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It is my intention in this paper to follow woman’s journey through the broad waves of human development to her arrival in feminist consciousness and further, to discuss the possibilities presented by  the emergence of an Integral feminism.  

Wilber charts the emergence of homo sapiens and 'human nature' from its beginning in prehistoric times. He describes his work as “an analysis of the types of gender roles available to men and women at each of he five or six major stages of techno-economic development in the formation of the human species” (Wilber 1998, 594), and proposes that the stages of evolutionary development are demonstrated through historical expressions

 of “space-time, law, morality, cognitive style, self identity and modes of technology” (Wilber 1995, 119). I broadly follow the stages as proposed by Wilber in Sex, Ecology, Spirituality (1995) and add to his analysis that derived from feminist scholarship from a number of disciplines in order to more faithfully chart woman as subject across the stages.

STAGES OF CONSCIOUSNESS: ARCHAIC TO MAGIC

The first stage is termed Archaic. It roughly covers the period from the first appearance of the australopithecines (ancestor of the homo genus), “up to and including the first hominids”(Wilber 1995, 119). Consciousness in this period is pre-egoic in the sense that “the entire material world is absorbed in the self-sense”(Wilber 1995, 228-230). The next stage is represented by the nomadic foraging tribes of the Palaeolithic era (circa 30,000 – 9000BCE). These tribes are described as the literal “roots”,  “foundations” and  “structure upon which all subsequent human evolution would be built” (Wilber 1995, 170). Wilber considers identity in this stage to have been relatively undifferentiated from body and biosphere; a state that Wilber describes as pre-rational unity (Wilber 1995, 206). 

The “familialization of the male” and “social labor” are taken from Habermas as key markers of the movement from the pre-hominid Archaic structure to the hominid Magical stage. For Habermas the distinct emergence of these two roles, both male, father and worker, were of prime importance in “delimiting the mode of life of the hominids from that of the primate” (Habermas in Wilber 1995, 155).  Habermas’ work expounds the now well-worn, ‘man the hunter’ theory: the “first mode of production” was established by the formation of a band of male hunters who demonstrated cooperation, the use of tools as a means of production, and distribution of goods. Together these elements constituted the first economic form  (Habermas in Wilber 1995, 154-5).  Further, Habermas argues that: “The novel emergence of the human family... occurred only as the male was also assigned the role of father, for it was only in this way that the two value spheres of the male and the female could be linked” (Habermas in Wilber, 155. Italics mine). Wilber goes on to argue that from the role of the father “a family system based on marriage and regulated descent“(Wilber 1995, 156) could be established, which connected the, presumably biologically based, pre-existent, separate and unrelated, areas of labour (male) and domus (female and child). Only the new status of the father could link these realms and he integrated the ”functions of social labor with functions of nurture of the young, and moreover … coordinate[d] functions of male hunting with those of female gathering” (Wilber 1995, 156). Wilber’s story of prehistory thus begins with a gender system in place from the outset separating the social laborer  (male) from the domestic nurturer (female).

In the inverse, Wilber’s suppositions (par Habermas) amount to the following: during the Magical stage women’s activities do not constitute social labor: marked by co-operation, use of tools and distribution of goods. Underlying this is the assumption that natural, pre-social gender divided spheres (that is, based on biological sex) existed and, it is only through the development of the role of father that humankind was able to bridge the gap between them to become ‘human’. Each of these suppositions deserves close consideration.

Gender relations have long been a central concern of evolutionary prehistoric reconstruction. Common to the thought of 19th and 20th century social theorists such as Spencer, Durkheim, Tonnies, Simmel and Weber, was the assumption that public sphere production was a male (and male only) affair since the beginning of time (see: Chafetz).  Women were, after all, not only “innately different … in their intellectual, emotional and moral capacity” and thus naturally inclined towards domestic activity, but were actually incapable of tasks “beyond the care of husband and children“(Chafetz 2006, 4). The categorisation of 'social labor' or 'cooperative production’ was absolutely delineated from productive activities considered the domain of women such as child rearing, food gathering and preparation, and related tool making.

Feminist archaeologists have demonstrated the manner in which gender norms and values (such as assumptions about what constitutes ‘work’) have been uncritically projected on to the past (Nixon 1994, 1). Archaeologist Margaret Conkey writes that there is concern, not only with “the consistent unquestioned linkages of certain activities of the past with each gender”, but also with the “very existence of a bipolar, two-gendered world in past societies”(Conkey 2003, 874). Indeed, Conkey writes, there are questions around the capacity of very early societies to have a concept of gender: “If one accepts the idea that gender is dependent upon symbolic communication systems, it is immediately problematic to assume that … early hominids had ‘gender’.” (Conkey & Gero 1997, 418). 

Scholar Ruether decries “depictions of Palaeolithic 'man'” which reproduce “the presumed sexual division of labor within the Western industrial middle class, with its split between 'home' and 'work' with men as providers and women confined to domestic work and child raising” (Ruether 2005, 15). She writes that “human prehistory from hominids through the Palaeolithic and Neolithic worlds did not consist of men providers and protectors sheltering and feeding dependent women whose main job was cooking and caring for children... Most human families, even in modern times, have depended on the productive work of both adult women and men, as well as that of their children.”(Ruether 2005, 38).

MAN THE HUNTER

Up until the 1960s, ‘old-school’ anthropological reconstructions of prehistoric hominids all began with hunting (Dahlberg 1981, 1).  Scant interest was shown in the evolutionary place of women other than their role in reproduction (Zihlman 1981, 75). This work reified the “belief that present-day inequality of the sexes had its roots in an ancient life-style and in inherent biological differences between the sexes” (Zihlman 1981, 76). 

