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ABSTRACT  

This dissertation examines postwar U.S. feminist narrative practices of “making,” 

writing, and sustaining “feminist history” and their spatiotemporal figuration of the subject of 

“women of color.” In so doing, I attend to three discursive genres of postwar U.S. “feminist 

history”: manifestos of postwar U.S. women’s movements, histories of postwar U.S. women’s 

movements, and the discourse of “post-feminism.” The term “feminist history,” in this sense, 

relates to the various ways that postwar U.S. feminists theorized women’s liberation 

(manifestos), historicized the past of postwar U.S. women’s movements (histories), and 

countered the putative “end” of postwar U.S. feminism (post-feminism).  

First, I argue that manifestos and histories of postwar U.S. women’s movements as well 

as the discourse of “post-feminism” commonly utilized narrative form of discourse within which 

spatiotemporal imagination of “feminist history” articulate. Second, I point to the spatiotemporal 

figuration of racial others within these postwar U.S. feminist narratives of “feminist history.” 

Third, I question the political implication of the spatial mobility of “women of color” which is 

increasingly seized by the late-modern spatiotemporal politics of multiculturalism.  
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Introduction 

Introduction 

This dissertation examines postwar U.S. feminist narrative practices of “making,” 

writing, and sustaining feminist history via a close and critical reading of three distinctive yet 

interrelated discursive sites: feminist movement literatures produced from the 1960s to the 

1970s, histories of postwar U.S. women’s movements published from the mid-1970s to the 

2010s, and the discourse of post-feminisms which initiates from the mid-1970s and culminates in 

the 2000s. These three discursive sites of feminist history entail both narrative composition of 

feminist history and spatiotemporal figuration of racial differences (i.e. “black women,” “women 

of color,” “multiculturalism”) in their narrative constructions of “women” and “feminism.” It is 

my argument that the narrative form of thinking and writing of feminist history entails various 

spatiotemporal logics of figuring racial differences in various terms (e.g. analogous, 

metaphorical, and coalitional terms; narrative placing; multicultural synthesis; spatiotemporal 

mobility). Such narrative figurations of racial differences, it should be added, do not necessarily 

compose a coherent scheme. Rather, they are contingent to the specific historical contexts of 

postwar U.S. feminist narrative practices of “making,” writing, and sustaining feminist history. 

To be more specific, this dissertation attends to a set of questions: 1) Do postwar U.S. 

feminists utilize narrative forms of thinking and writing in their construction and invocation of 

feminist history? 2) If so, how does racial difference figure in these narratives of postwar U.S. 

feminist history? and, most importantly, 3) Do these narrative figurations of racial difference 

entail spatiotemporal logics of writing racial others into the narrative of postwar U.S. feminist 

history? This set of questions point us to the difficulty of registering “women of color” feminist 
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history within the hegemonic narratives of postwar U.S. feminism. As many “women of color” 

feminist historians including Paula Giddings, Kimberley Springer, Benita Roth and Becky 

Thompson have commonly remarked, hegemonic narratives of postwar U.S. feminism fail to 

account for the different politics of “women of color” feminism, and in so doing, these narratives 

locate “women of color” feminist histories on the narrative margins of postwar U.S. feminism. 

While the subject of “women of color” has been excluded from and rendered invisible to the 

historical narrative of postwar U.S. feminism, the history of “women of color” feminism 

registers alternative sites of feminist consciousness, practices, and agencies. Whereas both the 

hegemonic narratives of postwar U.S. feminism and “women of color” feminist criticism focus 

on stories of exclusion and alterity, which I argue reproduce binary opposition between 

hegemonic feminism and “women of color,” I draw attention to constitutive role of racial 

difference within the postwar U.S. feminist narrative practices of composing feminist history.  

Throughout the dissertation, I first chart feminist narrative practices of “making,” writing, 

and sustaining feminist history. A close reading of manifestos and histories of postwar U.S. 

women’s movements, and narrative understanding of the discourse of post-feminisms, I argue, 

point us to the presence of narrative composition of feminist history which is invoked both in 

futuristic and retrospective terms. Second, I point to the narrative figuration of racial differences 

within these narratives of feminist history. Postwar U.S. feminist narratives of feminist history, I 

argue, also entailed spatiotemporal figuration of racial differences within these narratives of 

“making,” writing, and sustaining feminist history. A critical examination of postwar U.S. 

feminist narrative practices of “making,” writing, and sustaining feminist history leads us to a 
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question about “when and where” of the “women of color” subject.1 The spatiotemporal location 

and function of “women of color,” I argue, bears significance to feminist understanding of the 

historical trajectory of “women of color” feminism, U.S. Third World Feminism, post-colonial 

feminism, and transnational feminism—which are all unique but intellectually interconnected—

as well as the relation between “women of color” or non-Western women and Western feminism. 

For this reason, the conclusion briefly addresses the implications of the “spatial mobility” of 

“women of color,” either in epistemological or geopolitical meaning, in relation to this narrative 

figuration of racial differences within the narratives of postwar U.S. feminist history. 

To note, the term “history” bears dual meanings. First, it refers to literary representation 

of the past that, as I argue with Hayden White, relies on narrative forms of writing (The Content 

of The Form). Second, “history” represents what we believe to have actually happened—the 

lived-time of the past—as well as what will happen, or the future course of the society. I separate 

                                                           
1 The concept and contour of “women of color” encompasses a wide spectrum of histories and politics. Specifically, 
the category refers both to representative politics of feminism as well as to the demographic and bio-political 
governing of racial differences within the history of modern capitalism. For this reason, the term remains both 
capacious and unexhausted. Sandra Kumamoto Stanley, for instance, opens up Other Sisterhoods: Literary Theory 
and U.S. Women of Color (1998), an anthology of “women of color” literary analysis, with what she calls “an 
ostensibly simple question”: “who are women of color?” (1). Though the question sounds simple, as Stanley notes, 
it resonates with the historical and theoretical complexity of “women of color” as a category of identity, politics, 
analysis, resistance, representation, cultural history, and more. Kumamoto’s question also touches on the very 
duality of the “women of color” subject, in that the category straddles history and culture. Though the subject of 
“women of color” aspires for referentiality to the historical entities of colonialism, racism, and immigration policies 
that formed between the U.S. and Third World, and the lived experiences of non-white and non-Western women 
therein, it also recognizes that “women of color” is a cultural domain of speech, construction, and representation. 
In oscillating between the historical and the cultural, “women of color” constructs “a complex, multiple, and 
problematic site of representation” that both signifies and transpires multiple historical entities including the 
demographic group of non-white women in U.S., cultural identity of difference and diversity, historical residues of 
colonial capitalism, socio-economic pool of labor-power, and political domain of resistance (Stanley, 2). Given the 
difficulties of defining the term, I use it in referential relation to the politics of “women of color” feminism, which 
was mainly theorized by the self-identified “women of color” feminists and U.S. Third World feminists such as 
Chela Sandoval, Chandra Talpade Mohanty, and Gloria Anzaldúa. It is worth nothing that, in their understanding, 
the category of “women of color” includes non-Western women within the U.S. as well as those in the Western 
and non-Western Third World— not necessarily in a demographic sense, but in a political sense. It is a political and 
cultural category that forms when the politics of “women of color” emerges.  
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the latter from the literary construction of “history” even though the two are mutually 

constitutive and therefore cannot be neatly severed, because this dissertation attends to the time 

that is before the arrival of post-structuralism. Many postwar U.S. feminist writings present both 

aspects of “history” for the rhetorically constructed and written feminist histories which they 

believe have happened, or will happen in the future. For this reason, in this dissertation the term 

“feminist history” both collectively refers to and binds the three distinctive yet interrelated 

genres of writing, namely feminist manifestos, histories of women’s movements, and discourses 

of post-feminism. I propose that all three fields of feminist discourse and writings form around a 

historical imagination in which feminist politics of new futurity plays a key role. These fields of 

feminist discourse and writings also mobilize around the feminist desire to define the “origin” of 

women’s oppression, to shape a new course of women’s history, and to sustain the history of 

feminist activism. In sum, they all point us to the interlocking relations between “history” and 

feminism that exist in various junctions of postwar U.S. feminism.  

Manifestos, Histories, and Post-Feminisms 

In tracing postwar U.S. feminist narrative practices of “making,” writing, and sustaining 

feminist history, I read three literary sites and forms of postwar U.S. women’s movements, 

manifestos, histories, and post-feminisms. Manifestos, histories, and post-feminisms, I contend, 

commonly entail narrative imagination of feminist history in which the past, present, and future 

of “women” and “feminism” are narratively invoked, composed, and reconfigured. First, 

manifestos of postwar U.S. women’s movements, as I show in Chapter2, aspired to “make” new 

history of women in their theoretical work of defining the “origin” of women’s oppression as 

well as of constructing spatiotemporal scenarios of women’s liberation, progress, and revolution. 

Liberal feminism, radical feminism, cultural feminism, and socialist “women of color” feminism 
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both converged and diverged on their understanding of feminist politics as a historical project. 

While liberal feminist writer such as Betty Freidan invoked both developmental and existential 

notion of progressive futurity, radical feminist writer such as Shulamith Firestone theoretically 

invested in both revolutionary and apocalyptic transformation of history. Cultural feminism 

which is often viewed as an ideological end of radical feminism signaled spatialization of 

“women,” while socialist “women of color’ feminism inspired geopolitical coalition across racial 

differences. Second, histories of postwar U.S. women’s movements points us to the feminist 

labor of writing feminist history by which the past, present, and future of postwar U.S. feminism 

are aligned in coherent and often teleological terms. Histories of postwar U.S. women’s 

movements, as I discuss in Chapter3, have evolved throughout the last four decades, writing 

stories of “origin,” “development,” and “end” of postwar U.S. women’s movements, defining 

historical agency of feminist politics, and constructing a usable and useful narrative of U.S. 

Second Wave Feminism. Histories of postwar U.S. women’s movements have also been 

contested. Stories of Black feminism, Chicana feminism, lesbian feminism, and labor feminism 

modified the narrative contour of postwar U.S. women’s movements, by adding new stories, 

methods, and agents of feminist history. Histories of postwar U.S. women’s movements point us 

to the growing feminist interests in their own past as well as to the availability of narrative 

understanding of feminist history. Third, the discourse of post-feminisms, which was initiated 

from the mid-1970s and came in full force during the late 1990s, marks narrative crisis of 

feminist history. Whereas the neoliberal discourse of post-feminisms announces the “end” of 

postwar U.S. women’s movements in its ideological celebration of women’s progress, feminist 

discourse of post-feminisms consists of both nostalgic turn to the past and futuristic 

reconfiguration of feminist history. For this reason, the discourse of post-feminisms constructs a 
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late-modern discursive landscape in which feminist history is reconfigured, rather than an 

ultimate enclosure of feminist history.  

In my engagement with these three discursive sites of postwar U.S. feminist history, I pay 

close attention to the narrative dimension of manifestos, histories, and the discourse of post-

feminisms, as well as to the spatiotemporal figuration of racial differences within these narratives 

of feminist history. Even though manifestos, histories, and the discourse of post-feminisms differ 

in their genre and style, they all utilize narrative form of discourse in which racial differences are 

figured in spatiotemporal terms. Narrative form of discourse, I argue with poststructuralist 

historians (e.g. Hayden White) in Chapter1, undergirds teleological construction of modern 

Western historiography in which narrative and time intimately interlock and in so doing conceals 

the presence of differences. In narrative form of discourse, time appears in linear totality so long 

as the narrative unity conceals the traces of difference which Derrida argues to be constitutive of 

the textual signification of history and “origin” (Derrida). The presence of difference within the 

narrative unity of history and “origin,” at the same time, renders the linearity of narrative time 

volatile. In reading of the manifestos and histories of postwar U.S. women’s movements, and the 

discourse of post-feminisms, my goal is to draw critical attention to the presence and meanings 

of the traces of racial differences within those postwar U.S. feminist narrative practices of 

“making,” writing, and sustaining feminist history. In so doing, I also aim the following: first, I 

aim to make a case for the presence of racial differences within postwar U.S. feminist narratives 

of feminist history; second, I point to the spatiotemporal logic of narrative figuration of racial 

differences within postwar U.S. feminist narratives of feminist history ; and third, I raise a 

question about the spatiotemporal mobility of “women of color” subject within these cases of 
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feminist history that are articulated through manifestos, histories, and the discourse of post-

feminisms. 

Feminism and “History” and Time 

Feminism’s relation to “history” is complicated by its own historical relation to “history” 

as both a spatiotemporal domain of lived experiences and a textual reconstruction of the past. 

While women are often omitted from “history” in both senses, feminist activism and gender 

history scholarship have aspired to put women back into history. As Joan Kelly Gadol 

understands the goal of women’s history, it aims “to restore women to history and to restore our 

history to women” (809). In writing women into history, Gadol further suggests not only simply 

“adding” women’s history, but also deconstructing the “basic concerns of historical thoughts” 

such as “periodization,” “categories of social analysis,” and “theories of social change” (809). 

Women’s history, gender history, and feminist history, it is often argued, do not add up to the 

historical time that is narrated already; rather, these open up the gaps and ruptures within the 

teleological construction of modern western historiography. Julia Kristeva’s essay “Women’s 

Time” (1981), for instance, points us to the non-teleological logic of women’s history and 

feminist politics. Kristeva claims that modern Western feminist politics consists of three 

generations of feminist politics, which are defined by their different attitudes to historical time 

and the nation-state. The second generation of post-1968 Western feminism, unlike the first 

generation of the liberal Suffrage Movement, pursued non-teleological temporality “by 

demanding recognition of an irreducible identity, without equal in the opposite sex” (19). In so 

doing, post-1968 Western feminism “situates itself outside the linear time of identities which 

communicate through projection and revindication” (19). Women’s time and feminist history, in 
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this sense, retain radical alterity to modern Western historiography that celebrates linear progress 

of nation-state.  

While the essay inspired feminist researches on differential temporality of women across 

the domains of work, reproduction, and culture, it nevertheless remains uncritical to the binary 

opposition between time and space. Kristeva suggests that the source of the non-teleological 

temporal politics of post-1964 feminism lies within the corporeal and semiotic domain of 

women’s reproductive sexuality which is argued to embody a repetitive cycle rather than the 

linear progressive time of Western civilization and the nation-state. Rather than thinking of the 

multiple disjunctions within the historical time, Kristeva turns to the spatiality of women’s body 

and sexuality. In this way, time and space remain oppositional and binary. Rendering sexual 

difference spatial, I also argue, risks totalistic construction of “Women,” notwithstanding 

Kristeva’s own claim of “heterogeneity” of “women’s time.” Kristeva’s totalistic construction of 

“Women” as a spatial yet homogenous domain of difference manifests in her post-trip essays 

about Chinese women of the 1970s. In About Chinese Women (1977), Kristeva locates semiotic 

traces of matrilinear society upon the “relaxed feminine bodies floating lightly along the streets 

of Peking” (65). The “tonal” voice of young Chinese women, Kristeva suggests, reflects the 

presence of pre-historic remnants of matriarchal social order and women’s sexual pleasure or 

jouissance. Kristeva’s writing about the “history” of Chinese women, as Gayatri Spivak has 

criticized in “French Feminism in an International Frame” (1981), exposes the failure of 

Kristeva’s own claim about the semiotic heterogeneity of “women’s time” and feminist politics. 

As Spivak states, it is “wishful use of history” (160) that Kristeva employs in order to 

consolidate her own theory of sexual difference (160). Rey Chow notes that Kristeva’s 

misconstruction of Chinese women as “utopian” figures of matriarchal embodiment is revealing 
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of the epistemic threshold of post-1968 Western radical feminism (Woman and Chinese 

Modernity 5-6). While Kristeva’s topological understanding of sexual difference claims and 

aspires to make historical time heterogeneous, it often reconstructs a unity of women’s history 

and feminist history. Notably, Kristeva does so in replacing “history” with the pre-historic and 

topological logic of “chora,” which she claims to be both the corporeal and semiotic source of 

sexual differences. Since the domain of sexual difference resides outside of historical time, the 

Chinese women whom Kristeva describes to be the living example of pre-civilization matriarchal 

society are rendered timeless. 

