Because the experience o.f paired e.ntl ;
is s0 common, we have inherited a whole rei-)erion'e offtral.ts.a: :
qualities that are commonly labeled “masculine” and enlzle?lgl ‘;‘t
‘I'hat, in itself, is not problematic, so 101.1g as we ren'.lem 9
these labels are products of culture, not bm.logy, ‘fmd differ mznts;0 -
erably from culture to culture. What imprisons is the exz;; a ton
that women should be feminine and men shouldbe.masc ulz. t
without the prison of gender roles, these expectations wo b.n:_
hold. Instead men and women would becomfa whatever com 1?1 .
tion of “masculine” and “feminine” best smtfad' then_1. In sr.lllcbe-
context, the symbols of femininity and masculinity might we
ely tuned, not less.
COIII}IZ::;:&: sZciety free from gender roles will Ee much.more
“ferninine” than current patriarchal sc?ciety. Why? Beca;:e 12 P;:
friarchy, women must be feminine, which demands that ! eyrt;:cu-
lent, whereas men must be masculine and the'refore .can eda -
late. As a result, in patriarchy, most Pub.hc policy ag 1:1(; H
religious thought is “masculine” and quite incomplete. :::dan—
gue cogently that such partial views, although not wrong, e
gerous so long as they remain incomplete. W‘hen‘ v‘tor‘nen ecome
more articulate and women’s experiences of fem1f1m1tiri an miz
culinity become part of public discourse and public policy, ;f:_ cthz
will become both more feminine and more androgynous.
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point individuals of both sexes will more easily become androgy-
nous, whole persons instead of “half-humans” trapped in female

or male gender roles.

Conclusion

It is important to note what links these two arenas of feminist
thought. Feminism as scholarly method is critical of the androcen-
tric mind-set. Feminism as socia] vision is critical of patriarchal
culture. Androcentrism and Patriarchy share the same attitude to-
ward women. In both cases, women are objectified as nonhuman,
are spoken about as if they were objects but not subjects, and are
manipulated by others. In both cases, the end resuit is silence about
women and the silencing of women, Androcentric scholarship
proceeds as if women do not exist, or as if they are objects rather
than subjects. Patriarchal culture discourages women from nam-
ing reality, and patriarchal scholarship then ignores the namings of
reality that women create nevertheless. But women studies schol-
arship takes seriously women’s namings

of reality, even in patriar-
chal contexts, and feminism as sociq

1 philosophy encourages
women’s authentic, empowered namings of reality and demands
that these namings be taken seriously by the whole society.

t HAPTER TWO

Feminism’'s Impact on Religion
and Religious Studies: A Brief Histary
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i the ma-
T'his chapter will name some of those voices and survey

e
1960s, ferninist scholars of religion have challenged and changed / €

5
%
x

-~

o . . Tz
the religious landscape considerably. Beginning with Judaism an

.. .. il
Christianity, but now extending to all religions, fi;lmli.:t c.leriya o
: i iti igiou -
their traditions to take the re .
laypeople have called on i A
i i ore seriously. Twentieth-
rations and lives of women m. . s
i ini includes the voices of those who
ious feminism also inclu e
fe::r’stablished religions for feminist reasons and have gone):c on -
a . o
vocate religious practices inspired by ancient and contemp

“pagan” traditions.

Origins and Foremothers: The Nineteenth Century

o Ei
When feminists began to discuss religion in late ;9608, Thanysr c;_ﬁ 1:
ers. His-
d nineteenth-century foremo
were not aware that we ha A"
idn’ ion them, and we found the 195
tory books didn’t mention i
dorr};esticity in which we had grown up so strong and the
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