The ‘Man the Hunter’ thesis “posited analogies between male-dominant African savanna baboons and the evolution of male-dominant societies” (di Leonardo 1991, 7).  It proposed that male hunting “initiated man’s separation from the apes.  Males provided the meat, presumed to be the main item in early hominid diet, by inventing stone tools and weapons for hunting.  Thus males played the major economic role, were protectors of females and young, and controlled the mating process.”(Zihlman 1981, 75). 

Other than its studied disinterest in exploring the contributions of women in history, the main problem with the Man the Hunter thesis lay in the evidence, or the lack thereof. Archaeological records construct images of the past that are understandably biased in favour of the preserved fossil evidence of bones, tools and remains of dwellings and structures. Perishable, fibre artefacts, of primary importance to our earliest ancestors, are lost to the fossil record.  Of late, a surge in recognition of the key importance of gathered plants and ‘lost’ organic tools have intervened in established reconstructions of prehistory (di Leonardo 1991, 7.  See also Zihlman 1981, 87 and Adovasio, Soffer & Page 2007 , 24).  Recent scholarship has suggested that these artefacts dramatically reshape the landscape of our past. 

FORAGING: WOMAN THE GATHERER

Sociologist Joan Huber surveyed over 25 years worth of anthropological research on premodern subsistence. Using Lenski (1970) as her starting point, she analysed the way in which gender stratification was affected by the interrelationship of population maintenance, war and technology use, in each of the early subsistence modes (Huber 2006, 76). Huber’s evidence, gathered from a mix of anthropologists and archaeologists, suggests that forager groups exist/ed in small “mobile, and nonterritorial” groups and “use several methods to obtain most of their food: gathering wild plants and small animals such as mice or clams; hunting large animals such as deer, caribou, whales or seal; and fishing” (Huber 2006, 69). Their nomadic lifestyle and limited possession of goods leads to a more “egalitarian emphasis on sharing resources”(Huber 2006, 69).

Disputing the thesis of ‘Man the Hunter’ as the central and only significant player on the Palaeolithic historical stage, Huber presents ‘woman the gatherer’: her labor, likewise mobile, provides a highly significant, regular, shared food source for the tribe.  Studies by female anthropologists have shown that, not only was female gathering “of plants, nuts and berries” a significant and “equal source of food” to the animal protein derived from hunting, but for some foraging groups, gathered foods “provided the predominant food source” (Ruether 2005, 17-8). 

Gathering has been shown “to be more reliable in terms of the quality and quantity of food collected than is hunting, which is unpredictable and often dangerous” (Nixon 1994, 6), and, more importantly was often “the main source of calories for the whole group” (Dahlberg 1981, 2).  Some estimates, place the gathering process as provider of “between 75 percent and seasonally, 100 percent” of the tribe's total food source (Adovasio, Soffer & Page 2007, 78. See also Christ 1997, 52-3). As a nomadic activity occurring outside the domus, with substantial day to day import for the tribe, gathering would have been as significant a cooperative productive activity as hunting, if not more so. Also, like hunting, gathering was economic in the sense of involving toolmaking and the distribution of goods. 

The women of foraging tribes are renowned for harvesting fibres to transform into baskets, carrying bags, nets and fishing scoops. It is certain that they would have fashioned digging sticks, rudimentary cutting and food preparation tools, not to mention clothing “of various kinds such as shawls, shirts, sashes and shirts” (Adovasio, Soffer & Page 2007, 181). The revolutionary development of string, for example, made available the technology of “snares and fishlines, tethers and leashes, carrying nets, handles and packages, not to mention a way of binding objects together to form more complex tools”(Barber in Miller 2007, 3). Yet, these perishable tools “being made generally of flexibles such as bark, grass, folded leaves, and animal skins” would “leave no trace in the archaeological record”(Dahlberg 1981, 8).  The physical deterioration and thus loss of this evidence from the prehistoric record, mixed with androcentric concern, has meant these cultural innovations have been given little weight in the collective narrative of human development.

THE SEDENTARY WOMAN 

 “The male society of the hunting band became independent of the plant gathering females and the young, both of whom remained behind during the hunting expeditions.” (Habermas in Wilber 1995, 156 : Italics mine). 

Another of Habermas’ key suppositions, is that women were sedentary and domestically based; while men roamed and worked on the hunt. Huber’s study reports: “available quantitative data show that women were away from camp as long as men and walk the same distances, carrying infants and heavier burdens” (Huber 2006, 68).  Addressing women, work and mothering, Dahlberg reports that “there is considerable evidence” from studies of foraging tribes, “that many women put their work first and adjust child care to work needs... Contemporary foragers provide little evidence of maternal constraints in activity.” (Dahlberg 1981, 21). Adrienne Zihlman, a physical anthroplogist, with a significant body of scholarship focused on the analysis of comparative functional anatomy, sex and gender in primate and human origins and evolution is also firm on this point.  Hominid mothers, she writes, would have “been moving actively around the environment, getting food and carrying infants while doing so.  To postulate that early human females were sedentary denies their primate heritage as well as evolutionary continuity, and implies that their behavior has no counterpart among all female monkeys and apes and women in gathering societies today.  In fact, there are no such sedentary females in gathering and hunting societies.” (Zihlman 1981, 89).

To complicate matters further, anthropologists have suggested not only that men would have certainly participated in gathering activities but that the predominant mode of hunt in prehistoric times was most likely the capture of small animals such as “rabbits, foxes and other small mammals” with large woven nets and cordage snares (Miller 2007, 20. See also Adovasio, Soffer & Page 2007, 184).  