I use Kristeva’s ideas as a departure point because it helps to uncover the complex 

construction of feminist history and its implication with regard to the subject of “women of 

color” and/or non-Western women. While postwar U.S. feminists aspired for their own history, 

and indeed created such history via collective mobilization of “Women” into viable agents of 

history, these feminists at the same time marginalized the subject of “women of color” in both 

their politics of women’s liberation and in their writings of histories of postwar U.S. women’s 

movements. The timing of Black, Chicana, Asian American and Native American Feminism, for 

instance, is often positioned narratively as “belated” to the historical time of U.S. “second wave” 

feminism. Yet, as Rachel Lee (2000) critically argues, this very “belatedness” of non-white 

feminism or “women of color” feminism oddly enables the progressive narrative of postwar U.S. 

feminism, as the arrival of “women of color” feminism in the 1980s conveniently affirms the 

progressive mobility of postwar U.S. feminism from the racist past to the multicultural feminist 

futurity. Such a narrative figuration of “women of color” alerts us to the presence of racial others 

within the postwar U.S. feminist practices of making, writing, and sustaining feminist history, as 

well as to the presence of politics of time and space that undergirds teleological construction of 
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feminist history, which I show throughout this dissertation. I contend that narrative composition 

of feminist history entails spatiotemporal figuring of racial others. 

Narrative Composition of feminist history and Racial Others 

In the preface of When and Where I Enter: The Impact of Black Women on Race and Sex 

in America (1984), Paula Giddings raises a critical question about the task of writing black 

women’s history. She claims that black women’s history has been not only omitted, but also 

utilized by black history and feminist history alike. Feminist history, for instance, writes stories 

of black women within the Civil Rights movement in their “origin” stories of the postwar U.S. 

women’s liberation movement, while silencing the presence of black feminist politics within the 

Civil Rights movement. Likewise, black liberation history values black women for their 

contribution to the progress of the black community, but omits gender politics within the Civil 

Rights movement. As Giddings explains, “we become indispensable to everyone but ourselves” 

(7). Giddings’ question regarding the when and where of black women in historical narratives of 

black liberation and women’s liberation is key, as she puts time and space and the sovereign 

speaking subject “I” together, and in so doing, exposes the difficulty of entering the narrative 

time and space of history for the subject of “women of color.” 

In reading the postwar U.S. feminist writings of feminist history, I pay close attention to 

the narrative composition of “Women” and its figuration of racial others. Though the genres and 

styles of feminist writings I explore are various, they utilize a common narrative form of thinking 

and writing out of which a spatiotemporal construction of feminist history is formulated. In this 

way, these works offer discursive sites of feminist history in which both temporal and spatial 

imaginaries of feminist politics are present and enabling of postwar U.S. feminist narrative 

practices of making, writing, and sustaining feminist history. As I discuss in more detail in 
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Chapter 1, spatiotemporal politics of narrative composition of history also relates to a larger 

question of colonialism, “universal history,” and Western modernity. For this reason, I contend, 

critical examination of the spatiotemporal politics of feminist history sheds crucial light on the 

narrative relation between postwar U.S. feminism and the subject of “women of color.” 

Chapter Description 

Ch.1 Theoretical Background lays out the theoretical background of my analysis by 

exploring the connections among modern Western historiography, spatiotemporal logic of 

colonialism, and narrative history. I argue that modern Western historiography points us to the 

spatiotemporal logic of “history” and the narrative placing of non-Western and non-white. The 

narrative form of history both exemplifies and buttresses this spatiotemporal logic of modern 

Western historiography. 

Ch.2 Manifestos of Postwar U.S. Women’s Movements examines postwar U.S. feminist 

writings from the 1960s and 1970s, such as The Feminine Mystique by Betty Friedan, The 

Dialectic of Sex by Shulamith Firestone, the “Fourth World Manifesto” by Barbara Burris et al., 

“Socialist Feminism: A Strategy for the Women’s Movement” by the Hyde Park Chapter of 

Chicago Women’s Liberation Union, and Triple Jeopardy by Third World Women’s Alliance 

(TWWA), in order to explore and analyze both the temporal politics of women’s liberation, 

progress and revolution that were constructed and practiced by postwar U.S. feminism, and the 

analogous figuring of racial others therein. I argue that liberal, radical, cultural, and socialist 

“women of color” feminists utilized different kinds of temporal politics in their thinking of 

women’s liberation, progress, and revolution. I further contend that these different kinds of 

temporal politics also led to different ways of figuring racial others, through analogous, 

metaphorical, and coalitional terms. 
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Ch.3 Histories of Postwar U.S. Women’s Movements examines the histories of postwar 

U.S. women’s movements, by conducting both a historiographical review and a close reading of 

three writings of histories: Personal Politics (1980) by Sara E. Evans, The Trouble between Us 

by Winifred Breines (2006), and The World Split Open (2000) by Ruth Rosen. I first draw 

attention to feminist desire to have a usable feminist history. Second, I offer a historiographical 

view of postwar U.S. women’s movements by laying out the field of histories of postwar U.S. 

women’s movements. Third, I carry out a close reading of three cases of narrative feminist 

history in order to examine their narrative figuration of “black women” and racial differences 

within these histories. 

Ch.4 Post-Feminisms and The Crisis of Feminist Futurity focuses on the discourse of 

post-feminisms and its spatiotemporal logic. Whereas the neoliberal discourse of post-feminisms 

ideologically celebrates women’s progress, and in so doing renders feminism both “complete” 

and “outdated,” feminist discourse of post-feminisms varies from a nostalgic turn to the past to 

futuristic reconfiguration of feminist history. In marking and refusing the “end” or “completion” 

of postwar U.S. women’s movements, both the neoliberal and feminist versions of post-feminism 

become narratively entangled with the figure of non-Western women. 

Finally, the conclusion chapter both synthesizes the prior chapters and raises a question 

concerning the spatial mobility of “women of color” in order to bring critical attention to the 

temporal politics of “women of color” feminism. 
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Chapter.1 Theoretical Backgrounds 

Chapter 1 explores the theoretical backgrounds of this dissertation, namely the 

spatiotemporal logic of modern Western historiography and its implications regarding racial 

differences. It should be noted that the rationale and function of this chapter is not necessarily to 

construct a coherent theory that explains the logic of time and space within the practice of 

modern Western historiography, but rather to point out the interconnections between “history,” 

“narrative, and “time-space.” In so doing, the intention is to situate the remaining chapters within 

the historical and intellectual contexts of postcolonialism and post-structural historiography. 

Both of these, I argue, are instructive of the ideological function of modern Western 

historiography as a narrative composition of the past, present, and future, as well as of the 

political implications of such narrative construction with respect to racial differences. I 

demonstrate that modern Western historiography not only writes a linear teleology of “progress,” 

but also figures racial others in spatiotemporal relation to the “universal” subject. The case of 

narrative history that I discuss in the second part of this chapter points to the role that 

“narrativity” plays in modern Western historiography and its claim of “universal truth.”  

1. Modern Western Historiography and the Progressive Subject 

Time and space are integral dimensions of modern Western historiography. They are not 

mere material domains upon which history unfolds, but constitutive parts of this historiography, 

especially in relation to the practice of narrative history. The importance of time and space in 

narrative genre is emphasized in the works of M.M. Bakhtin, who once remarked that “the image 

of man is always intrinsically chronotopic” (85). As he argues, “chronotope,” or “the intrinsic 

connectedness of temporal and spatial relationships that are artistically expressed in literature” 

should not be treated as a mere background of story, but as an “intrinsic” and “constitutive” part 
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of narrative as well as of the “image of man” that is presented in the narrative genre of writing 

(84-85). Time and space of (feminist) historical narratives, in this context, do not simply function 

as a remote background upon which historical subject is grounded. Rather, these elements 

construct a historical world in itself that is represented by the narrative practice of writing the 

modern agents of history. For this reason, critical analysis of spatiotemporal logic within the 

narrative genre of writing bears analytical importance to the understanding of modern Western 

humanity, to which traditional feminist history is ambivalently attached. As I have argued in the 

introduction, feminist history at once causes friction to the linear and “empty” time of Western 

modernity and the nation-state in writing stories of “women” and “gender,” while also working 

to enter historical time by “making,” writing, and sustaining feminist history. 

Zygmunt Bauman, Edward Soja, Doreen Massey, and Peter Osborne collectively argue that 

the ascendance of Western modernity occurred through the historical process of reconfiguration 

of the meanings, functions, and logic of “time” and “space,” as well as the relation between the 

two. Bauman explains the modern separation of time from space:  

Modernity starts when space and time are separated from living practice and from each 

other and so become ready to be theorized as distinct and mutually independent categories 

of strategy and action, when they cease to be, as they used to be in long premodern 

centuries, the intertwined and so barely distinguishable aspects of living experience, 

locked in a stable and apparently invulnerable one-to-one correspondence” (8).  

Separation of time from space, Bauman also notes, leads to the prestige of “time” as the domain 

of history and progress, while redefining “space” as a static domain upon which “time” and 

“history” happens. As he explains, “in modernity, time has history, it has history because of the 

perpetually expanding ‘carrying capacity’ of time –the lengthening of the stretches of space 
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which units of time allow to ‘pass,’ ‘cross,’ ‘cover’ – or conquer” (9). Time becomes the domain 

of progress because it “could be changed and manipulated,” unlike the weighty matters of space 

(Bauman 111). Space, in return, becomes a “value” that is to be manipulated, conquered, 

territorialized, mapped, and bordered by temporal technologies of travel, development, 

management, and routinization (Bauman 113). 

Edward Soja and Doreen Massey also provide useful criticism of the binary splitting of 

time and space, and the consequential privileging of time over space in Western modernity. Soja 

argues that in Western modernity, space had long been treated as “fixed, dead, undialectical” 

while time signified “richness, life, dialectic, the revealing context for critical social 

theorization” (11). In privileging “time” as the essential domain of progress and change, Western 

modernity dismisses the importance of “human geographies” and the basic truism that “social 

being [is] actively emplaced in space and time in an explicitly historical and geographical 

contextualization” (Soja 11). In a related vein, Massey highlights the binary and hierarchical 

relation between “time” and “space” in critical studies. While Marxism and other progressive 

politics take “time” as the domain of “History, Progress, Civilization, Science, Politics and 

Reason,” “space” signifies its conceptual opposite, such as “(‘simple’) reproduction, nostalgia, 

emotion, aesthetics, the body” (73). Both Soja and Massey point to the cultural and intellectual 

representation of “space” as a passive domain of materiality that is to be conquered, developed, 

and manipulated by temporal progresses of “universal history.”  

Modernity and Progressive Time  

Modern temporality, as David Scott and many others claim, desires progressive mobility 

of historical time. As Scott remarks, “for moderns, temporality preeminently has been an 

experience of the unfolding of historical time” which “has been organized around a notion of 
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discrete but continuous, modular change, in particular, modular change as a linear, diachronically 

stretched-out succession of cumulative instants, an endless chain of displacements of before and 

after” (5). Such a causal and successive movement in historical time promises the modern 

subject progressive mobility of historical time that heads toward a better futurity. At the same 

time, progress temporality opens up when time aligns in linear temporality in which the past, the 

present, and the future interconnect in teleological terms. As Peter Osborne notes, the “temporal 

matrix” of Western modernity consists of the “exclusive valorization of the historical (as 

opposed to the merely chronological) present over the past, as its negation and transcendence, 

and as the standpoint from which to periodize and understand history as a whole,” as well as 

“openness toward an indeterminate future characterized only by its prospective transcendence of 

the historical present and its relegation of this present to a future past,” and “a tendential 

elimination of the historical present itself, as the vanishing point of a perpetual transition 

between a constantly changing past and an as yet indeterminate future” (14). 

Reinhart Koselleck’s historiographical investigation on the ascendance of historical time is 

also very pertinent to the critical understanding of the modern Western historiography. Koselleck 

specifically draws attention to the mutually constitutive relation between time and history in 

Western modernity. He argues that throughout the historical process of Enlightenment and 

modernization, history gained a temporal dimension while time became historical. Significantly, 

this process of “temporalization of history” realigned the relation between the past and the future 

as well; it not only severed the future from the past, but in so doing also redefined the future as a 

domain “open and without boundaries,” to which the modern subject could project futuristic 

hope and desire for progress (120). The future thus becomes an open horizon of possibility when 

it is no longer bound to the past, as Christian-Judaic time binds the future and the past in 
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teleological yet also circular terms. In this sense, progress is “a modern category whose content 

of experience and whose surplus of expectation was not available before the eighteenth century” 

(219). It is “a concept specifically calibrated to cope with modern experiences, namely that 

traditional experiences are surpassed by new ones with astonishing speed” (219-220). 

Progressive temporality is not only signatory of, but also essential to the historical ascendance of 

modern Western historiography because “progress is the first genuinely historical definition of 

time that has not derived its meaning from other areas of experience such as theology or mythical 

foreknowledge” (120). Progressive temporality also constitutes modern subjectivity in that the 

modern subject now is equipped with a capacity for historical reflection. The modern subject 

situates itself on the newly opened temporal horizon of “experiences” and “expectations,” 

looking backward and forward (111, 126-130). The modern subject is therefore both historical 

and temporal. As Koselleck explains, “progress could be discovered only when people began to 

reflect on historical time itself” (120). 

2. Universal History and Subaltern History 

In this section, I explore the relation between modern Western temporal politics of 

“progress” and colonialism, via postcolonial criticism of the modern Western historiographical 

notion of “universal history.” As noted above, the progressive notion of time and history is 

historically specific to Western modernity. In Keywords (1985), Raymond Williams notes that 

the modern Western notion of “progress” is a historically specific phenomenon that ascended in 

the 18th century and became a dominant notion amongst Western historians and philosophers.2 

                                                           
2 Williams points out that as a project of human progress, modern Western historiography “draws on several kinds 
of intellectual systems: notably on the Enlightenment sense of the progress and development of CIVILIZATION 
(q.v.); on the idealist sense, as in Hegel, of world historical process; and on the political sense, primarily associated 
with the French Revolution and later with the socialist movement and especially with Marxism, of historical forces 
– products of the past which are active in the present which shape the future in knowable ways (Keywords 147).”  
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By the 18th century, history gained a new meaning of “human self-development” and “universal 

histories” (Williams, 146). In this new sense of history, “past events are seen not as specific 

histories but as a continuous and connected process” (147, emphasis in original text) in and 

through which a continuous history of human development, civilization, and progress unfolded. 

More importantly, history now gains a relation to the present as well as to the future, as it is then 

connected to the modern Western teleology of “human self-development” (147, italics in original 

text). 

As I have suggested above, such a notion of the practice of “progress” and “development” 

also accompanies dominance over “space.” David Harvey aptly points out that the notion of 

“progress” involves “the conquest of space, the tearing down of all spatial barriers, and the 

ultimate ‘annihilation of space through time’” (205). Osborne also argues that the philosophical 

and anthropological construction of universal history cannot be separated from material logic and 

the process of global capitalism against which the politics of Marxism, postcolonialism, 

feminism, and postmodernism commonly formulated alternative modes of being and doing. In 

his words, “it was through the temporalization of the founding geopolitical difference of 

colonialism that the concept of modernity first came to be universalized, and thereby, thereafter, 

to subordinate the differential between itself and other ‘times’ to differences within a single 

temporal scheme of ‘progress,’ ‘modernization,’ and ‘development’” (21). This particular point 

of critique offers a critical understanding of the spatiotemporal logic of colonialism and its 

relation to the discourse of “universal history.” While the modern temporalization of history both 

generated and undergirded the progressive notion of historical time, it also rendered the 

colonized in spatial terms to the Western, representing the colonized as a static, passive, and 

ahistorical subject. Accordingly, geopolitical places and differences are spatially mapped out on 
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the linear time of universal history, mostly in a “backward” position. Progressive time, in this 

sense, is inseparable from politics of race and space. Contrary to the notion that progress happens 

in a temporal process, the notion of “progress” also was formulated in conjunction with 

anthropological surveys which thematized time in spatial distribution. As Koselleck keenly 

observes, progress “marks the act of spatially stepping forward from here to there” (210). 

Johannes Fabian’s work Time and the Other, one of the foundational and groundbreaking 

writings on the temporal politics of writing others, helps us to further elaborate the relation 

between the Western disciplinary practice of writing racial others and its inscription of temporal 

distance between the Western and the non-Western. The spatiotemporal logic of “progress” and 

“universal history” prevails in the disciplinary practice of Western anthropology, which Fabian 

argues to invariably produce what he calls “the denial of coevalness” and/or the “allochronism of 

anthropology” (21-35, 31-32).3 Racial differences are put in spatial distance within temporal 

horizon, namely, between the past of ethnographic observation and the present of ethnographic 

writing. The object of anthropological knowledge is temporally dislocated from the present time 

of the anthropological author (Fabian, 89). Anthropology uses time “for the purpose of 

distancing those who are observed from the Time of the observer” (25). As Fabian states, “there 

is no knowledge of the Other which is not also temporal, historical, a political act” (1). 