REASSESSING THE EVIDENCE: CONCLUSIONS ON THE MAGICAL STAGE.

If, as suggested by archaeologist Adovasio, Soffer and Page, the Magical stage saw the emergence of “permanent and interdependent” families through the development of ”routine and reliable sharing” practiced between “children, males, females and old people” (Adovasio, Soffer & Page 2007, 160), it becomes clear that the importance of the ‘role of the father’ in prehistory is better elucidated as the important emergence of an interdependent kin network.  These tribal, kin networks linked mother, father and child with other kin and were based predominantly in the technologies of gathering and small game hunting and the sociability of sharing.

As is clear, the collected evidence points strongly toward the likelihood that Palaeolithic woman was a collaborative producer; she created tools, roamed and worked, actively producing, processing goods and distributing these significant resources amongst a network of kin. She was also, almost certainly, a member of the collective hunt of small game.   Thus it is clear that while the male may have joined with mother and child creating family relations, he was certainly not joining his labor to her non-labor, as the task of gathering demonstrates all of the criteria of  ‘social labor’, as an economically natured activity involving the production and use of tools, communication and the distribution of goods.  

With gender being neither ‘natural’ nor pre-social, any delineation of gendered spheres within prehistoric societies, with pre-operative cognition, would have to have been tenuous and most definitely pliable. The historical division between male and female production, as social labor or non-labor, are rife with historio-cultural associations about male and female identity and capability. The assignment of the most significant evolutionary roles (father/worker) in pre-history to men is only consistent with an androcentric perspective in which men are both the primary (and universal) subjects of history, and in which history is narrated from their perspective.

In general, as Wilber asserts, evidence from the Magical period does not suggest “a massive differentiation of status” between men and women (Wilber 1995, 157). Sexual dimorphism and the limits and tendencies of biology may account for delineations of work around times of greater female parental investment, and the introduction of intensive large game hunting in some societies may have also lead to greater sexual differentiation in productive tasks. Yet while there appears to be some division and distinction of task between the sexes the evidence does not point to gendered spheres of a universal or inflexible, structural nature.  General anthropological consensus suggests that foraging societies demonstrate the lowest levels of structural inequity between the sexes, for reasons including significant levels of female participation in subsistence production (the capacity to both generate and distribute resources), minimal public/private separation, and the relative rareness of war.  

MYTHICAL

Encountering the limits of the Magical stage creatively, new forms of social organization and production emerged. The wild flowering innovations of the Mythic era heralded the birth of a new stage of consciousness (Wilber 1995, 168-9).  Around 8000 BCE the Neolithic period began with garden and domus creating settled horticultural villages across Asia Minor. Food was produced through the cultivation of plants in garden sized plots that were tilled by digging sticks or hand held hoes (Huber 2006, 70). The skills of pottery and weaving were enhanced, animals were domesticated and utilised for food production.  In all of these mediums, women of this period are believed to be “the primary creators of the technology that turned the raw into the cooked, plant and animal matter into clothes and containers” (Ruether 2005, 18). 

Wilber points to the major events of late Mythic organization - codified mythological texts, kingship and the city-state - as the key markers of the Mythic period. His diachronic account of evolutionary stages in Sex, Ecology, Spirituality skirts over an important historical period of development that falls between the tribe based Magical stage and late Mythic imperialism. 

As the early and late Mythic periods are significantly different in terms of the markers of food production, social organization, mythic symbolism and particularly, gender stratification, it is important to examine the Mythic stage in two parts; Mythic and Mythic-Agrarian. The Mythic stage is particularly important to feminist scholars of religion, many of whom consider it a crucial turning point: “when a critical shift took place” which had a deep impact on “human relations and in human relations to the earth” (Ruether 1992, 8).

GIMBUTAS AND THE GREAT GODDESS 

Life in the simple agricultural villages of the Mythic period appears to have been “relatively peaceful” and demonstrates far less by way of organised hierarchy, central authority, class inequity and warfare, “compared to the later imperialistic, clearly patriarchal empires” to come (Bach 1990, 5:1). Studies of contemporary horticultural societies show an equal distribution of productive work between men and women.  Both women and men “plant, weed, harvest, and transport crops” after new areas of land have been cleared and prepared for cultivation, mostly by men (Huber 2006, 71).  This is likely to have been the case in the Neolithic period also.  

In accord with contemporary evidence, women in early horticultural societies would have worked with and around nursing infants: “lactating women can carry babies and return with loads of food as women gatherers do”(Huber 2006, 71). While moving towards the socially conventional ‘roles and rules’ of concrete operations and conventional morality, the early Mythic period would not yet have the reified differentiations of gender roles and status divisions that are demonstrated in later stages.

The Mythic Neolithic period and its symbolism have been of particular interest to feminist practitioners and theorists of spirituality. Marija Gimbutas’ Goddess hypothesis suggests that this period reveals pre-patriarchal forms of representations of the female divine and was witness to events that led to the fall from matricentric to patriarchal social structures. 

Gimbutas hypothesised that a widespread agrarian culture had flourished throughout Neolithic Europe between 6500 and 3500 years BCE, venerating a singular Great Goddess (Gimbutas 1989, xix) and asserted that Neolithic art displayed the sacred principle of “all life in Nature” through  “thousands of images in female form” (Marler 2003, 2).  The ”striking absence of images of warfare and male domination” led Gimbutas to declare the Mythic culture of Neolithic Europe as primarily peaceful, matrilineal and kinship based (Gimbutas 1989, xx).

From her interpretation of the “systemic associations” of around two thousand artefacts, Gimbutas presented a “pictoral ‘script’” for the symbols of Old Europe (Gimbutas 1989, xiii-v).  She deciphered the “grammar and syntax” of Mythic symbol as a “ kind of meta-language” which, she asserted, represented a “cohesive and persistent ideological system” (Gimbutas 1989, xv, xvi). Her translation of the symbolic output of Old Europe arose from her understanding that their prehistoric consciousness “experienced the world as a wondrous whole, multiple in its many facets” (Vest 2005, 244). Their Goddess symbolism demonstrated the dynamic interplay of life energy cycling and transforming between the two extremes of life and death, dissolving from one form and regenerating as another (Gimbutas 1989, 321). 

Critics have refuted Gimbutas’ monolithically female reading of symbolic artefacts and have charged her with presenting her symbolic interpretations with “little or no explanation or authentication.” (Long 1996, 1), “as though her readings were self-evident” (Whitehouse 2000, 328). I accept this critique of her work, and particularly believe Gimbutas falls foul of the pre/trans error. Yet understood as partially true, Gimbutas’ work retains significance. Her archaeological reading uniquely reads the Mythic from the perspective of consciousness. Just as Wilber poses that the differentiation of mind from body-nature, or the development of what he terms the noosphere, occurs in the Mythic stage, Gimbutas contributes a reading of Neolithic symbol as text that seeks to demonstrate the manner in which the primary locus of personal identity in this stage remained close to the body and nature in the early Mythic stage. 

It seems clear that the people in this early part of the Mythic stage used symbols and images to construct mythic narrative that reflected their immanent and embedded consciousness, a consciousness that experienced mind, body and world as part of a singular whole. Reflective of the fact that personal and collective identity was still very close to, and not totally differentiated from, body and earth, these people demonstrated through symbol and images of female and male divine, humans and animals, an immanent pantheistic sense of awe of and intimacy with the world of nature and the human body (and this was particularly reflected in the plentiful depictions of women’s pregnant bodies and childbirth).

EPOCHAL MUTATION: FROM MYTHIC TO MYTHIC AGRARIAN

Some 3-4000 years after the appearance of the first forms of horticulture, the invention of metallurgy brought both a more advanced hoe-based mode of food production, and other, deeper, repercussions. The coming of the sword, the city-state, private property and kingship, marked the move from the Mythic to the Mythic-Agrarian stage and effected tectonic shifts in gender dynamics.  With a radical and distinct change in tone, the mythology of the Mythic-Agrarian period reflected the increasing differentiation that human consciousness was making from its intimacy with the earth and the body, and turned away from earth based stories towards stories of war and conquest. 

Early Neolithic horticultural villages, overrun by ongoing waves of migration, invasion and conquest, and fuelled by the urban revolution of the Bronze Age, developed over time into the first city-states, characterised by “monumental building and fortifications” (Hallo 1968, 30).  These cities produced significant political and social shifts through which “tribal and kinship loyalties were replaced by political loyalties based on common dependence on a military machine headed by a king” (Hallo & Simpson 1998, 31).  Further socio-cultural change was signalled by the establishment of class structures and first instances of wealth accumulation by a select few. 

MYTHIC-AGRARIAN: THE IRON AGE

The Mythic-imperialist age reached its pinnacle with the smelting of iron, a common metal, around 1000 BCE.  Iron permitted “a great proliferation of weaponry” (Huber 2006, 74): the iron plowh and the weapons of war came hand in hand across the Middle East, affecting most of Asia, Europe, and North Africa. With the coming of the iron plow, men assumed the mantle of primary producers.  Social stratification assumed a new form, the pyramid, as “common to feudalism” (Huber 2006, 71).   Huber writes that while “the plow had a devastating effect on the lives of ordinary people … [it] depressed women’s status more than men’s” (Huber 2006, 71).  The introduction of the plow disrupted the generally equal gender participation in food production as seen in the previous stages; “the plow required the management of heavy draft animals in larger fields further from home” (Huber 2006, 74-5).  Reflecting, in part, recourse to the size and strength principles of sexual dimorphism, in these societies with oxen and plow it was principally men who worked the fields.

Wilber notes that there is a strong theoretical consensus that this shift saw “sexual polarization and male domination of the public sphere” move towards “their historical peak” (Wilber 1995, 158).  Ruether, along with the predominance of feminist commentators, concur with Wilber, she reports: “ethnographic studies show that plow agriculture generally displaces women from their earlier role in hand hoed gardening. Men then control both sources of food supply, grains and animals.... plow agriculture reshapes land ownership” (Ruether 2005, 39).  

Iron Age specialisation caused a schism between public and private domains. With food production continuing as a core survival concern, the social value of women remained quite directly linked to her participation in primary production. While women continued to produce and innovate in the home, they were increasingly marginalised from participation in the public sphere. The development of separate male and female gender roles and social and cultural spheres were linked to this division. 

Woman’s status as a secondary producer, transforming the raw into the cooked in terms of food and material goods, rapidly translated into second class social status.  The Iron Age also signalled the arrival of new and significantly different relationships to land ownership. With the advent of plow technology, land became “the chief form of [male] wealth “(Huber 2006, 75).  Conventional gendered relationships emerged with late conventional operational thinking and conventional morality; divisions which were further reinforced by the creation of legal codes such as the Babylonian code of Hammurabi.  Governing “male-female relations” this first written legal text reified gender divisions by legally defining “women as strictly subordinate to the males of their own family and to those of their husband’s family” (Ruether 1992, 165).