Furthermore, in this practice of writing others, spatial distance translates into temporal distance 

between the anthropological author and the subject of anthropological knowledge. 

                                                           
3 Fabian views coevalness as a condition of communication, which in the case of anthropological writing, forms 
between the author and her/his reader rather than the previous two and the object of writing. Denial of 
coevalness, he notes, is “a persistent and systematic tendency to place the referent(s) of anthropology in a Time 
other than the present of the production of anthropological discourse” (31). (Italics in original text) 
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Notably, but not surprisingly, the denial of “coevalness” of racial others prevails in the 

practice of colonial histories that often describe the colonized as a “backward” subject who is 

supposed to “mimic” the Western, yet inevitably fails to do so. Gyan Prakash and Dipesh 

Chakrabarty both argue that the task of writing subaltern history is tantamount to impossibility. 

This impossibility, however, does not stem from the lack of subaltern history, but from Western 

dominance over the concept and practice of “history” as a colonial project of modernizing racial 

others. Western and modern notions of secular and teleological temporality of historical 

progress, for instance, cannot account for an Indian peasant revolt that organizes around “the 

axes of kinship, religion, and caste” as well as “gods, spirits, and supernatural agents as actors 

alongside humans” (Chakrabarty 11). Prakash remarks that “in dominant discourses the subaltern 

appears as a figure that resides outside authorized categories, signifying a pure externality 

beyond the realm of reason” (287). As a result, the colonial subject imperatively falls behind and 

is rendered “exterior” to the modern Western time-space of progress. Dipesh Chakrabarty’s 

foundational work, Provincializing Europe (2000), likewise points us to the spatiotemporal logic 

of colonialism that operated not only in the school of “universal history” but also in the relatively 

less institutionalized school of Marxist-socialist dialectic history. Marxist-socialist tradition of 

resistance, despite of its critical understanding of “history” as a domain of social transformation 

nevertheless has treated the subaltern history as a “failure,” “lack,” and “inadequacy.” It viewed 

that the non-Western subjects such as India failed to “transit” to the modern capitalism, therefore 

was “inadequate” to the revolutionary history. Under the sign of “universal history,” the gestures 

of writing subaltern history are fraught with predicament and ambivalence originating from the 

underlying split between the West and the non-West. This split is ensured by temporal distancing 

in differential spaces, around which subaltern history in fact emerges and formulates itself. For 
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this reason, Chakrabarty cogently argues, subaltern history entangles with the discursive labor of 

“performing this split [between the West and the non-West] over and over again” and striving for 

a kind of ‘provincializing’ history that is not here yet (“Postcoloniality and the Artifice of 

History” 13). In other words, postcolonial historiography does not necessarily aim to fill the 

“gap” in progressive time, but rather “repeats” the very splits, rifts, and voids within historical 

time. This occurs through the writing of subaltern histories that do not fit into the disciplinary 

contours of modern Western historiography, but nevertheless have a voice.  

In a similar way, Homi Bhabha emphasizes the cultural significance of temporal 

“belatedness” of racial others in “‘Race,’ Time and the Revision of Modernity” (1991). The 

“belatedness” of racial others, he cogently notes, constitutes a place of negativity or the 

“temporal caesura” within the narrative of modernity, out of which new subjects of history and 

cultural enunciation emerge. Bhabha’s conceptualization of racial difference as no-place implies 

radical temporal politics of racial difference. The time of racial others is not exterior to history, 

but takes a discursive place and form of “temporal caesura” that is “lagging” and “splitting” the 

narrative of universal human progress. Accordingly, racial difference does not aim to so much 

assimilate into the universal history but ruptures the very flow of linear progressive time. This 

place of lagging, Bhabha proposes, “is indeed the very structure of difference and splitting within 

the discourse of modernity, turning it into a performative process, then each repetition of the sign 

of modernity different, specific to its historical and cultural conditions of enunciation” (207). For 

instance, “it is the function of the lag to slow down the linear, progressive time of modernity to 

reveal its ‘gesture’, its tempti, ‘the pause and stresses of the whole performance’” (214). While 

the racialized subject becomes a lagging subject of universal history, that lagging also interrupts 

with the incessant flow of modern progress. Racial difference, to repeat, constructs a temporal 
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(non-) place that jams up the progressive temporality as well as the possibility of cultural 

representation of western modernity. Bhabha emphasizes that this place of temporal lagging is 

not outside of modernity but within, as a “non-place” and “timeless” in that it is not a part of 

modernity, but is nevertheless constitutive of, and importantly, splitting of it at the same time. He 

argues that for this reason, the task of postcolonial cultural presentation is not proliferation of 

differences, but instead involves carefully and critically attending to the spatiotemporal logic of 

differentiation. In Bhabha’s words, “the problem of the articulation of cultural difference is not 

the problem of free-wheeling pragmatist pluralism or the ‘diversity’ of the many; it is the 

problem of the not-one, the minus in the origin and repetition of cultural signs in a doubling that 

will not be sublated into a similitude. What is in modernity more than modernity is this 

signifying ‘cut’ or temporal break” (204, italics in original text). In repeating this “break” or 

“cut,” postcolonial cultural politics generates performative scenes of “postcolonial translation of 

modernity” that transforms the “value-coding” of the myth of modernity, progress, and humanity 

(198-199).4  

3. Narrative and History 

Thus far, I have outlined the general formation of spatiotemporal logic of modern Western 

historiography and its implications with regard to spatial-racial others. In this part of the chapter, 

I turn to the question of narrative with two goals. First, I aim to demonstrate both the pragmatic 

and ideological function of narrative in the modern Western historiography by reviewing post-

                                                           
4 Bhabha’s insightful argument leads us to re-think the multicultural logic of spatial proliferation of differences that 
do not generate critical deconstruction of the temporal logic of racial politics. As I discuss in Chapter 4 and the 
Conclusion, along with Rachel Lee’s “Notes from the (Non)Field” (2000), postwar U.S. feminist adoption of “women 
of color” feminism often resembles and reiterates this spatial logic of multiculturalism, in its placing of “women of 
color” feminism in floating, timeless, and mobile locations and times, within the progress narrative of postwar U.S. 
feminism. 
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structural writers such as Roland Barthes, W. B. Gallie, Louis Mink, and Hayden White. Second, 

I seek to identify the presence of a less-than-teleological temporality within narrative by arguing 

with Paul Ricoeur. As I show through the works of Roland Barthes, Hayden White, and Paul 

Ricoeur, a post-structural understanding of narrative history helps us not only to critically 

deconstruct the ideological function of narrative history and its teleological temporality, but also 

to imagine an alternative reading of histories, such as history as a form of allegory (White 14) or 

repetitive figuration of the past (Ricoeur 185). 

In “Historical Discourse” (1967), Barthes notes that “in our civilization there is permanent 

pressure to increase the meaningfulness of history: the historian assembles not so much facts as 

significants; and these he connects and organizes in such a way as to replace the vacuousness of 

the pure catalogue with positive meaning (153).” This statement points us to the reason why 

narrative increasingly defines and shapes the form of historical discourse in the modern Western 

practice of writing histories. Unlike the chronicles or catalogues that allow voids in historical 

time, modern histories fill these gaps with narratives in which the actor, action, and plot come 

together and compose a meaningful story. Barthes also suggests that narrative rendering of 

history both enables the truth-claim of history and reveals the very ideological dimension of such 

a claim of truth, factuality, and referentiality. “The history seems to write itself” when the 

historian, the author, and the speaking subject of historical discourse effectively put themselves 

aside, and therefore conceals their presence within the narrative (148). Barthes specifically notes 

that in order to do so, the historian, “like the myth-bearer, needs a two layered time, braiding the 

chronology of the subject-matter with that of the language-act which reports it” (148). Historical 

time appears uni-linear when the narrative time effectively incorporates the lived time of the 

past, which in effect entails “a Time at once complex, parametric, and non-linear, resembling in 
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the richness of its dimensionality the mythical Time of ancient cosmogonies, inseparable from 

the word of the poet or seer (148).” 

Influenced and inspired by Barthes, post-structural historians such as W.B. Gallie, Louis 

Mink, and Hayden White critically engaged with the relation between narrative and history. W. 

B. Gallie is one of the first to focus on the functional essentiality of narrativity to modern 

Western history writing. Narrative is also useful to history because historical understanding 

involves “the exercise of the capacity to follow a story” (193) and equips readers with “a 

teleologically guided form of attention” (168). Accordingly, Gallie argues that “to appreciate, 

and in a proper sense to use a book or a chapter of history means to read it through; to follow it 

through; to follow it in the light of its promised or adumbrated conclusion through a succession 

of contingencies, and not simply to be interested in what resulted, in what came out and counted 

in the end” (169). Louis Mink concurs with Gallie in highlighting the cognitive function of 

narrative in writing and reading history. Narrative, he remarks, is “a primary cognitive 

instrument” of history, as it helps historians to manage the “flux of experience” (213). Narrative 

enhances historical understanding, not because narrative actually encapsulates the real, but 

because it is capable of representing the past in an orderly manner. In a sense, narrative provides 

historians a middle ground between analytic depth and descriptive quality, since “narrative is the 

form in which we make comprehensive the many successive interrelationships that are 

comprised” (214). It is this capacity of narrative “to body forth an ensemble of interrelationships 

of many different kinds as a single whole” that generates “the cognitive function of narrative 

form” (218). 

Many credit Hayden White as one of the most unapologetic critics of narrative history. He 

argues that it is the literary function of narrative that “transform[s] . . . a list of historical events 
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that would otherwise be only a chronicle . . . into a story” (43). In transforming a chronicle into a 

narrative, history as narrative “[tests] the capacity of a culture’s fiction to endow real events with 

the kinds of meaning that literature displays to consciousness through its fashioning of patterns 

of ‘imaginary’ events” (45). Narrative ordering of the past and the real also enables the modern 

Western practice of history writing to claim unfettered access to the real and the truth. In teasing 

out this seamlessly interlocked relation between narrative and modern Western historiography, 

White contends that “if we view narration and narrativity as the instruments by which the 

conflicting claims of the imaginary and the real are mediated, arbitrated, or resolved in a 

discourse, we begin to comprehend both the appeal of narrative and the grounds for refusing it” 

(4). Or, to put it in inquisitive terms, “if putatively real events are represented in a non-narrative 

form, what kind of reality is it that offers itself, or is conceived to offer itself, to perceptions? 

What would a non-narrative representation of historical reality look like?” (4). In short, White 

argues that narrativity is both instrumental and constitutive to modern Western historiography 

because it makes history legible to readers by translating the multiplicity of the past(s) into a 

unified, singular, and orderly unfolding of the events.5 Additionally, narratives are only able to 

do so when they fill the voids of the past and endow these with “the fullness and continuity in an 

order of events” (9), which the annals or chronicles lacked. White further notes that “this value 

attached to narrativity in the representation of real presentation arises out of a desire to have real 

events display the coherence, integrity, fullness, and closure of an image of life that is and can 

only be imaginary” (24). For this reason, narrative histories are also desirable to “the ‘law-

abiding’ citizen” (87). Accordingly, it is the historian’s job to craft a good narrative of the past so 

                                                           
5 As White explains, “the authority of the historical narrative is the authority of reality itself; the historical account 
endows this reality with form and thereby makes it desirable by the imposition upon its processes of the formal 
coherency that only stories possess” (20).  
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as to make histories a pedagogic object and domain of morality, citizenship, and authority. In 

doing so, narrative histories as a form of representation both construct and generate an allegory 

of moral authority (14) by which present readers learn of and gain access to the real-ness of the 

past, which is narratively packed in a linear, unified, and legible order of things. 

Last but not least, I would like to briefly discuss Paul Ricoeur’s approach to narrative as a 

hermeneutic mode of narrative configuration and its implications with respect to temporality. In 

his essays “The Human Experience of Time and Narrative” (1979) and “Narrative Time” (1980), 

Ricoeur draws attention to the mutually constitutive relation between time and narrative. 

Temporality cannot be understood without narrative because “narrativity is the mode of 

discourse through which the mode of being which we call temporality, or temporal being, is 

brought to language” (“The Human Experience” 17). Likewise, narrative proceeds in a temporal 

order as it relates back to the phenomenological experience of time. Ricoeur particularly notes 

that, so long as it relates back to the phenomenological experience of time, narrative time cannot 

simply be reduced to linear teleological time; instead, it opens up a configurational and repetitive 

temporality. Even though narrative seemingly proceeds in chronological order, narrative time 

cannot be simplified into an “abstract succession” of time as is commonly argued by anti-

narrativists (“The Human Experience” 27). As Ricoeur states, “there is no story if our attention is 

not moved along by a thousand contingencies” which only in the end are “judged ‘acceptable 

after all’” when they are looked back upon, and repeated (“Narrative Time” 170). Ricoeur 

contends that in this way, all narratives “combine, in various portions, two dimensions – one 

chronological and the other non-chronological” (“The Human Experience” 24). The non-

chronological temporality of narrative comes from the configurational process of thematization. 

Configurational time, Ricoeur notes, “makes the succession of events into significant whole” 
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which can be equated with “theme” or “thought” or “fable” (“The Human Experience” 27). 

Configurational time also offers historians with “a common denominator” for “a set of historical 

events” such as the Renaissance, the Industrial Revolution, and so on (“The Human Experience” 

27). In this convergence – unlike the episodic and chronological time that remains open-ended – 

the configurational time of narrative is endowed with a narrative capacity to “superimpose ‘the 

sense of an ending’” and in doing so, makes repetition possible via the psychical domain of 

memory (“The Human Experience” 27-28). The latter is significant to history because 

historicality is only possible when the narrative is enclosed and rendered repeatable. In following 

Heidegger, Ricoeur argues that the possibility and capacity of repetition “establish[es] human 

action at the level of genuine historicality, that is, of repetition” (“Narrative Time” 176). Once “a 

story is well-known,” which often is “the case with most traditional and popular narratives, as 

well as with the national chronicles of the founding events of a given community . . . re-telling 

takes the place of telling.” And the very re-telling of history, for Ricoeur, reveals to us the 

openness of historicality (“The Human Experience” 28). History writing entails “this communal 

act of repetition, which is at the same time a new founding act and a recommencement of what 

has already inaugurated, that ‘makes history’ and that finally makes it possible to write history” 

(“Narrative Time” 185). 

Conclusion 

To summarize, I have argued two things in this chapter. First, Western modernity 

includes spatiotemporal logic such as the splitting of time and space, temporalization of history 

and historicization of time, and spatialization of others. Second, a post-structural understanding 

of narrative history helps us to understand the ideological function of “narrative” in the practice 

of writing modern Western histories – which often undergirds the colonial practice of racial 
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othering – and to further imagine the possibility of alternative readings of historical narratives 

apart from that of the linear and teleological mode of progress. In particular, both Bhabha and 

Ricoeur point us to the alternative temporality of history and narrative, either from the standpoint 

of the “subaltern” subject or general readers of history. 

With this said, I now turn to the manifestos and histories of postwar U.S. women’s 

movements, and the discourse of post-feminisms. In reading and analyzing these works, my aim 

is once again to critically attend to the presence of the spatiotemporal logic of postwar U.S. 

feminist narrative practices of “making,” writing, and sustaining feminist history, and to question 

how racial differences figure within these practices. Accordingly, the following chapters do not 

so much reveal the “hidden” histories or cultures of “women of color” feminism within the 

narrative of feminist history, but rather point to the interplay between feminist history and the 

racial politics therein. 
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Chapter.2 Manifestos of Postwar U.S. Women’s Movements 

Chapter 2 analyzes the spatiotemporal politics represented in postwar U.S. feminist theories 

of women’s liberation, progress, and revolution. To be specific, I read classic feminist writings 

of  liberal, radical, cultural, and socialist “women of color” feminism from the 1960s and 1970s, 

including The Feminine Mystique (1963) by Betty Friedan The Dialectic of Sex (1970) by 

Shulamith Firestone; “The Fourth World Manifesto” (1971) by Barbara Burris et al.; “Socialist 

Feminism: A Strategy for the Women’s Movement” (1971) by the Hyde Park Chapter of 

Chicago Women’s Liberation Union; and Triple Jeopardy by Third World Women’s Alliance 

(TWWA, 1968-1980). Through these readings, this chapter aims to bring critical attention to 

both the ways postwar U.S. feminists rhetorically theorized an alternative historical futurity of 

women, and the ways they narratively figured racial others in analogic, metaphoric, and 

coalitional terms, accordingly. These feminists did so in a manner reflective of the temporal 

politics of women’s liberation, progress, and revolution that each theory of liberal, radical, 

cultural, and socialist “women of color” feminism had constructed.  