While the tribal and village conditions of the Magic and early Mythic stages lent themselves to smaller living groups with little in the way of a “political structure beyond the local group” (Dahlberg 1981, 18), the city-state structure was one of male politico-military elites. From the time of Bronze Age metallurgy onward, war became “a profitable way to acquire food produced by someone else” (Huber 2006, 70-1); and not just food, but land, status, goods and workers. The advent of ongoing, institutionally based warfare had a significant influence on women’s plummeting social status of women. Warfare-focused political structures made women structurally, and conclusively, absent from the public decision making processes that determined the structure of their social and cultural lives (Huber 2006, 77).  With male domination of key forms of food production technology, war as a prevalent activity, and the institution of private property, society became stratified in such a way that women were increasingly denied access to resources, decision-making and the cultural public sphere. The rise of separative consciousness, with its distinct differentiation from body and earth, and by association from woman, continued to follow this developmental trajectory into the next stage, Mental-Rational.

THE MENTAL RATIONAL STAGE

Around 500 BCE, following the fall of the Roman Empire, the Mental-Rational stage begins. With its fruition found in the early Modern state of 16th century Europe, this stage is hailed as a new age of democracy (Wilber 1995, 194).  The achievements of this epoch have been undeniably wide ranging and many - from advances in education, philosophy, science, mathematics, medicine and architecture, to technology, the arts and social systems - too many, in fact, to chronicle here in any satisfactory way. Thus, in examining this stage I will focus most closely on the manner in which the choices of history, made in the context of this particular stage, have acted to create avenues for, or close down, woman’s potential to fully inhabit her subjectivity in the world.

Wilber directly links the emergence of the Mental Rational stage to the capacities of formal operational cognition. With formal operations, Wilber writes, "you can operate upon or reflect upon your own thought processes” and “to some degree transcend them; you can take perspectives different to your own, you can entertain hypothetical possibilities" (Wilber 1995, 173). Formal operations also allow the development of abstract forms of thinking including systematic, hypothetical, scientific and logical processes (Matsumoto and Juang 2004, 168).

With a worldview characterised by “empiricism” and “the Newtonian model of reality” (Wade 1996, 135) the values of this stage can be summarised positively as “strength, achievement, adequacy, mastery, competence, independence, and freedom” (Wade 1996, 137).  Viewed less positively the rise of Mental-Rational ideals gave rise to the values of separatism and individualism– which spawned a rampantly destructive materialism, reductive monism, unfeeling rationalism, exclusive hierarchies, and the impulse to achievement unfettered by concern for ‘others’.  This stage’s focus on the transcendent, analytical mind and human made matter devalued associations with the body, earth and feeling. Thus the repression, denial and marginalisation of woman, body and earth directly followed the Mental-Rational ascendance of man, mind and God.

FEMINISM: EMERGENCE VS. OPPRESSION

Wilber argues that “around the sixteenth and seventeenth century” a major event occurred in human evolution occurred, the noosphere (mind) fully separated and differentiated itself from its enmeshment in the biosphere (mind) (Wilber 1995, 160).  With this differentiation the noosphere was for the first time able to reflect upon itself as an entity (subject).

Wilber asserts that from the Archaic stage onwards, the sexes had been polarised into value spheres reflecting biological constraints such as “restriction due to pregnancy and nursing” (Chafetz in Wilber 1995, 383).  Women tended towards doing “the bulk of the care taking of young children… [and thus] on the basis of expedience, the nurturance role is extended… these factors keep women in the proximity of the domicile... [and] it becomes more efficient to extend their domestic role to encompass other household tasks” (Chafetz in Wilber 1995, 383). The point is, Wilber asserts, sexual polarisation did not reflect male oppression of women, but reflected biological universals.  Further he asserts that “women and men co-create[d]… intersubjective patterns” that governed the formation of gender divided spheres of value and activity (Wilber in Rothberg and Kelly 1998, 347). 

He argues that it was only with the emergence of rational capacities that biologically based identity constraints could be “subordinated”  (Wilber 1995, 385). Further, it was only at this point in history that human development reached a collective centre of gravity that allowed for “the widespread emergence of the women’s movement”, such that the possibilities of being  “free and equal” moral and political subjects (initially extended only to male subjects), were also extended to women (Wilber 1995, 183).  Wilber argues that these events marked, not “the undoing of a nasty state of affairs that easily could have been different, but rather … the emergence of an altogether new state of affairs that was in significant ways unprecedented”(Wilber 1995, 162). 

GENDER STRATIFICATION: COERCION AND VOLUNTARISM

Wilber draws on Janet Chafetz's sociological theory in Sex and Advantage (1984) as evidence for his theory of the co-creative nature of male and female roles in prehistory. Chafetz’ later work on “the maintenance and reproduction of gender systems”, in Gender Equity: An Integrated Theory of Stability and Change, ventures beyond the limits of Wilber’s co-creative gender theory (Chafetz 1990, 14).  She distinguishes two separate, yet deeply interrelated, forces of gender inequity which she terms ‘coercive’ and ‘voluntaristic’ and in doing so discusses the manner in which worldviews set limits for socio-cultural participation.  

Chafetz presents coercive theories as focused on “men’s ability to maintain their advantages over women by dint of superior power resources: economic, political, ideological” and voluntaristic theories as the examination of “how women come to make choices that inadvertently contribute to their own disadvantage and devaluation” (Chafetz 1990, 19). She notes that coercive forces tend to operate on a macro level, through social structures and economic systems, where voluntaristic forces are micro level “and stress the processes by which males and females internalise gender-normative ways of being and behaving” (Chafetz 1990, 19). 

From her research she asserts the following propositions: in gender-stratified societies male advantage in macro-level division of labor sees a higher distribution of men in “the composition of social elites”, thus social definitions follow that more highly value “attributes associated with maleness” (Chafetz 1990, 60).  These values legitimate “a gender-based system of unequal opportunities and rewards” in which resources, power and opportunities to work (outside the home) accrue to men, and the work done by women (in the home) is devalued (Chafetz 1990, 60).  

Voluntaristic processes are set in motion as a result of these macro-structural forces of disadvantage.  Chafetz observes that according to Exchange Theory “the partner who has less access to valued resources balances the exchange by offering deference to, or compliance with, the requests of the provider of resources” (Chafetz 1990, 23).  In terms of “agrarian, pastoral and industrial societies” in which women are marginalised from the ownership of essential resources, Chafetz writes that women are required to provide services “to their husbands … other family members … the physical household and the objects it contains” (Chafetz 1990, 47) in exchange for access to the primary resources men control, but, unlike economic debts, the time of discharge of this social debt is never clear (Chafetz 1990, 23).  Chafetz poses this micro-structural process as an example of the manner in which women inadvertently “come to want to do that which they would be constrained to do anyway” (Chafetz 1990, 24) and thus contribute to the process of their own “disadvantage and devaluation” (Chafetz 1990, 19).

To recapitulate, Wilber’s key claims amount to the following: women have not been oppressed as much as captive to the limits of human development, biology and the ‘expediency’ through which her nurturance of infants was extended to the general domus.  Overall he concludes that woman has been an equal party to co-creating the intersubjective patterns that determined her constrained life conditions.  

Wilber’s argument is in part reflective of his evolutionary theory of developmental capacity.  According to the developmental model, there are limits to the behaviours and interpersonal capacities available at each stage. Wilber insists that these limits require acknowledgement.  He writes that “forms of oppression and subjugation … have to be judged, not against today’s structures of consciousness, but against what could have been otherwise at a given previous structure” (Wilber 1995, 163).  While there is certainly merit to this argument, it needs to be contextualised within a broader picture.  In Wilber’s analysis of co-creativity, he stresses the voluntaristic nature of women’s participation in the construction of gender system while minimising the coercive.  Chafetz analysis clearly demonstrates that the coercive nature of macrostructural forces placed significant constraints on women that left them with few options other than to participate in the voluntaristic processes that reinforced their disadvantage. 

In response to Wilber’s assertion that the emergence of the ‘female in the public sphere’ could not have occurred earlier “under any given circumstances” (Wilber 1995, 163), let us ponder the circumstances of the period under discussion. Historically the social reification of cultural views on gender had serious ramifications for women, by determining who is a social subject and in what manner. Chafetz highlights the fact that “when gender norms gain the status of law, they take on a far more powerful role in reinforcing the gender system status quo than when they remain informal.  They become part of the coercive forces that maintain the gender system” (Chafetz 1990,69).  

Laws introduced in the Mythic-Agrarian period distinguished a male public sphere from a female private sphere in terms of citizenship and cultural participation.  These conditions were maintained until the early twentieth century. Thus for extensive periods of the Mythic- Agrarian and Mental-Rational stages women were without access to citizenship or public office, were excluded from social and religious authority, marginalised from full participation in public culture, and access to education, the work place and the arts.  Rendered through law an occupant of the private domain only, women were actively incapacitated from determining their own conditions of being in the world.  In a world where woman is marginalised, actively discouraged and often outlawed from exploring and expressing the cultural dimensions of her being, and is not a public subject, how could she equally ‘co-create’ her conditions of being in the world? 

THE RISE OF FEMINIST CONSCIOUSNESS

As ego identity emerged in the Mental-Rational epoch "individuals were no longer identified by the simple and unreflexive roles that they played in society, as was the case with ethnocentric and mythic-membership societies" (Wilber 1995, 179). The development of formal operational cognition had created “third-person perspectives” which, as Wilber notes, allowed “not only scientific precision but also impartial, postconventional, worldcentric judgements of fairness and care” (Wilber 2000, 26). The early part of Mental-Rational stage signalled the development of conventional morality in which identity was governed by identification with cultural rules and roles. 

Feminism arose as a response to the peculiar circumstances of lack in which women collectively found themselves as conventional subjects. The coming of equality and liberation movements – beginning with slavery and workers, followed by women, sexuality, indigenous cultural rights, and disability - saw the beginnings of post-conventional identities. Post-conventional identity moved beyond the conventional mould in which one is “defined by others’ approval or society’s rules” by crafting their own “beliefs and values”   (Matsumoto and Juang 2004, 173). Along with burgeoning global-national networks, post conventional identities began to situate themselves in the context of wider worldcentric perspectives (Wilber 2005, 54-5).

The rise of feminist consciousness called for women to be and to be seen as full subjects.  It thus led women beyond the norms of conventional gendered identity: “it posed unsettling questions about selfhood. It challenged men and women to shape their own identities without resort to stereotypes.” (Kramer in Debold 2005, 35).  It particularly posed “existential challenges to women who were accustomed to knowing themselves through the web of familial relations” (Kramer in Debold 2005, 35). 

Transformation has been at the heart of the feminist journey, with feminists at the forefront of carving post-conventional gendered identity through their examination, and increasingly complex analysis, of gender roles, cultural identities, and social structures. Feminism led women through a process of awakening to conventional gender roles and differentiating from them, and it required of men to do the same. In this way feminism has nurtured new ways of thinking and acting, and forged new modes of being, in and amongst women, and in the world.  As a movement feminism itself has operated as a developmental process: individually, collectively, culturally and socially. It has moved through stages of differentiation and integration and unfolded with increasing complexity, which I will now very briefly outline.