1. Feminist Literatures of Postwar U.S. Women’s Movements 

The narrative practice of telling stories of oppression, Joseph E. Davis notes in “Narrative 

and Social Movement,” is essential to the history and politics of postwar U.S. social movements. 

While narrative is often neglected in the studies of social movements, it plays essential roles in 

the formation of “frames, rhetoric, interpretation, public discourse, movement culture, and 

collective identity” of postwar U.S. social movements (4). Narratives form a powerful tool of 

social movements because they are accessible, generative, and “transactional.” As Davis puts it, 

“Stories do not just configure the past in light of the present and future, they also create 

experiences for and request responses from their audience. They are fundamentally transactional, 
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and this, in addition to their organizing operations, accounts for their discursive power” (12). 

Studies of movement narrative for this reason “shed new light on movement emergence, internal 

dynamics, and public persuasion, and addresses cultural aspects of activism” (4).  

Feminist literatures of postwar U.S. women’s movements, likewise, constructed multiple 

narratives of women’s liberation, progress, and revolution which were shaped in and through the 

discursive practices of feminist publications; consciousness raising; legislative campaigns; public 

speeches, and so on. Through these discursive practices, postwar U.S. women’s movements also 

constructed what Joanne H. Wrights calls “political origin stories” or “narrative[s] about the 

beginning of politics and power” (3). Radical feminists from the mid-1960s to the mid-1970s, in 

particular, almost obligatorily attended to the question of the historical existence of matriarchy 

and the “origin” of patriarchal society “as if feminist strategy [of women’s liberation] cannot be 

discussed without some prior discussion of [the origin]” (132). Stories of “origin” constituted a 

narrative staple for postwar U.S. feminist politics of women’s liberation, progress, and 

revolution. These stories of women’s oppression and liberation, to note, also travelled via literary 

means of feminist publications which proliferated during the time of postwar U.S. women’s 

movements, and which generated numerous literary products in various forms and genres of 

writing including position papers, analytic essays, guidebooks, reports, satires, poems, cartoons, 

novels, posters, pamphlets, theater scripts, letters, and manifestos.6 Attesting to the thriving 

                                                           
6 To certain extent, postwar U.S. women’s movements were both initiated and popularized by these feminist 
publications, in particular, by those classic feminist writings such as The Second Sex by Simone De Beauvoir (1953), 
The Feminine Mystique (1963) by Betty Friedan, Sexual Politics (1970) by Kate Millet, The Dialectic of Sex (1970) by 
Shulamith Firestone, Sisterhood is Powerful (1970) edited by Robin Morgan, and Radical Feminism (1970) edited 
by Anne Koedt, Ellen Levine, and Anita Rapone, and also by those underground feminist newsletters and 
magazines.  A list of feminist newsletters and magazines from Tidal Wave and Feminist Literacies includes Notes 
from the First Year by New York Radical Women (New York), Up from Under (New York), No More Fun and Games 
by Cell 16 (Boston), off our backs, NOW Acts, Women: A journal of Liberation (Baltimore), Voice of the Women’s 
Liberation Movement (Chicago), Ain’t I a Woman? (Iowa City), The Voice of the Women’s Liberation Front 
(Chicago), It Ain’t Me Babe (Berkeley), the Women’s Page, Everywoman (Los Angeles), Tooth and Nail (Bay Area), 
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literary bodies of feminist publications, Ann Mather estimated that in 1974, more than 560 

feminist publications appeared in the U.S. alone from March 1968 to August 1973 (“Part I” 82). 

Such proliferation of feminist publications not only provided feminist activists and writers with 

“a place to write” and “develop what was to emerge as new trend in writing”—namely, 

“ personal journalism” (“Part II” 108) but also constructed a shared literary domain in which a 

variety of feminist theories of women’s oppression and liberation were introduced, contested, 

and circulated. As Sara E. Evans notes, with the emergence of feminist periodicals, newsletters, 

and magazines, feminist politics could reach beyond the local circle of activist groups, and 

address itself to the broader range of readership across the country (Tidal Wave 31). Likewise, 

Mather contends that by the year 1968, feminist movement literatures had “moved from the 

hand-circulated position papers and columns of underground papers into the headlines and pages 

of distinctly feminist periodicals” (“Part II” 109). The readership of feminist publications, as 

with any other genre of popular literature, formed a vital literary network through which feminist 

narratives of women’s liberation, progress, and revolution were popularized, contested, and 

placed and tested in the context of daily life.  

In terms of genre and style, many feminist movement literatures from the 1960s and from the 

1970s can be treated as manifestos because they purport to speak from the standpoint of the 

oppressed, and also speak in provocative, polemical, and plainspoken terms.  More importantly, 

these feminist literatures from the 1960s and from the 1970s were generated within the larger 

historical context of postwar U.S. social movements that both historicized minority identities and 

invoked new futurities of the nation-state. Accordingly, feminist literatures of postwar U.S. 

                                                           
Sister (Los Angeles), And Ain’t I a Woman? (Seattle), Lilith (Seattle) as well as popular magazines like Women: A 
Journal of Liberation, Aphra, and Ms. (Tidal Wave 31; Flannery 26-27). 
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women’s movements fit to the genre of speech act that Dian Al-Kassim calls “a tradition of 

oppositional speech” or “rant” (4). Manifesto as a performative speech act, Kassim argues, does 

“more than convey information, execute a command, or phatically gesture toward traditions of 

belonging” (9). Rather, it enacts “a fantasy of addressing the social order that denies the rights of 

speech to the speaking subject but simultaneously demands incessant communication” (9). As 

such, manifestos engender an alternative time and temporality of “history” from within the 

present time. Manifesto, Laura Winkiel remarks, “seeks to break the past,” “draws attention to 

the present moment in order to generate a radically different future, changing the world and 

starting revolution (in arts, politics, or social organizations now!);” “organizes oppositional 

collectivities, a “we” by speaking directly to its audience as if they were face to face;” and 

“raises consciousness by narrating a foreshortened history of oppression and outlines a program 

of an action that is often enumerated for clarity and brevity” (12, italics in original). Manifestos, 

in other words, generate discursive events that “[seize] the present moment in order to intervene 

in history” (Winkiel 1). They “push[] ongoing debates and practices to new realms of 

possibility” and ask audiences “to alter history now” (Winkiel 1).  

In this sense, manifestos compose a narrative of futurity. They “[reject] the past” and 

“[proclaim] themselves the arbiters of the new and the “now”” (Winkiel 1). They purports to 

break out of the totality of historical time, by contesting the narrative flow of progressive history, 

and open up multiple times, locations, and forms of modernity (Winkiel 4). In a related vein, 

Martin Puchner argues that manifesto enacts what he names “a performative poetry of futurity” 

wherein the present structures of dominance are critically articulated via a literary convergence 

of “philosophy and politics, analysis and action, historiography and intervention” (11). 

Manifesto, for Puchner, is an antithetical product of modernity that both embodies and defies 
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“the fantasies, hopes, aspirations, and shortcoming of modernity” (6-7). It wants “to intervene 

and make history” as opposed to be merely expressive or narrative of history (Puchner 22). The 

value of the truth-claim of manifesto, for this reason, Puchner contends, relies on the possibility 

of an alternative futurity that the manifesto is in effect asking to enact here and now (5, 23-24).  

While manifesto as a form makes a critical interruption in the flow of teleological 

temporality of modernity and questions the “progress” narrative of the nation-state, it at the same 

time constructs a collective “we” of the oppressed. The shared identity of the oppressed, to note, 

is also grounded upon the historical narrative of the oppression that the manifesto both constructs 

and criticizes. Feminist writings from the postwar U.S. women’s movements, likewise, 

constructed a narrative of “Woman” or “Women” in their stories of women’s oppression, 

liberation, progress and revolution.  The rhetorics and theories of women’s oppression and 

gender discrimination not only assumed a political unity of “Woman” or “Women,” but also 

performed that unity via the rhetorical construction of a feminist “we.” Karlyn Kohrs Campbell, 

observing the rhetoric of “women’s liberation” as early as of 1973, noted the “intimate” and 

affective aspect of the rhetoric of “women’s liberation.”While “women’s liberation” rhetoric 

attacked “[an] entire psychosocial reality” (75), it did so by creating an intimate rhetorical 

community among women readers who shared their personal feelings and interiority (78). 

Postwar U.S. feminist writers of “women’s liberation” rhetoric, “invited” the reader “into the 

interiority of her self” by “disclosing the inner dynamics of her feeling” such as “fear, anger, 

hatred, and need for love” (80). Through this rhetorical practice, process, and space of 

consciousness raising, the speaking subject and the audiences-readers shared a narrative moment 

in which “a new identity” was initiated and affirmed (Campbell 80).  
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The literary “we” of  the feminist writings of postwar U.S. women’s movements, Katie King 

argues in Theory in Its Feminist Travel (2004), often privileged a vanguard subject of white 

radical feminist who breaks out of the confines of patriarchal heterosexuality through sexual 

revolution. The case of political lesbianism that was theoretically initiated by white radical 

feminist writers such as Anne Koedt and Ti-Grace Atkinson, for instance, constructed the white 

lesbian feminist as the privileged and universaliazable agent of feminist revolution. In contrast to 

this white radical feminist vanguardism, Woman Power (1970) by Cellestine Ware, a black 

feminist writer, points us to the predicament of black women of politically and psychically 

aligning with the position of a feminist “we” when such an alignment analytically preempts both 

racial politics and class politics in its rhetorical construction of feminist revolution and women’s 

liberation (132-133).  

2. Spatiotemporal Politics of Women’s Liberation, Progress, and Revolution 

In the following reading of feminist writings of postwar U.S. women’s movements, I proceed 

in a rather conventional division of feminist politics into liberal, radical, cultural, socialist, and 

“women of color” feminisms, not in order to reinforce these conventions but to remain 

synchronous to the political formation of postwar U.S. women’s movements, as well as to show 

the ideological diversity of postwar U.S. feminist politics. Ideologically and organizationally, 

postwar U.S. women’s movements encompassed a wide range of politics including liberal, 

radical, socialist, cultural, lesbian, Black, Chicana, Asian, Native American, and Third World 

feminisms. Furthermore, each thread of feminist politics also appropriated existing intellectual 

pools of liberalism, Marxism, psychoanalysis, existentialism, and Third World nationalism, to 

name some bodies of analysis.. Notably, ideological diversity within postwar U.S. women’s 

movements does not necessarily mean clear-cut divisions among liberal, radical, cultural, and 
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socialist feminisms. Rather, ideological diversity of postwar U.S. women’s movements explains 

both the factional divisions in postwar U.S. women’s movements, and the overlapping politics 

among liberal, radical, socialist, cultural, lesbian, Black, Chicana, Asian, Native American and 

Third World feminisms.7 

1) The Feminine Mystique and Liberal Feminism: Reclaiming Futurity 

Betty Freidan and her book The Feminine Mystique (1963), as many credit, have shaped a 

representative strand of popular narrative of the politics and histories of postwar U.S. women’s 

movement. Kathryn A. Cady points out that the popular understanding of The Feminine 

Mystique is often inflected by the popular narrative of career feminism that equated women’s 

liberation to paid jobs, and accordingly simplified Friedan’s multi-angled criticism to postwar 

U.S. culture of domesticity.8 In the popular narrative of postwar U.S. women’s movements, 

                                                           
7 The lines between radical, cultural, liberal, or socialist feminist politics were not as clear as it appeared to those 
feminist activists of the 1960s. Sara Evans recollects later that what looked and felt “radical” to the movement 
participants often also belonged to the political pool of liberal feminist politics, as in the example of socialist 
feminist group of the 1960s writing a gender-neutral children’s book or organizing a collective child-care service 
(Tidal Wave 2). Individual activists engaged in multiple threads of feminist politics at the same time, or moved 
from one to another (i.e. Pauli Murray, Flo Kennedy, Ti-Grace Atkinson, Rita Mae Brow, Jo Freeman, Roxanne 
Dunbar). Ideological divisions between “politico” and “pro-woman” often shifted, while the lines among radical, 
cultural, and lesbian feminism often crisscrossed (Echols). Liberal feminism eventually adopted women’s 
liberationist method of consciousness raising, while radical and socialist feminists also supported liberal feminist 
causes in various ways. Likewise, socialist or radical feminist writings often utilized “humanist” discourse of 
individual freedom which underlay postwar U.S. social movements’ discourse of “liberation.”  All in all, ideological 
divisions were more emphasized in the case of women’s movement based in the cities (i.e. New York, Washington 
D.C., Boston) than in the mid-west areas (i.e. Memphis, Dayton), as the small and more conservative cities 
relatively lacked political resources and public support to women’s movement, even during the 1960s and 1970s. 
Histories of “local” women’s movements point us to a more collaborative and coalitional politics of women’s 
movement that cut across ideological borders of liberal, radical, cultural and lesbian feminism. For more details, 
read, Groundswell by Stephanie Gilmore (2012); Suzanne Staggenborg, “Beyond Culture versus Politics: A Case 
Study of Local Women’s Movement” Gender and Society 15.4 (August 2001), 507-530 ; Amy Kesselman, “Women’s 
Liberation and the Left in New Haven, Connecticut, 1968-1972” Radical History Review 81 (Fall 2001), 15-33.  
8 Upon the death of Friedan in 2006, the mass media ran numbers of obituaries that commemorated Freidan’s life 
and legacy, many of which highlighted historical impact of The Feminine Mystique, in saying that it “ignited the 
contemporary women’s movement” or “almost single-handedly revived feminism” (Cady 359). Numerous 
interviews and testimonies from working women attributed the beginning of their careers to their encounter with 
The Feminine Mystique (360-362). The book initiated women’s journey from home to work, from domesticity to 
civic life, and from housewife to a working individual. In these popular and mainstream media commemorations of 
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Betty Freidan and her book The Feminine Mystique mark one of the most recognized “origins” 

of postwar U.S. women’s movements. The two are often acclaimed to have single handedly 

inaugurated postwar U.S. women’s movement by galvanizing women’s consciousness across the 

country, and by urging (middle class) women to pursue higher education and build a life-long 

career track (Coontz xv-xvi ; Meyerowitz 1455-1456). Though this thread of popular narrative of 

liberal feminism not only overshadows other histories of socialist, radical, lesbian, and cultural 

feminism but also misconstrues the lived experiences of Black and Chicana women in the 1960s 

(Coontz 105-108; Meyerowitz 1458-1460), it nevertheless is revealing of the cultural presence of 

Friedan and The Feminine Mystique in the collective remembrance of postwar U.S. women’s 

movements. Freidan and her politics, in this way, has become an integral part of the popular 

narrative of the historical paths of postwar U.S. women’s movements as well as the social 

progress women made over the last decades. In common, they tell a story of women’s integration 

into the mainstream American society.  