THE FIRST WAVE      

In 1792 Mary Wollstonecraft published Vindication of the Rights of Women in England, capturing the core concerns of first wave feminism.  Her powerful response to the conditions of her day contested the conceptualisation of the sexual difference of mind and envisioned woman as an autonomous political subject. She argued that women, given appropriate educational opportunities, had the potential to be the mental equals to men: “Let woman share the rights and she will emulate the virtues of man; for she must grow more perfect when emancipated, or justify the authority that chains such a weak being to her duty.” (Wollstonecraft 1792, VI). Women must be emancipated, educated and given equal social status and political rights, so that they might fulfil their potential to make great contributions to society (Stanlick 1997, 179-83).

In the 1800’s, on the other side of the globe, paraphrasing the American Declaration of Independence, Lucretia Mott and Elizabeth Cady Stanton wrote “ We hold these truths to be self-evident: that all men and women are created equal… The history of mankind is a history of repeated injuries and usurpations on the part of man toward women, having in direct object the establishment of an absolute tyranny over her.” (Stanton and Mott in Lerner 1971, 83).  These women, who had worked with the antislavery movement and in Christian women’s organisations for reform and welfare, formed the First wave of Anglo-American feminism.  With firm roots in a liberal ethic of autonomy and emancipation, they demanded equal rights under the law for women. Their early petitions for laws granting women property rights and the right to divorce created a segue into the women’s suffrage movement. Beginning with New Zealand in 1893, First wave feminism bore the fruit of voting rights for women, established across the majority of the globe by the end of the Second World War.  The primary goal of this Liberal feminism was the full acknowledgement of woman’s shared humanity. Relationships were drawn between women’s political rights and access to education, social roles, property rights, conditions of marriage, work and public sphere participation. 

THE SECOND WAVE

Second wave feminism was characterised by its praxis of social activism.  This breaking wave produced a plethora of subsets of feminist thought including: Radical, Marxist / Socialist, Cultural, Ecofeminist, Constructionist and (French) Psychoanalytic. Second wave feminism firmly established key objectives of political reform such as ‘women’s control over women’s bodies’.  Their wide-ranging examination of historical, literary, and social frameworks identified hierarchies of value across all of these domains that were clearly male dominated and controlled.  To counter this they began an ongoing search for women’s cultural presence and expression in history.  In consciously developing space for the transformative ‘consciousness raising’ sharing of women’s experience and voice, Second wave feminists asserted ‘the personal as political’.     

The Radical, Eco and Cultural feminists of this wave responded to the joint devaluation, repression and exploitation of women and nature with the belief that women’s essential biological differences should be celebrated, viewed in many ways as superior, and reclaimed through positive identification. The reclamation and celebration of the connection of woman’s body and her relation to the earth “in a woman/body/earth hating society” is, they assert, an act of profound revolution (Caputi 1992, 434). They argued that women were less valued because they are more closely connected to the processes of the natural world through menstruation, childbirth and rearing (Ginzberg in Bianchi 1999, 51). Women’s liberation, they asserted, could only occur in conjunction with the re-establishment of an immanent spiritual engagement with the planet, and in conjunction with ecological liberation (Mies & Shiva 1993, 16). 

While religion has been a consistent concern of feminist theorists, it was in the Second wave that a deep collective analysis of women’s relationship to spiritual subjectivity and ontology began to emerge. Western women found themselves caught within a world shaped by the ontology of religion, in which male symbols for and stories of the Divine have formed “the linchpin of the western symbolic” (Jantzen 1998, 12), and have served to render male power in Western society as both legitimate and “unquestionable”(Wehr 1987, 23).  Accordingly, many second-wave feminists, “dismissed religion not only as irretrievably male centred and sexist, but also of no importance in the feminist agenda”(Stuckey 1998, 15).  Yet this wave also saw the birth of feminist thealogy; the yearning for female representation of the divine saw a return to mythology and the development of Goddess centred spirituality. 

THE THIRD WAVE

Towards the end of the twenty first century, the Third wave of feminism was born. The Third wave declaimed Second wave attempts to define Woman as inherently unstable and exclusionary; blind to the differences constituted by the experience of race, class, and sexuality.  Responding to the work of Postcolonial scholarship the focus of the Third Wave became transnational, it sought to recognise the manifold and at times divergent, needs, priorities and identity positions that were apparent when woman was examined in a global context (see: Gillis & Munford 2003).

Postmodernists, Fraser and Nicholson summarise the Third wave position as the replacement of  “unitary notions of  ‘woman’ and  ‘feminine gender identity’ with plural and complexly constructed conceptions of social identity, treating gender as one relevant strand among others, attending also to class, race, ethnicity, age and sexual orientation” (Fraser & Nicholson 1993, 429). The embrace of discrete cultural rights as advocated by multicultural discourse ran counter to the central “ethical claims of feminism” and created significant tensions (Pollitt 1999, 1). Postmodern feminisms resistance to universalism or summary, its “doubt that any method or theory, discourse or genre … has a universal and general claim as the ‘right’ or privileged form of authoritative knowledge” (Richardson 1997a, 517) combined with the Third Wave’s insistence on the embrace of plural ideologies and differences, fractured the central cohesive telos of feminism that had the First and Second waves had attempted to construct

Placed under the microscope of postmodernism woman was virtually without form.  Stressing the contextual nature of identity, some postmodern feminists emphasized anti-essentialism, “to the point of questioning the existence of any core self at all” (Neilsen 2001, 7). The interior space of subjectivity was “ flattened into a social construction or marker in language, the unoccupied occupant of the subject position” (Fuchs 1996). Being itself was posed as a complex, nihilistic, theoretical fiction (Wayne White 2002, viii). Woman, as subject, was left afloat (or not) on a sea of language (Keller & Daniell 2002, 147). 