The popular cultural representation of The Feminine Mystique, Jane Elliott argues in 

“Stepford U.S.A.” (2008), points us to the intersection of liberal feminist politics and the cultural 

narrative of women’s progress in the 1970s. Stepford Housewives (1972), a novel written by Ira 

Levin and its film adoption in 1975, for instance, presented an urban gothic version of liberal 

feminist criticism of white middle class domesticity, in featuring a story of semi-feminist figures 

of white middle class women moving into a suburban neighborhood and soon degenerating into 

                                                           
Freidan and The Feminine Mystique, women’s transition from home to work, Cady contends, not only simplifies 
feminist politics of The Feminine Mystique, which in effect reached beyond women’s careerism and  timely 
supported the postwar U.S. economy, but also romanticizes the reality of women’s labor that fell far short of 
Friedan’s description of work as self-growing, creative, and fulfilling activities (362-363). Cady correctly reminds us 
that a careful reading of the book reveals that it does not simply promote women’s careerism but “spanned a 
number of areas, including a comparative analysis of 1930s and post -World War II women's magazines, an attack 
on uncritical popularizations of Freudian theories of femininity in mass media and social scientific research, and an 
examination of marketers' articulation of housewives to consumerism” (Cady 358).  
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complete passivity which was metaphorized by the figure of cyborgs (Elliott 35). They lose not 

only their liberty but also the capacity to know what they are deprived of. The film, accordingly, 

Elliott suggests, issued a cultural warning against the passivity inculcated in the private domain 

of the middle class family. The lack of liberty and critical consciousness at the same time 

allegorized the “end of history” which prevailed in the 1970s, due in part to the untimely ending 

of postwar U.S. radicalism (Elliott 34).9 In this film, both women’s identity and time are 

rendered “stagnant” as they are “trapped” in a private domain of suburban domesticity (Elliott 

43). Women’s time as well as their identities now are in crisis. In this sense, the film points to the 

popular adoption of The Feminine Mystique in which the white middle class woman suffers an 

“identity crisis” against all the cultural grains of women’s “happiness” that were inscribed by the 

gender politics of postwar U.S. society. The crisis in women’s time and identity, to note, stems 

from the isolation of women in the private domain, which signified a complete severance from 

the social and progressive time of nation-state.  

Reading The Feminine Mystique, readers encounter a psychosocial scenario of women’s 

progress that maps out the routes of women’s liberation from the “static” time of private 

domesticity. In so doing, Friedan also constructs a binary contrast between the domestic and the 

public. While the private domain of domesticity is linked to problems of passivity, identity-crisis, 

emptiness, isolation, eternal and repetitive present-ness, and inhumanity, the public domain of 

education and work signifies productivity, individuality, self-realization, futurity and humanity. 

The telos of women’s progress, accordingly, aligns with women’s progress from the domestic 

                                                           
9 This ascendance of post-history discourse, importantly Elliott notes, stemmed from the radical optimism of the 
1960s that firmly believed in the possibility of revolution, if not here and now, then in near future. As the 
apocalyptic transition did not happen, but the desire for utopian futurity persisted into the 1970s, post-history 
discourse both repeated and resisted the end of progressive time (Politics Out of Time, 43-47). 
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into the public. In Friedan’s narrative of women’s progress, not only the autobiographical and 

individual stories of women but also the historical time of the women’s movement synchronize 

with the teleological temporality of women’s liberation, from the “static” time of domesticity to 

the progressive time of individuality.10 Friedan argues that it is the domain of work and 

education through which women (re)gain their access to individuality, futurity, and human 

growth. The problems with domesticity, Friedan suggests, are that it stuns women’s self-

actualization as it “traps” women in a repetitive temporality of housework, and in so doing, not 

only blocks women’s access to futurity but also “wastes” women’s human potential. Futurity 

accordingly gains both teleological and existential significance in the narrative of women’s 

progress. As Friedan puts, “it is precisely this unique human capacity to transcend the present, to 

live one’s life by purposes stretching into the future – to live not at the mercy of the world, but as 

a builder and designer of that world – that is the distinction between animal and human behavior, 

or between the human being and the machine” (312). Gaining access to a futurity that is 

foreclosed by the cultural tyranny of domesticity, for this reason, becomes the ultimate means 

and telos of women’s progress.11 

                                                           
10 It is worthwhile to note that Freidan’s understanding of the Suffrage Movement as a “passionate journey” for 
“identity” points us to the presence of a “homogeneous” time of the nation-state that underlies Friedan’s politics 
of women’s progress. Historical time, as represented in Freidan’s reading of Suffrage Movement not only moves in 
continuous and accumulative flow, but also reiterates and overlaps with the autobiographical paths of individual 
feminist activists. These all converge on the theme of “women’s identity.” As she puts it, “It was the need for a 
new identity that started women, a century ago, on that passionate journey, that vilified, misinterpreted journey 
away from home” (80).  The suffrage movement, as the forthcoming postwar U.S. women’s movement would do 
so, emerges out of women’s desire to find their own selves and identity, and become “complete human beings.” 
Suffrage activists “became a difference kind of women,” “complete human beings,” in and by “turning their backs 
on the old feminine image, in fighting to free themselves and women” (88). Not only historical time and 
autobiographical time mirror each other, but also the Suffrage Movement and the postwar U.S. liberal feminism 
continue on the same project, the latter continuing on the historical path opened up by the former. The historical 
time of feminism, in this representation, operates in a continuous, accumulative, and homogeneous mode.  
11 To note, Freidan’s representation of housework as repetitive and static labor, to a certain extent, both repeats 
and resonates The Second Sex by Simone De Beauvoir. In The Second Sex, Beauvoir contrasts the temporality of 
reproductive labor with the progressive temporality of the transcendental subject. Women, unlike men or workers, 
are “out of time” because their lives are bound to the repetitive rhythm of reproductive labor (Deutscher 329). 



45 
 

Notably, Freidan’s narrative of women’s progress revolves around a story of women’s self-

actualization which demands of women an existential leap into futurity. Friedan argues that 

women suffer identity crises because they lack individuality or “a private image” of who they 

were, and accordingly let the “public images” of cultural domesticity dictate their own identities 

and futures (74-75). In depriving American women of autonomous individuality, Freidan 

contends, “the feminine mystique has succeeded in burying millions of American women alive” 

(336-337). Women’s role as a housewife and mother contradicts with the individual or the man 

whose life organizes around social time. Living the time of isolation and repetition, women 

suffer symptoms of identity crisis such as “that bored, diffuse feeling of purposelessness, non-

existence, non-involvement with the world that can be called anomie, or lack of identity, or 

merely felt as the problem that has no name” (181). In order to (re)gain individual selfhood, 

Freidan asserts, women should become “a part of the world” (356). Women’s identity crisis will 

“be cured by finding the work, the cause, or purpose that evokes [her] own creativity” (334). At 

the same time, work matters to Friedan because it is the very key to “futurity” which she views 

to be foreclosed to many postwar American women who are “trapped” in the family and in 

marriage. Postwar U.S. women suffer identity crises because their temporal horizon of futurity is 

effectively damaged if not foreclosed by the cultural confinements of femininity. To quote, 

“Housewives who live according to the feminine mystique do not have a personal purpose 

stretching into the future. But without such a purpose to evoke their full abilities, they cannot 

grow to self-realization. Without such a purpose, they lose the sense of who they are, for it is 

purpose which gives the human pattern to one’s days” (313). Accordingly, futurity defines the 

very essence of modern humanity and becomes the endpoint of Freidan’s liberal notion of 

                                                           
Accordingly, women’s existential task is to transcendent the present “situation” and rise into the time of progress, 
novelty, and productivity (Deutscher 330, 332-333). 
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women’s liberation. Or to put in other terms, “There is no way for these women to break out of 

their comfortable concentration camps except … Only by such a personal commitment to the 

future can American women break out of the housewife trap and truly find fulfilment as wives 

and mothers – by fulfilling their own unique possibilities as separate human beings” (336-337). 

In order to arrive at the status of full humanity, “men must thrust into the future” (78). Therefore, 

only when women regain their access to futurity, they finally “become fully human” (79). Work 

becomes central to the project of women’s liberation because, in and through the domain of 

creative work,  a human being becomes “not merely means of biological survival, but. . . the 

giver of self and the transcender of self, as the creator of human identity and human evolution” 

(333).  

Arguably, to Freidan, the future signifies less a remote endpoint of chronological time but 

rather an existential time in which women should seize in the present. In joining the public 

domain of creative work, woman simultaneously and immediately regains her access to futurity, 

redeeming herself from the “static” and sub-humane time of domesticity. In this sense, the future 

in The Feminine Mystique refers to an existential and lived-temporality of women’s work and 

life, rather than an endpoint in historical time. What matters to women is to reconfigure the 

temporal horizon of women’s self and identity. For this reason, Freidan’s notion of women’s 

progress mainly unfolds in a story of “self-actualization” rather than in a story of sociohistorical 

changes of women’s future. Though Freidan emphasizes the importance of education 

reformation, she understands education as a means to women’s self-actualization, rather than as a 

domain of social transformation. To quote Friedan, “it is my thesis that the core of the problem 

of women today is not sexual but a problem of identity … our culture does not permit women to 

accept or gratify their basic need to grow and fulfill their potentialities as human beings, a need 
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which is not solely defined by their sexual role” (77). Aspiration for self-actualization, Friedan 

further believes and emphasizes, is inherent to human nature, an argument which is also 

reflective of the intellectual influence of postwar U.S. humanistic psychology that Friedan 

enthusiastically studied during her undergraduate period at Smith College.12 To quote, “if the 

human organism has an innate urge to grow, to expand and become all it can be, it is not 

surprising that the bodies and the minds of healthy women begin to rebel as they try to adjust to a 

role that does not permit this growth” (Friedan 292). Women’s need and desire to grow into 

something else and something better, Freidan suggests, is natural and inherent. As Rachel 

Bowlby aptly puts it, in the narrative of The Feminine Mystique, “always … is the same 

humanist appeal to a pre-existing individual self, embryonically there from the start and available 

for a development which can be straight and true or may, by extraneous social influence, deviate 

from its natural course. A girl either grows - grows up, tall and strong - or else she is warped and 

stunted and remains in a state of immaturity or corruption (68).” Domesticity becomes 

problematic because it stuns “natural” human growth. Being confined to the cultural role of 

housewife and motherhood, “she is stunned at a lower level of living, blocked from the 

realization of her higher human needs” (316).  

                                                           
12 Daniel Horowitz points out in his “political autobiography” about Betty Friedan, Betty Freidan and the Making 
the Feminine Mystique (2000), Friedan was intellectually influenced by postwar humanistic psychology and the 
identity theory formulated by Erik Erikson and Abraham Maslow and accordingly foregrounds the importance of 
“self” as the primary domain of liberation (Horowitz 95). According to Mick Cooper (2003), humanistic psychology 
movement in U.S. originated in the 1940s and “reached its zenith in the 1960s on the west coast of America,” led 
by Carl Rogers and Abraham Maslow who “placed particular emphasis on the sovereignty of individual, subjective 
experience, and the need for human beings to be true to their own needs, rather than conforming to the needs of 
others” (65). In a similar way, Ellen Herman (1995) points out that psychology and feminism constructed each 
other in the postwar context of U.S. Second Wave Feminism.  Psychology “offered resources with which to support 
the ideas and actions of the women’s movement: to resist the separation of private and public, to bridge the 
yawning chasms between the psychic and the social, the self and the other (280).” Regarding the influence of 
humanistic psychology upon Friedan’s politics, Daniel Horowitz (2000) draws attention to a variegated 
autobiographical backgrounds of Friedan’s feminist politics which was often either dismissed or overwritten by her 
key positions in liberal feminism. Among many, anti-fascism, labor movement, existential-humanistic psychology 
played importantly roles in Friedan’s young adult-hood and politicization.  
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In naturalizing women’s psychological needs and desires to grow into a full humanity, 

Freidan also constructs a developmental scenario of women’s progress in which women progress 

from the “lower” level of humanity (e.g. sexuality) to the “higher human needs” (e.g. work) 

(316). As noted above, this developmental notion of human growth is not peculiar to The 

Feminine Mystique but is adopted from Maslow’s hierarchical model of human needs, and 

generally found in liberal notions of human progress in which human history is driven by a 

teleological impetus toward a better end.13 What is peculiar about Freidan’s adoption of  the 

developmental model of human needs, rather, is the converging timing of the liberal feminism of 

the 1960s with the economic transition of postwar U.S. society, and the political implication of 

such a convergence. The apparently ironic convergence of postwar U.S. women’s movements 

with the beginning of the post-Fordist neoliberalism, as Nancy Fraser questions in “Feminism, 

Capitalism and the Cunning of History” (2009) points us to the complex entanglement of 

feminist politics with the historical conditions of feminist speeches. Though the postwar,U.S. 

feminist politics was “unambiguously emancipatory,” Fraser contends, it nevertheless grew 

“susceptible to serving the legitimation needs of a new form of capitalism” that emerged in the 

aftermath of postwar U.S. social movements (113). The transition from “the era of state-

organized capitalism” to the neoliberal transnational capitalism, whether coincidentally or not, 

actively appropriated “second wave” feminist criticism to “androcentric state organized 

capitalism” (99). Liberal feminist demands for paid work, for instance, rubricated the economic 

                                                           
13 Developmental narratives of self-growth, self-actualization and self-fulfillment, Alan Gewirth notes, assume a 
self with “a continuing or enduring embodied entity that is aware of itself as a distinctive person, that can 
anticipate a future for itself, and that has desires on which it can reflects (13).” While the discourse of self-
development views “the self” “as a locus of power or capacities that are primed for growth or development 
toward an inherent end, which is the good of the self” (8), it nevertheless fails to see the ethical dimension of self-
growth. In other words, it fails to “provide a place for an ethically important process like choice, deliberation, and 
decision” and leaves “its relevance for human ethical development” “obscure” (10). The assumption that human 
beings are always and already endowed with “potential” that will unfold in the coming time, in the end, also leaves 
the process of the sociohistorical construction of subject unquestioned.  
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transition of postwar U.S. from the Fordist single-bread-winner model to the post-Fordist double-

income-family model by supplying a pool of well-educated, flexible and affordable workers 

(Fraser 110-111). The narratives of women’s self-actualization and human growth, in this 

context, inadvertently overlaps with the then bourgeoning ideologies and practices of neoliberal 

transnational capitalism in which not only men but also women are expected to optimize 

selfhood toward the end of individual success and happiness. Friedan suggests that women’s 

human potential goes “wasted” when those educated, capable, and motivated young women are 

confined to the private households. As Rachel Bowlby aptly notes, the metaphor of “waste” 

prevails throughout The Feminine Mystique, sending a warning to American society about the 

ongoing and future loss of human potentials of women as the source of both individual fulfilment 

and national progress (66, 70). The Feminine Mystique engenders “waste” in both the sense of 

autobiographical development and national progress in preventing women from fully 

participating in the public world.  In this sense, Freidan adds pathological connotation to 

domesticity, arguing that it hampers both individual growth and the progress of the nation-state. 

Not surprisingly, but notably, postwar U.S. liberal feminism is often criticized for its uncritical 

embracing of the nation-state as the ultimate domain of women’s progress.14  

2) Radical Feminism: Invoking a Utopian Apocalypse 

                                                           
14 Friedan’s liberal progressive politics also features the Statement of Purpose of the National Organization for 
Women which she penned in 1966. As it states, “The purpose of NOW is to take action to bring women into full 
participation in the mainstream of American society now, exercising all the privileges and responsibilities thereof 
in truly equal partnership with men.  … NOW is dedicated to the proposition that women, first and foremost, are 
human beings, who, like all other people in our society, must have the chance to develop their fullest human 
potential. …. We organize to initiate or support action, nationally, or in only part of this nation, by individuals or 
organizations, to break through the silken curtain of prejudice and discrimination against women in government, 
industry, the professions, the churches, the political parties, the judiciary, the labor unions, in education, science, 
medicine, law, religion and every other field of importance in American society.” In this statement, Freidan’s 
criticism of the “feminine mystique” translates into an action plan for the liberal feminist organization NOW. As it 
envisages, women will join the mainstream American society, and in doing so, will fully actualize women’s 
underdeveloped human potential.  
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When Shulamith Firestone passed away in October 2012, the Guardian and The New Yorker 

published obituaries, commemorating the legacies of postwar U.S. women’s movements and 

reminding the readers of the utopian politics of radical feminism. The Guardian describes 

Shulamith Firestone someone who “had a knack for being ahead of her time” (Bindel). The New 

Yorker’s obituary, written by Susan Faludi, opens up the piece with a statement that “Shulamith 

Firestone helped to create a new society. But she couldn’t live in it.” Though Faludi is seemingly 

referring to the anti-climactic, solitary, and withdrawn life that Firestone managed after the 

movement, it nevertheless reminds feminist readers of the rather short historical life-span of 

postwar U.S. radical feminism, and its utopian politics. The funeral, Faludi notes, was 

reminiscent of the radical days of the 1960s and the unbecoming after-movement lives of the 

prominent figures of postwar U.S. radical feminism. In a sense, they were mourning the 

unbecoming aftermath of postwar U.S. radical feminism that “a whole generation of feminists” 

were “unable to thrive in the world they had done so much to create” (Faludi). Whereas the 

legacies of postwar U.S. liberal feminism are often celebrated and marked in continuous relation 

to the present status of women, the remnant of radical feminist politics constitutes a cultural site 

of “temporal drag” that engenders and performs anachronistic temporality (Freeman 728). The 

time of postwar U.S. radical feminism, it appears, is out of joint with the rest of the society. 