At this juncture, with feminism caught between competing discourses, the central question, as

Feminist philosopher Rosi Braidotti poses it, is “how to reassemble a vision of female subjectivity after the certainties of gender dualism have collapsed? … how do we reconcile the radical historical specificity of women with the insistence of constructing the new figuration of humanity” (Braidotti 1994, 99).  I believe there is much rich insight on female subjectivity to be drawn from the fields of psychoanalytic, corporeal and feminist process thinking.  In order to particularly address the problemic of identity that has emerged with Third Wave feminism, and the competing discourses of feminism, while also attending to the task of mapping the full potential of woman as subject, new tools are required. These new tools I believe might be found in the  emerging philosophies and methodologies of the Integral stage.

INTEGRAL ANSWERS

Each stage of evolution has explored and unravelled deeper levels of understanding of humanity (each with their limits) through the development of new socio-cultural contexts and more complex human capacities. The Integral stage presents a breaking wave of possibility including the promise of new capacities - higher modes of thinking, acting and being - and accordingly, new methodologies, new philosophies and new worldviews.   It moves us beyond the limits of the Mental-Rational stage by including rationality but transcending its limits.  It reincorporates the disassociated, conventionally ‘feminine’, modes and ways of being such as body awareness and phenomenology and balances both poles of dualism: rationality and relationality, transcendence and immanence, agency and communion, justice and of care, man and woman, and dissolves their dualistic opposition.  

In this guise, Integral consciousness offers the possibility of expanding beyond rational limitations and explicitly draws on transrational ways of knowing, authentically brings together aspects of being that were previously divorced now re-woven in a higher, broader context, and it is able to discerningly act from the vantage of these multiple perspectives. Thus Integral consciousness proffers sophisticated philosophical and structural tools that I believe may be adequate to the complex task that feminism has encountered. 

While seen individually the different feminist perspectives can appear at odds, even contradictory, utilising the structural coherence proffered by Integral theory each of feminisms divergent yet sophisticated insights can be affirmed as valid yet partial perspectives (Wilber 1998, 591). “Without falling into either a new essentialism or a new relativism” the Integral framework can pragmatically address the constructivist impasse by facilitating a contextually discursive definition of Woman (Braidotti in Butler 1994, 8). For the purposes of feminist praxis Woman can be intentionally constructed as a socio-political position and the key telos of First and Second Wave feminism affirmed. Plotting Woman on the Integral quadrant map allows for the acknowledgement and ongoing analysis of her conventional construction: culturally as a gender, through biology as female, psychologically as ‘feminine’, and socially located in relation to constructed systemic relationships.  This can be then further accented by the addition of the coordinates of “race and class and other historical, socio-economic, and political realities“ (Klein 1995, 10). With trans-national orientation an Integrally informed feminism would insist that the capacities of women (physical, psychological, cultural and social) are recognised and their right to develop them to the fullness of their potential guaranteed.  This includes the right to be considered as a full subject, symbolically, ontologically and practically (in the public sphere); to be educated, to choose whether and when to marry, to have sexual relations, to become mothers, and so on.

A feminist approach via Integral theory would thus affirm our subjective relations to the unquantifiable open formlessness from which the sexed, gendered, and bound self arises and into which it dissolves. Consciously holding both relative (political, discursive) and Absolute (trans-ontological) positions on subjectivity, the Integral theoretical position is psychologically and spiritually dynamic enough to demonstrate what Braidotti refers to as the “different layers, registers, and levels of the self” (Braidotti 1995, 9). While an Integrally informed definition maps the way in which woman is characterised through cultural gender role, biological norms, ‘feminine’ psychology, and systemic social relations, it acknowledges its instability (and the instability of all identity claims).  Without a core or monolithic identity Woman is defined as occurring when the contexts of culture, language, biology and psychology unite and emerge in a specific (reiterated) form, contextualised within a broader web of social relations. This understanding will I believe bring us towards the articulation of the female subject in all her “de-essentialized, complex, and multi-layered” fullness (Braidotti 1994, 9).

INTERSUBJJECTIVITY: THE INTEGRAL FEMINIST TASK

In terms of evolution Suki Colegrave  posed that where “the Masculine and the patriarchal revolution enabled the individual ‘I’ to emerge into consciousness” the rise of feminist consciousness has enabled the individual ‘I’ “to begin to return and connect with its greater being … to recognize its relationship to the larger community of earthly and cosmic life” (Colegrave 1990, 23). The coming together of these two modes, the separate and the soluble, feminine and masculine, is at the very heart of the emergent Integral stage. 

In the context of creating an Integral historiography of evolutionary development, as was Wilber’s goal in Sex, Ecology, Spirituality, I believe that a female perspective on woman as subject is an absolute and fundamental requirement, and that is what this paper has set out to do. I fully concur with Wilber in believing that human history is the richer for multiperspectival analysis; a history that joins male and female perspectives can only be richer, and specifically more Integral, in doing so. I believe that there is the possibility that these two disparate, at times seemingly incompatible and competing perspectives might be brought in union in an Integral mode that understands the partiality of each.  In turn, this intersubjectivity is what makes possible, and characterises, the Integral stage. In the Integral spirit this paper is offered as a contribution to an open ended, ongoing, conversation, one that seeks to fully explore and genuinely honour the journey of woman in the evolutionary story of humankind.
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