While liberal feminism moved along the temporal flow of the nation-state, radical feminism had 

encapsulated its politics within the 1970s.  

The present reflection on the politics of postwar U.S. radical feminism with which I have 

begun points us to both the utopian and the apocalyptic desire embedded within the political 

imagination of radical feminism. In comparison to liberal feminism or socialist feminism, radical 

feminism prevails an accelerated and discontinuous temporality of historical change. Radical 
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feminism of the 1960s and 1970s, as many credit, aspired for a utopian history which often 

boldly embraced the apocalyptic revolutionary ending of the old world. It called for a complete 

and irrevocable severance from the history of heteronormative patriarchy. Such a revolutionary 

zeal led the radical feminist to refuse incremental changes and to pursue the  utopian 

transformation of  given worlds. In the 1960s, revolution appeared both immanent and imminent 

to the eyes of many postwar U.S. radicals. Sara Evans, a member of a socialist feminist group in 

the 1960s and a feminist historian, point us to the “exhilarating” experience of “making history” 

of the radicals of the 1960s and 1970s, amidst the rising sentiment of the apocalyptic ending of 

the world they knew of, that is the Cold War era and the liberal hegemony of post U.S. Empire. 

In her recollection, “The late 1960s was a time when many saw themselves as “making history” 

in apocalyptic ways. … The civil rights movement had taken a black nationalist turn, expressing 

the rage of urban black youth by indicating a willingness to use violence in self-defense and 

emphasizing radical solidarity. The horrors of Vietnam War dominated the national news as they 

reshaped both radical and mainstream politics … the assassination of Martin Luther King, Jr. and 

Robert Kennedy shook the nation. By 1969-1970, the student movement … began to implode … 

amid hypermasculine revolutionary and militaristic rhetoric: “shut down the Pentagon,” “stop the 

war machine,” “days of rage”” (Tidal Wave 23-24). Reflective of this accelerating temporality of 

postwar U.S. radicalism in the late 1960s, radical feminist politics incited a clean break up from 

the history of before, and imagined a new beginning for women’s history. Dana Densmore, one 

of the founding members of Cell 16, for instance, recollected later that they did not “foresee an 

orderly future that would in turn become history” but saw themselves “on the verge of a great 

upheaval … like the anticipation of the end of the world for early Christians” (80).  In a similar 

way, Cell 16, the Boston based radical feminist groups which was also famous for their 
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invocation of celibacy, self-defense, and female separatism, pursued a militant line of female 

revolution in part because they genuinely believed the imminent arrival of revolutionary turnover 

(Echols 158-164). Rather than envisioning a gradual and accumulative transition to a better 

world, they imagined an apocalyptic transformation of the world. This shared notion of 

impending revolution also explained why they did not care for properly dating the first volume 

and print of the magazine, No More Fun and Games, a journal published by Cell 16, or 

publishing contact addresses for the readers (Densmore 80). Living in a time of imminent 

revolution, calendar time was rendered meaningless. In the minds of revolutionary-identified 

radical feminists such as Dana Densmore or Roxanne Dunbar, revolution was fast approaching; 

it was going to happen “in the next two or three or five years” but not “go on for twenty, fifty, a 

hundred years” (Densmore 87). The seemingly anonymous name of the group, Cell 16, also 

reflected their shared sentiment of revolutionary politics, that the group was merely a part of 

larger revolutionary movement which they believed to be rising across the country, if not 

globally. Densmore later explained that “the name was meant to convey that we were just one 

cell of the movement for female liberation, like a single cell of a complex organization” (82). 

Though the kind of structural transformation dreamed of did not eventually happen, being in the 

women’s liberation movement transformed the rhythm of daily life and the lived-world of 

“revolutionary” minded feminists. Once she heard the news of the women’s liberation movement 

Densmore recollects, then “Reality shifted, I felt myself to be in a new world. … Having heard 

the word, “women’s liberation,” I knew that for me, there was no going back” (71-72). She 

stopped attending what she called “Resistance dinners” and solely committed to women’s 

liberation movement as she believed it was the most radical movement of all. Among many 

radical feminist groups of the time, she further notes, “we … seemed the most wholeheartedly 



53 
 

ready to overturn and to sacrifice everything the old coherence and whatever conveniences or 

privileges it might be offering us, all our systems of getting along in the man’s world, our very 

lives” (Densmore 84). 

In terms of theory, radical feminism incited a cultural and symbolic death of “women” as the 

very historical product of patriarchal oppression, and a revolutionary beginning of new 

womanhood. One of the prominent radical feminist writers of 1960s, Ti-Grace Atkinson, 

acclaimed revolutionary self-destruction as a necessary step of women’s liberation. In the essay 

“Radical Feminism,” Atkinson asserted that “in order to improve their condition, those 

individuals who are today defined as women must eradicate their own definition. Women must, 

in a sense, commit suicide … we must create, as no other group in history has been forced to do, 

from the very beginning” (83). Kathie Amatniek, a member of New York Radical Women and 

Redstockings, wrote a piece titled “Funeral Oration for the Burial of Traditional Womanhood” 

(1964) in which she announced the death of “the grand old lady” by which she referred to both 

the culture of true womanhood and the “maternal” pacifist women who marched in the Jeannette 

Rankin Brigade, a protest against war that proceeded in Washington D.C. in 1968. Shulamith 

Firestone likewise denounced the event to be “powerless” as it did not break out of the gendered 

notion of women’s difference, namely, maternity (“The Jeannette Rankin Brigade” 18-19). 

Against this “maternal” strand of feminism, New York Radical Women agitated for “women 

power” that did not originate from motherhood or  any other kind of traditional womanhood, but 

from “new” womanhood and sisterhood.  

Radical feminist politics of women’s liberation, as many credit, intellectually culminated in 

The Dialectic of Sex (1970) by Firestone, who was an essential member of postwar U.S. radical 

feminism and yet suddenly “disappeared” from the movement (Echols 195). To note, the politics 
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of radical feminism that Firestone presents in this “dialectical” theory of feminist revolution is a 

mixture of vanguard radicalism and technological determinism. Women must “seize” the means 

of revolution which is the then evolving bio-medical technology of artificial reproduction, in 

order to bring the ultimate “end” of the “tyranny of biological family” (19). In arguing so, she 

presents not only a political theory of feminist revolution but also a new futurity of women’s 

history which she argues to realize by the means of the bio-medical technological abolition of 

women’s reproductive sexuality, and “the slow death of the family” (206). As she proposes in 

the beginning of the book, in the world of post-revolution, “The reproduction of the species by 

one sex for the benefit of both would be replaced by (at least the option of) artificial 

reproduction: children would be born to both sexes equally, or independently of either, however 

one chooses to look at it; the dependence of the child on the mother (and vice versa) would give 

way to a greatly shortened dependence on a small group of others in general, and any remaining 

inferiority to adults in physical strength would be compensated for culturally. The division of 

labor would be ended by the elimination of labor altogether (through cybernetics). The tyranny 

of the biological family would be broken” (19). Women’s oppression, Firestone theorizes, is 

historically rooted in material conditions of reproductive sexuality which puts women in 

vulnerable and exploitative relation to men. Accordingly, “the end goal of feminist revolution 

must be, unlike that of the first feminist movement, not just the elimination of male privilege but 

of the sex distinction itself,” “just as the end goal of socialist revolution was not only the 

elimination of the economic class privilege but of the economic class distinction itself” (19). 

Importantly, Firestone argues that the radical abolition of “sex distinction itself” becomes an 

imminent possibility when feminists seize sociocultural control over the available biomedical 

technology of cybernetic reproduction which she calls the “genuine preconditions for feminist 
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revolution” (206). Women’s liberation will materialize through the sociocultural appropriation of 

the cybernetic reproduction which itself enables the material dissolution of “family” that we 

know of, along with the very notions of “children,” “work,” and “sex.” She boldly contends that 

“cybernation, by changing man’s relation to work and wages, by transforming activity from 

‘work’ to ‘play’ (activity done for its own sake), would allow for a total redefinition of the 

economy, including the family unit in its economic capacity. The double curse that man should 

till the soil by the sweat of his brow and that woman should bear in pain and travail would be 

lifted through technology to make human living for the first time a possibility. The feminist 

movement has the essential mission of creating cultural acceptance of the new ecological balance 

necessary for the survival of the human race in the twentieth century” (Firestone 192). Feminist 

revolution is imperative not only to women’s liberation but to the fundamental transformation of 

human society into a labor-less, family-less, and sex-less future. Feminist revolution entails a 

radical transformation of “not just all of Western culture, but the organization of culture itself, 

and further, even the very organization of nature” (12). The dialectic of sex interweaves multiple 

domains of social changes including the biological, the technological, and the aesthetic, all of 

which Firestone views to intersect through the category of “sex.” As she admits, it is a 

“‘dangerously utopian’ concrete proposal” (211) that she is putting forth in this book. In contrast 

to Freidan’s scenario of women’s progress which entails an existential leap into futurity, 

Firestone’s scenario of women’s liberation mainly unfolds through a revolutionary dialectic of 

sex the process of which she locates between the present and the future, between nature and 

culture, and between the biological and the historical. In this dialectic revolutionary abolition of 

sex, multiple threads of culture, technology, and body crisscross and intermingle in order to 

bring the society to the point where “humanity will have mastered nature totally” and 



56 
 

accordingly, matched “the ideal” with the real, which would also lead to an ending of culture. 

Firestone argues that this ending would be an aesthetic gesture to fill the gap between the ideal 

and the real (182). In the ideal future of “cybernetic communism,” not only would women be 

freed from “the tyranny of reproduction” and economically independent, but sexuality itself 

would also be radically unfettered from the burden of human reproduction (Firestone 221-224). 

The biotechnological abolition of the reproductive heterosexual family, Firestone further 

suggests, would also lead to sociocultural dissolution of the psychosocial triangle of the Oedipus 

complex because children will no longer either form an exclusive bond to biological mothers, or 

be inhibited from incest (223).  

Notably but not surprisingly, Firestone’s apparently naïve if not blind embrace of the 

biotechnological means of artificial reproduction inspired both a utopian imagination of a 

cybernetic future which prominently featured in feminist sci-fi literatures, and criticisms of 

technological determinism. Firestone’s futuristic projection of artificial reproduction encounters 

a historical complexion when it is juxtaposed against the present landscape of artificial gestation 

which entails commercialization of bio-capital and the growing circuit of transnational surrogacy 

that is often delivered by non-white women in under-developed countries (Vora 8 ; Banerjee 

115). Biomedical technology has not brought the end of reproductive sexuality but rather 

fortified it around white, western, and middle-class couples who have frequently “missed” the 

temporal window of biological reproduction for various reasons (including women’s 

participation in higher education and the labor market) and yet are capable of compensating this 

loss with biomedical means of artificial gestation and/or commercial surrogacy by women in the 

“periphery.” 

3) Cultural Feminism: Timeless and Global Oppression of Women 
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The totalistic construction of women’s oppression that culminates in cultural feminism can 

be understood as a logical endpoint of as well as a political dilution of radical feminist politics. 

While cultural feminism differed from radical feminism in its hyper-emphasis on the importance 

of the culture and the body, it nevertheless is prefigured in the binary opposition of sexual 

differences that radical feminist politics prescribed.  Alice Echols, a feminist historian and the 

author of the radical feminist history Daring to be Bad, claims that after 1975, cultural feminism 

“eclipsed radical feminism as the dominant tendency within the women’s liberation movement” 

and “as a consequence, liberal feminism became the recognized voice of the women’s 

movement” (243). Emerging with force at the break-down of radical feminism, which thrived 

from the late 1960s to the mid-1970s, cultural feminism “held out the possibility that women 

could build a culture, a space, uncontained by patriarchy” (Echols 245). While both radical 

feminism and cultural feminism hold onto the essentialist notion of sexual difference, cultural 

feminism differs from radical feminism in its celebratory hailing of women’s culture and space 

as the ultimate domain of women’s liberation. Unlike both liberal and radical feminisms, which 

invested in futurity either in existential or utopian terms, cultural feminism turned to a spatial 

politics that cultivated separate and therefore “uncontaminated” spaces for women’s culture, 

sexuality, and subjectivity as they were exemplified by the separatist and sometimes political 

lesbian feminist practice of building and sustaining women’s collectives. In creating such spaces, 

cultural feminism also pushed radical feminist politics to its logical end, namely the global and 

trans-cultural history of women’s oppression out of which women could escape by means of 

corporeal and metaphysical separation. Robin Morgan, one of the prominent authors of the 

women’s liberation movement, for instance, put forth an argument of an international feminist 

human rights movement at the beginning of the 1970s. In her essay, “On Women as a Colonized 
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People” (1977) she concisely recaptures the cultural feminist thesis that “women are a colonized 

people. Our history, values, and cross-cultural culture have been taken from us – a gynocidal 

attempt manifests most arrestingly in the patriarchy’s seizure of our basic and precious “land”: 

our bodies” (471). Morgan’s writing signals an arrival of international feminism that mobilized 

around the cultural feminist politics of global women’s oppression. In this global and trans-

historical notion of women, as I discuss further below, not only are racial and cultural differences 

ignored, but also the differences between race and sex collapse. One of the seminal writings of 

postwar U.S. cultural feminism, “Fourth World Manifesto” to which I turn, characteristically 

illustrates cultural feminists’ totalistic construction of women’s oppression as a trans-historical 

and cross-cultural phenomenon.  

The “Fourth World Manifesto,” authored by a group of women’s liberationists from Detroit 

(Barbara Burris, Kathy Barry, Terry Moore, Joann DeLor, Joann Parent, and Cate Stadelman) is 

often seen to mark the shift from radical feminism to cultural feminism. The manifesto 

constructs a monolithic and ahistorical theory of women’s oppression that presumably originates 

at the beginning of history, and prevails across all cultures. “Women,” the manifesto asserts, not 

only is power-less, but also class-less, race-less, and nation-less. As the manifesto puts forth, 

“whiteness does not overcome the caste position of being a woman in this society,” for “class is 

therefore basically distinction between males” and not between women (244). Accordingly, “the 

Female Liberation Movement must cut across all (male-imposed) class, race, and national lines, 

any false identification of women with privileges that are really male (such as whiteness or class, 

etc.) will be fatal to our Movement” (245). Differences among women, it is suggested, are fatal 

to feminism. Rather, women’s must unify against “male culture” which created an original 

“split” between male and female, and put women in the position of the “colonized.” As the 
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manifesto closes, the authors  announce that “We identify with all women of all races, classes, 

and countries all over the world. The female culture is the Fourth World” (262). 

Notably, this manifesto was originally drafted in response to the call for the Indochinese 

Women’s Conference, held in Toronto in 1971, and later revised and printed in Notes from the 

Third Year of 1971 (Echols 245). Though the initial concern and motivation of this manifesto 

was to call on the conference organizers’ political appropriation of the women’s liberation 

movement in their titling of the conference, the manifesto in effect went further and established a 

thesis of cultural feminist politics, in part, by reversing the New Left politics of anti-imperialism 

around which the Indochinese Women’s Conference had been mobilized. In response to the call 

for women’s participation in anti-imperialist politics, the manifesto redefined the meaning of 

“imperialism” as male oppression over female culture and body. As the manifesto states, “we 

find it self-evident that women are a colonized group who have never – anywhere – been allowed 

self-determination. Therefore, all women who fight against their own oppression (colonized 

status) as females under male domination are anti-imperialist by definition” (238). For this very 

reason, women in  an anti-war and anti-imperialist movement like those who organized 

Indochinese Women’s Conference, are living under false-consciousness for they have not 

“developed a perspective on how women are a colonized group in relation to men all over the 

world, in all classes, and races, including the Third World” (240). Or, putting in another way, 

“women have been excluded from contributing to the art, philosophy, and science of all national 

cultures” (251). Women, in short, have not been a part of history of culture, but only the victim 

of male history and male culture, it argues. In its effort to define women as “the colonized,” it 

also politically extricates women from histories of imperialism. As the manifesto declares, “war 

is a male institution  … women, who have nothing to say about running the country or fighting in 
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the war, will never end war except by attacking and ending male domination and the sex roles 

where men learn their war mentality” (241). In exempting women from the history of war and 

violence, the manifesto endows women with a trans-historical victimhood that is exclusively 

defined by gender oppression, and extricates all women equally and unequivocally from the 

histories of racism, capitalism, and colonialism.  

In so doing, the manifesto also constructs a trans-historical and global notion of women’s 

oppression. It argues that not only are women “the first group to be oppressed and subordinated 

as a caste,” even long before blacks were enslaved, and still remain uniformly oppressed but also 

that women’s oppression exists across cultural and geopolitical borders (260, 244). For that 

reason, “traveling to different countries” is offered as  “the best way for any woman to find out 

the truth of this statement” that “the repression of female culture is only a question of degree all 

over the world; the underlying reality is basically the same” (252). Cultural differences across 

borders, the authors further claim, “are the superficialities that cover up the fundamental 

similarity of all national cultures the world over …. the split between male culture and female 

culture” (249). The only “cultures,” the authors imply, are “male culture” and “female culture.” 

The latter, they contend, has long been negated and silenced by dominant “male culture,” yet 

shall be reclaimed and recovered. “We are proud of the female principle and will not deny it to 

gain our freedom. It is only by asserting the long suppressed and ridiculed female principle that a 

truly human society will come about. … when the female principle and culture is no longer 

suppressed and male domination is ended forever” (262). Perhaps not surprisingly, the authors 

turn to “body” and construct it as the ultimate and almost eternal “territory” of female subjection. 

“Women, set apart by physical differences between them[selves] and men, were the first 

colonized group. And the territory colonized was and remains our women’s bodies” (247). In this 
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metaphoric figuring of women’s bodies as the geopolitical domain of imperialism, the manifesto 

also oddly repeats the anti-colonial nationalist rhetoric of native women’s sexuality as the 

symbolic frontier of colonial conquest. But more importantly, in defining the female body as the 

very domain of male imperialism, the manifesto also essentializes women’s oppression as one 

out of which women cannot escape other than by the means of “female culture.” By the logic of 

this bodily ground of women’s oppression and the omnipresence of male culture, the authors 

lament, it is impossible to escape from the subject position of the colonized, for the very location 

of subject is that of women’s corporeal bodies. Wherever she goes, she “is” still a woman, and 

accordingly is by definition oppressed. As the authors state, “Crossing national boundaries often 

awakens a woman’s understanding of her position in society. … It is everywhere, there is no 

place to escape” (252 Italic in original) (emphasis added). Women “are” the colonized so long as 

they cannot help but “be” women in both corporeal and metaphysical sense.  

4) Socialist and “Women of Color” Feminism: Multiplicity of Women and Histories 

The socialist feminist statement contained in “Socialist Feminism: A Strategy for the 

Women’s Movement” (1972) expresses distinctive temporal politics that recognizes the 

possibilities of internal ruptures and contradictions within the history of feminism. This 

particular statement, written by a collective of socialist women from the Hyde Park Chapter of 

Chicago’s Women’s Liberation Union, insists that the feminist revolution be situated in a 

specific historical context, and that it mobilize strategic yet revolutionary transformations of 

women’s consciousness and social institutions, by working through the multiple and 

“overdetermined” “contradictions” of power and the “system.” In resisting a monolithic notion 

of oppression and “history,” it urges feminists to engage in multiple junctions of power, arguing 

that “the” system is not seamlessly unified but formed with internal contradictions and crisis. 
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“Contradictions are phenomena necessary to maintain the system but by their own internal logic 

produce forces destructive to it. A knowledge of [these contradictions] helps explain the chaos 

around us, giving a stable context to understand the historically changing process we are in. Such 

an understanding also helps us pick out weak spots of the process, points for defense and attack” 

(Hyde Park Chapter 5). Historical process is not unilinear but multifaceted, as the case of 

women’s participation in labor markets exemplifies: “We have learned from history that, in fact, 

what is progressive for the system as a whole is also the seeds for its destruction. For example, 

increasing the availability of jobs for women and encouraging talented women to enter the labor 

force helps employers and strengthens capitalism but at the same time gives women an 

opportunity to come together physically and unionize as a collective force for change. Other 

women, seeing this, will raise their expectations and demands on the system for a larger share 

than it can offer all” (5). In underscoring the internal contradictions of power also helps feminist 

politics to strategize against the multiple layers of social process because “Contradictions at 

every level of society influence each other and within each level (economic, social, ideological) 

they are mirrored and overdetermined” (6). Given the dynamic, non-monolithic and internally 

contradictory logics of power and the “system,” the manifesto contends, the feminist movement 

“must recognize the historical context of our oppression” (5). Because of the multiple and 

“overdetermined” historical processes of power, the authors contend, the feminist revolution 

must pay attention to daily practices of resistance rather than blindly working for “an alternative 

system” that is “desirable” yet “not possible now” (6). Such an unstable and shifting dynamic of 

power allows the women’s movement to strategize in any given situation without necessarily 

“[developing] a complete theory of the nature of our oppression or [finding] the prime 

contradiction of our oppression (as if there is just one)” (6). Rather, the women’s movement 
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must work through the multiple historical junctions of uncertainties in and against which 

feminist revolution should strategize.  

Black women’s history and the politics of feminist activism of the 1960s and 1970s, 

Kimberley Springer argues, differed from white middle class feminism in that the former “fit 

their activism into their daily life schedules whenever possible” (2) since the majority of black 

women’s organizations could not access the financial resources that may have been available to 

prior or differently historically situated social movements. In a similar vein, Frances Beal once 

addressed the revolutionary imperativeness of the daily, lived, and continuous rhythm of black 

women’s feminist politics in her now classic essay “Double Jeopardy” (1970). Beal states that 

“we must understand that revolution entails not only the willingness to lay our lives on the firing 

line and get killed. In some ways, this is an easy commitment to make. To die for the revolution 

is a one shot deal; to live for the revolution means taking on the more difficult commitment of 

changing our day-to-day life patterns” (121). Writing amidst the revolutionary zeal of the Black 

Power Movement, she critically emphasized the daily practice of antiracism that refused to “wait 

…[for] that great day in the future when the revolution somehow miraculously is accomplished” 

(Beal 122). Black women’s feminist politics reformulated the meaning of revolution as it resisted 

the accelerated tempo of the militant vanguardism of the Black Power movement, and 

nevertheless stood for “revolutionary” politics. The case of the Third World Women’s Alliance, 

a multi-racial non-white socialist women’s group that evolved from the black women’s 

committee of Student Nonviolent Coordinating Committee (SNCC), exemplifies this 

revolutionary yet anti-vanguard politics of women’s liberation. To begin, it is worth noting that 

the Third World Women’s Alliance formed when the Black Women’s Alliance accepted Puerto 

Rican socialist women who approached them in search for non-white socialist feminist group. 
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The organization formed when the Black Women’s Alliance voted for a multi-racial alliance 

which they believed to be “more effective and unified,” despite the cautious opposition from 

those who wanted to focus on a black women’s agenda (Springer 49). The story of transition 

from the Black Women’s Alliance to the Third World Women’s Alliance points us to the 

difference between identity politics and black socialist feminist politics. It is not racial identity 

itself but the historical conditions of oppression and resistance that bind non-white women across 

cultural differences and geopolitical distances. The name and category of Third World Women, 

accordingly, underscores the coalitional binding of a geopolitical spectrum of the colonized 

rather than a monolithic unity of non-white and/or non-western women. As the editorial piece 

“What is the Third World?” importantly acknowledges, the paradox of Third World politics 

notes that the “common oppression” of Third World nations and people is the direct historical 

product of global capitalism that “brought with it imperialist expansion and oppression of the 

nations and peoples of the Third World” and, at the same time, ironically “perfected 

communication and transportation systems which had the effect of exposing the nature of the 

oppressor.” The category of “Third World” broadly encompasses those whose lives are touched 

by the history and culture of colonial capitalism. It not only “consists of the colonized and 

formerly colonized countries of the world” such as Asia, Africa, and Latin America but also 

includes “the descendants of people from Asia, Africa, or Latin America” who now live in the 

United States and in other western countries (“What is the Third World?” n.p.). The coalitional 

politics of Third World women, this article reminds us, is not bound by any monolithic identity 

but rather is formed “in spite of cultural differences” and through the “common historical 

oppression” of racism, capitalism, and colonialism. Reflective of this multi-racial coalitional 

politics, Triple Jeopardy, the newsletter published by Third World Women’s Alliance, covered a 
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wide spectrum of political issues, including forced sterilization, women’s employment, women’s 

roles in revolutionary movements, political imprisonments, the Attica riot, day care services, 

domestic worker’s organizations, and international women’s movements, that related to the past 

and present political conditions of Vietnam, Algeria, Cuba, China, Philippine, Mexico, Chile, 

and Palestine. Together, these subjects reveal a kaleidoscopic yet interconnected map of Third 

World women’s struggles across the globe.  

The politics of Third Worldism, as Christoph Kalter duly reminds us, “allowed for a radical 

critique of existing systems of power and representation while permitting them at the same time 

to elaborate equally radical alternatives” (24). It instigated what Judy Wu calls “radical 

orientalism” through which lens the western radicals imagined and surveyed Third World 

countries as the epitome of anti-imperial revolutionary politics (“Journeys for Peace and 

Liberation” 578). U.S. radicals and anti-war activists traveled to the countries of socialist 

regimes and anti-colonial struggle, such as South Vietnam, Cambodia, North Korea, the People’s 

Republic of China, and China, in their efforts to build international solidarity as well as to bear 

witness to the existence and reality of the Third World and socialist regimes. As white radicals 

and ethnic nationalists of the 1960s believed and hoped, “if revolution was possible in the Third 

World, it had to be possible at home, too” (Kalter 32). The politics of Third Worldism that 

TWWA practiced, I contend, embodied not only the revolutionary anti-colonial imaginary, but 

also importantly, a willful dis-identification with the liberal assimilative temporality which is 

often narrated by the autobiographical, generational, and historical stories of immigrant subject. 

In the narrative of assimilation, the non-white and/or non-western subject projects its future upon 

the figures of white middle class citizen-subject. In contrast, the Third Worldism turns back to 

the purportedly “less developed” and “backward” category of the non-white and non-western. 
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More importantly, it does so by cultivating coalitional relations among “women of color” across 

the geopolitical borders of the nation-state.  

3. Analogical, Metaphorical, and Coalitional Figuration of Racial Others 

In the previous section, I have identified various types of spatiotemporal politics that underlie 

and undergird postwar U.S. feminist narratives of women’s liberation, progress, and revolution. 

In this section, I engage with a question of racial difference and its implications with respect to 

these narratives. While the politics of liberal feminism, radical feminism, cultural feminism, and 

socialist “women of color” feminism vary in their distinctive foci, methods, and goals, they all 

similarly write narratives of women’s liberation, progress and revolution. In the process, they 

also define the temporal and spatial logic of feminist politics: liberal feminism invokes women’s 

existential leap into futurity; radical feminism imagines a revolutionary ending of the biological 

family and reproductive sexuality via the technological progress of bio-medical technology; 

cultural feminism locates women’s oppression in a timeless and omnipresent manner; and 

socialist “women of color” feminism perceives contradictions within “history” and power, and in 

so doing, constructs a multiracial category of Third World women. 

In what follows, I delineate the ways in which racial differences are figured in the narratives 

of women’s liberation, progress, and revolution. It should be noted that the following analysis 

does not aim to reveal a coherent and schematic logic of narrative figuration of racial others, but 

rather seeks to uncover the presence of narrative practices and strategies of thinking through and 

thinking with racial others who are present in the politics of postwar U.S. women’s movements. 

These practices and strategies are also reflective of the historical relation between postwar U.S. 

women’s movements and the Civil Rights movement, as well as the spatiotemporal politics of 
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liberal, radical, cultural, and socialist “women of color” feminism which I have laid out in the 

previous section. 

Though it seems a far stretch between The Feminine Mystique (a narrative of women’s 

progress from domesticity to individuality) and the race-sex analogy (a legislative strategy of 

liberal feminist legislative activism that was central to the history of Equal Rights Amendments), 

I focus the connection between the two, namely in terms of the homogeneous unity of liberal 

progressive politics. As Serena Mayeri points out in Reasoning from Race (2011), the meanings 

and impacts of the race-sex analogy vary according to its practical usage in the historical process. 

Mayeri contends that, notwithstanding the analytic shortfalls and political compromises, postwar 

U.S. liberal feminism’s strategic adoption of the race-sex analogy in its legislative activism for 

ERA was inductive of coalitional politics between the Civil Rights movement and the women’s 

movement. While I do not mean neglect the historic feature of race-sex as a strategic and 

practical mode of legal argument, I would also like to address the temporal logic of liberal 

progressive politics that is inherent to the spatiotemporal logic of the race-sex analogy. As many 

critics to the analogic compellingly argue, the analogical figuration of blacks and women 

prevents an intersectional identity of “women of color” that embodies the simultaneous, inter-

locking, and mutually constitutive relations between race and gender (Alcoff 480 ; Hogeland 46 ; 

Stimpson 473-474 ; Simon 383). In arguing that sex is “like” race, and therefore deserves the 

same adjudicative attention from the law-state, the analogy puts the concepts of racial minority 

and gender minority in interchangeable and alternating positions. Women and blacks take their 

turn before the law-state in order to adjudicate the wrongs of gender injustice and racial injustice, 

though not at the same time. Mayeri acknowledges that the race-sex analogy grew conservative 

over the course of time, as it lost contact with the original coalitional politics put forth by Pauli 
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Murray: “As courts and legal commentators interpreted and reshaped race-sex analogies, they 

often lost the complex and intersectional nuances Murray and other shad earlier exploited” 

(“Common Fate” 1072). When applied to the context of legislative strategy, the analogy became 

“abstract and distancing, . . . without acknowledging how race and sex inequality were 

intertwined, either in law or in the lives of women of color” (Reasoning 40). As the liberal 

feminist strategy of ERA legislation evolved, the original intention of the race-sex analogy 

dissipated and was consumed by the logic of the interchangeability of race and sex, as opposed 

to the connections between them (Reasoning 75). In this scene of adjudication, both racial and 

gender minorities are situated in relation to the position of the universal individual, which 

presumes the uninjured and uncompromised subject of liberalism, in order to make an argument 

of “equality” and “discrimination.” On the level of logic and reasoning, as opposed to the level 

of political practice and historical process, the analogy of race-sex operates within the unity of 

liberal progressive temporality. 

To Firestone, the analogy of race-sex is erroneous not because it neglects racial differences 

among women, but because it potentially hinders women from acknowledging the necessity of 

an independent women’s movement and the foremost importance of a feminist revolution, which 

she argues to be the ultimate solution for social transformation in general. A woman arrives at 

feminist consciousness when she passes the stage of analogical thinking, Firestone argues, 

stating that “eventually the obvious analogy of their own situation to that of the blacks, coupled 

with the general spirit of dissent, led to the establishment of a women’s liberation movement 

proper. The anger spilled over, finally into its proper outlet” (Dialectic 37). More importantly, 

Firestone constructs her own analogy between blacks and women, through a Freudian scene of 

psychosexual drama of the nation-state in which blacks and black women are portrayed as the 
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son and daughter of white heterosexual parents. In her words, “the white man is father, the white 

woman wife-and-mother, her status dependent on his; the blacks, like children, are his property, 

their physical differentiation branding them the subservient class, in the same way that children 

form so easily distinguishable a servile class vis-à-vis adults. This power hierarchy creates the 

psychology racism, just as, in the nuclear family, it creates the psychology of sexism” (109). In 

this metaphorical figuration of psychosexual drama of the nation-state as a large multiracial 

family, the father figures (white men) occupy the center of the nation-state as a large family, 

while the mothers (white women) and children (black men and black women) all compete for the 

power and love of the father. Here, racial politics recede into the psychosexual scenes of an 

Oedipal family. In this metaphorical picture, racial difference is also deprived of the historical 

temporality that is central to Firestone’s dialectic politics of women’s liberation, and spatially 

fixated in the psychosexual dynamic of an Oedipal family, as racism is merely a proxy and 

extension of sexism in Firestone’s totalistic history of sexual politics. As she explains, “racism is 

a sexual phenomenon. Like sexism in the individual psyche, we can fully understand racism only 

in terms of the power hierarchies of the family. … racism is sexism extended” (105). Racial 

politics is deprived of qualitative difference from sexual politics, as “sex-class” is the original 

and fundamental source of all social hierarchies. I argue along with Alcoff that in this 

homogenization of power, white women’s racism against black men becomes “inauthentic” since 

it originates from “false class consciousness,” or white women’s mistaken identification with 

white men. Alcoff aptly points out that in Firestone’s radical feminist politics, white women’s 

racism “does not represent their true interests,” as women’s interests are exclusively aligned with 

gender oppression (Alcoff 478). White women’s racism is rendered immaterial and inauthentic 

because these women are in fact “powerless.” By the same logic, Firestone asserts that black 
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men’s exploitation of and violence against black women become a mere proxy of white men’s 

power, as the black man is not yet the “real man” (111-112). Black men cannot be agents of 

sexism just as white women cannot be those of racism. 

As noted above, totalistic politics of radical feminism also informed the cultural feminist 

construction of women’s oppression as an ahistorical and trans-cultural status quo. While 

Firestone views the race-sex analogy as the pre-phase of authentic feminist consciousness, 

cultural feminism takes it to the logical end, saying that “we ‘are’ the colonized.” It is important 

to note that this statement in effect abandons the analogical bridge of “like” and moves to a 

metaphorical figuration of women “as” the colonized. I argue that the elimination of analytical 

space between women and the colonized is a logical end-product of a type of cultural feminist 

politics that essentially disregards any meaningful transitions in historical time and cultural space 

in its rhetorical construction of women’s oppression as a trans-historical and omnipresent reality 

across the globe. The manifesto suggests that historical time is static and changeless and 

geopolitical borders are rendered futile when it comes to women’s oppression. Within this 

undifferentiated and almost eternal spatiotemporality of women’s oppression, women 

metaphorically assume the position of “the colonized,” erasing both temporal and spatial 

disjunctions in historical time and geopolitical places. 

Last but not least, socialist “women of color” feminism, as has been addressed above, 

resorted neither to analogical nor metaphorical figuration of racial others, but instead formed a 

coalitional politics of multiracial feminist resistance to racism, sexism, and capitalism. The 

politics of “Third World Women” was not immune to “radical orientalism,” but nevertheless 

retained a critical understanding of transnational geopolitics that in effect shaped a common 

condition of oppression across “women of color” in the U.S. and the Third World. This type of 
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coalitional politics also stemmed from the anti-assimilative politics of black feminism, which 

refused the futurity of middle-class citizen-subjectivity, and turned to a geopolitical 

reformulation of “women of color” politics. 

4. Conclusion 

Throughout this chapter, I carried out close readings of postwar U.S. feminist writings of 

liberal, radical, cultural, and socialist “women of color” feminism, in order to delineate both the 

spatiotemporal politics of postwar U.S. feminist politics and their narrative figuring of racial 

others. I have argued that liberal, radical, cultural, and socialist “women of color” feminist 

politics constructed spatiotemporal scenarios of women’s liberation, progress, and revolution in 

which racial others are portrayed in analogical, metaphorical, and coalitional terms. These 

figurations of racial others are both reflective and constitutive of the spatiotemporal politics of 

postwar U.S. feminist politics of women’s liberation, progress, and revolution. 

Analogical thinking fits into the temporality of the liberal nation-state in which women and 

blacks  occupy the position of minority subject alternately, but not at the same time. Logically, 

race and gender become interchangeable categories of oppression, while delimiting the 

intersectional politics of “women of color” in whose experience race and gender mutually and 

simultaneously constitute each other. Metaphorical figuration of race as gender (or vice versa) 

culminates in the cultural feminist rhetoric that “women are the colonized.” While the argument 

is more rhetorical then analytical, it nevertheless successfully constructs women’s oppression as 

a timeless and omnipresent phenomenon that binds women across the globe. In this metaphorical 

line of thinking, the difference between race and gender disappears, rendering racial differences 

among women inauthentic. The coalitional politics of the Third World Women’s Alliance point 

us to a geopolitical connectivity of “women of color” that recognizes both commonality and 
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differences among non-white women in the U.S. The politics of Third World women, in this 

way, manifests what Chandra Talpade Mohanty calls “common difference” (225). 

Thus, the feminist desire to “make” a new history of women not only constructs its own 

spatiotemporal narrative of liberation, progress, and revolution, but also figures racial others in 

analogical, metaphorical, and coalitional terms. Such figuration of racial others, I further argue, 

reveals the entanglement of racial politics and gender politics in the earlier times of postwar U.S. 

women’s movements, rather than a mere exclusion of “race” as a category of politics. In the 

following chapter, I turn to histories of postwar U.S. women’s movements, in which racial 

differences also are narratively figured, constructed, and represented. 
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Chapter.3 Histories of Postwar U.S. Women’s Movements 

Chapter 3 examines histories of postwar U.S. women’s movements with two goals. In the 

first part, I delineate a historiographical map of postwar U.S. women’s movements which 

consists of multiple threads of narratives, subjects, methods, and politics. Histories of postwar 

U.S. women’s movements have been written by both the former activists of the movements and 

the younger generation of feminist historians who claim political affinity to the subject. For this 

reason, histories of postwar U.S. women’s movements not only point to the narrative of U.S. 

Second-Wave Feminism, but also the politics of representation that is cultivated by postwar U.S. 

feminist historians. Histories of postwar U.S. women’s movements adopt narrative strategies to 

forge usable stories and lessons of feminist history. They not only write stories of the “origin,” 

“development,” and “ending” of the movement, but also aspire to grasp the complexity of the 

movement via spatiotemporal figuration of differences. As I show in the second part of this 

chapter, through a close reading of Personal Politics (1980) by Sara Evans, The Trouble Between 

Us (2007) by Winifred Breines, and The World Split Open (2000) by Ruth Rosen, feminist 

historical understanding and representation of racial differences points us to the narrative 

strategies and politics of feminist history. Notably, in reviewing histories of postwar U.S. 

women’s movements, I also construct my own version of a historiographical map in which some 

subjects and agents of these movements are under-represented or misrepresented. The field of 

histories of postwar U.S. women’s movements is wide and still growing, making it challenging 

to do justice to all the works that have been written and published. 

In the second part of this chapter, I carry out a close reading of the three aforementioned 

cases of histories of postwar U.S. women’s movements. These three works by Evans, Winifred, 

and Rosen are chosen for two reasons. First, they are written by former-activists of postwar U.S. 
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women’s movements who became professional historians and feminist scholars. Accordingly, 

these authors claim both intellectual and autobiographical affinity to the subject they write about. 

For this reason, the narrative of postwar U.S. women’s movements they write intersects the 

personal with the historical. Second, the authors commonly highlight the presence of narrative 

strategy to describe, explain, and represent racial differences within the movement. While all 

three works pay due attention to racial differences within the history and politics of postwar U.S. 

women’s movements, narrative structures of “history” often raise challenges to the authors’ 

writing of “black women,” “racial difference,” “women of color” feminism, and “multicultural 

feminism.” In dealing with these representational tasks, the writers all construct their own 

spatiotemporal placing of “race” within the larger narrative of postwar U.S. women’s 

movements. 

1. Feminist Historiography  

To begin, I would like briefly discuss the feminist practice of writing histories of women’s 

movements, which dates back to the suffragists who wrote volumes featured in History of 

Woman Suffrage (1881). Ellen Dubois and Lisa Tetrault commonly point out that the practice 

signaled the beginning of feminists’ efforts to write their own history so as to serve the feminist 

cause as well as to pass down their own history to the next generation of women (Dubois, 210; 

Tetrault 113). While the movement was still unfolding, Elizabeth Stanton and Susan B. Anthony 

undertook a project to historicize the suffrage movement along with Matilda Joslyn Gage, the 

editor of a suffragist newspaper, and started collecting primary documents, soliciting 

testimonials from fellow suffragists, and most importantly, writing their own version of the 

“origin” story of the Seneca Falls convention (Tetrault 112-119). It should be emphasized that 

the project of writing and publishing History of Woman Suffrage began when and because the 
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movement was facing an internal split between those who preferred a movement focusing on a 

single cause and national unity, and those who favored coalitional and state-level mobilization 

against racism, sexism, and capitalism (Tetrault). In documenting and publishing History of 

Woman Suffrage, Stanton, Anthony, and Gage both aimed and expected to establish a political 

unity within the movement and a historical legitimacy of feminist causes to outsiders as well as 

the next generation of women and feminist activists. They knew that “it had simply not been 

enough for women to make their political voices heard” but it had to be written into the 

“collective memory” of the post-Civil War era of America (Tetrault 113). Lisa Tetrault suggests 

that the publication of History of Women Suffrage was both “a stunning act of historical 

imagination” (115) in carving narratives of feminist history, and a politically motivated move to 

gain legitimacy, unity, and authority through a singular story of “origin” and the telos of the 

suffrage movement. In a similar vein, Ellen Dubois describes History of Woman Suffrage as a 

product of “a prolonged, deliberate effort on the part of activists to ensure their place in the 

historical record” (213). Not surprisingly, the volumes present a grand narrative of the suffrage 

movement in which the roles of Stanton and Anthony are elevated to the heroic, while “intra- 

and inter-organizational conflicts were read out of the account, even as they shaped what was 

included and what was excluded” (Dubois 214). The text reduces the “complexity of history of 

the movement” to the individual works of “a handful of leaders who in turn are rendered as 

saints, selfless embodiments of a larger cause” (Dubois 214-215). It also projects a singular 

narrative of suffragist history that reads that “in the early nineteenth century, American women 

began to ‘awaken,’ to follow the road that lay waiting to lead them to ‘advancement’ through 

higher education and the opening up of the professions, past temperance societies and women’s 

clubs, ultimately to arrive at the temple of political equality” (Dubois 215). 
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Feminist historiography, Victoria Brownes contends, provides readers with “a theoretical 

meta-reflection on the way that feminists conceive and construct histories of feminism, and the 

resulting impacts upon feminist political and intellectual practice” (4). It constructs a pedagogic 

field of feminist politics and identity. We learn political lessons of feminist consciousness, 

feminist historical agency, and feminist subjectivity through these stories of feminist activism. 

Much like the suffragists who understood the value and importance of history, feminist activists 

of U.S. Second-Wave Feminism also desired and produced feminist history of their own. 

Prominent feminist figures such as Betty Freidan and Shulamith Firestone not only lamented the 

lack of an authentic and usable feminist past, but also constructed their own version of the 

suffrage movement in political and genealogical relation to the politics of the postwar U.S. 

women’s movements of which they were a part. Though they represented the history of the 

suffrage movement in different terms, they commonly turned to the past to find inspiration and to 

situate their own movement in a historical context.15 

Histories of postwar U.S. women’s movements, notwithstanding the cautionary worry of 

Friedan and Firestone, have not been lost. Rather, these have been well retained by scholarly 

publications, personal memoirs and autobiographies, media representation, and archives of 

                                                           
15 It should be noted that Friedan read the history of the suffrage movement as a “passionate journey” for 
women’s identity, while Firestone highlighted the “radical” potential of the suffrage movement, as well as the 
ultimate “failure” of the previous generation of feminist politics. Accordingly, Friedan in a sense assumes a linear 
and homogenous time in feminist history in assuming that the suffrage movement and her own generation of the 
women’s movement share the same goal, namely to liberate women from the reign of “domesticity.” In other 
words, Friedan read history via the lens of liberal feminist politics that assumes a linear and continuous flow of 
time. Firestone, likewise, applied dialectic temporality in her construction of the historical relation between the 
suffrage movement and postwar radical feminism. Firestone contended that the radical feminism of her time saw 
the limits and failure of the suffrage movement, in that it narrowly focused on gaining suffrage rights, and 
accordingly vowed not to repeat the same mistake. Radical feminism, in other words, aimed to revolutionize 
women’s consciousness across the domains of law, economy, religion, family, sexuality, and culture, and in so 
doing, bring about a fundamental transformation of society. For further details, see Chapter 4 “The Passionate 
Journey” in The Feminine Mystique and Chapter 2 “On American Feminism” in The Dialectic of Sex. 
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postwar U.S. women’s movements. Sara Evans, the former member of a socialist feminist group 

in the 1960s who became a professional feminist historian and author of Personal Politics (1980) 

and Tidal Wave (2003), suggests that the lack of feminist history has pushed many feminist 

activists of her time into the profession of history writing. As Evans remarks, “a large number of 

activists became professional historians” in part because they suffered “the loss of historical 

memory” and henceforth wanted “to spare the next generation the rage [they] experienced about 

having been cut off from [their] own history in all its complexity” (Tidal Wave, 5). Evans’ 

remark implies that writing histories of postwar U.S. women’s movements is in itself a political 

act and investment in the future generation of U.S. feminism. Accordingly, many histories of 

postwar U.S. women’s movements were authored by those former activists who took on the task 

of writing histories of their own.16 For this reason, the historiography of postwar U.S. women’s 

movements is revealing of both the past of feminist politics, and the present feminist relation to 

the past, which are constructed and narrated through the stories of the “origin,” “development,” 

“ending,” and “differences” of postwar U.S. women’s movements. In a related and extended 

vein, the historiography also indicates the shared feminist desire for a continuous renewal of 

feminist history through “multi-cultural” rewriting of the feminist past. 

2. A Historiography of Postwar U.S. Women’s Movements 

In what follows, I delineate a historiographical map of postwar U.S. women’s movements 

that have formed from the mid-1970s to the present time. My focus and aim here is not to 

                                                           
16 It also is notable that many of former activists of the 1960s, including feminists, published autobiographies and 
memoirs in which individual stories both unfold through and shape the historical path of postwar U.S. social 
movements. Examples of feminist memoirs include Outlaw Woman (2001) by Roxanne Dunbar, Life So Far (2000) 
by Betty Friedan, Intimate Politics (2006) by Bettina Aptheker, In Our Time (1999) by Susan Brownmiller, Color Me 
Flo (1976) by Florynce "Flo" Kennedy, and Angela Davis: An Autobiography (1974) by Angela Davis. The Feminist 
Memoir Project (1998) edited by Ann Snitow and Rachel Blau Duplessis also consists of short memoirs of former 
“second wave” feminist activists. 
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construct an exhaustive history of postwar U.S. women’s movements, but rather to draw 

attention to the evolving trajectory of the historiography of such movements. As I show below, 

the historiography of postwar U.S. women’s movements has evolved over the course of time, 

while new topics, analyses, methods, and interpretations have been added to the field, modifying 

the general narrative of postwar U.S. feminism accordingly. 

1) Writing Stories of “Origin” and “Development” 

Historical research on postwar U.S. women’s movements began as early as the 1970s. These 

earlier works of histories of U.S. Second-Wave Feminism were often authored by movement 

participants such as Jo Freeman, who wanted to be a witness of history. The Politics of Women’s 

Liberation (1975) by Freeman acknowledges the imperative of documenting the women’s 

liberation movement. As Freeman explains, “I wanted to be an observer as well as a participant” 

because she knew that she was part of “a new movement” that bore historical significance 

(Freeman, xi). Evans, likewise, initiated her research project while the movement was not yet 

over, in part because she was urged “not to wait” as a good historian traditionally does in order 

to acquire temporal distance which would ensure a certain objectivity, and to do it by herself 

(Personal Politics, x). Reflecting on her personal relation to the subject she writes about, Evans 

remarks that “when I began this study, I knew the outlines of a story that was waiting to be told” 

(Personal Politics, ix-x). She also viewed it as an advantage rather than an impairment. She could 

“comprehend what [the interviewees] had to say in a way that no ‘outsider’ could” (Personal 

Politics, ix-x).  

Earlier histories of postwar U.S. women’s movements, such as The Politics of Women’s 

Liberation and Personal Politics, focus on stories of “origin” and “development” of these 

movements. Of particular importance, as the one of the first academic publications of histories of 
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postwar U.S. women’s movements, Freeman’s work explains “why the two branches [of postwar 

U.S. women’s movements] developed in such different ways, with different problems, different 

strategies of action and different emphases” (Freeman, 10). In so doing, Freeman establishes 

ideological and institutional differences between liberal feminist organizations and women’s 

liberationist groups. While liberal feminist organizations consisted of relatively older, married, 

and professional women who pursued legislative reformations along with cultural changes via 

national women’s organizations, women’s liberationist groups consisted of younger, anti-

institutional, and often revolutionary women who sought a fundamental transformation of 

American society via grassroots dispersion of feminist activism (Freeman, 49-50). Also 

prominent in these “origin” stories are the cultural politics of middle-class domesticity which led 

to the birth of liberal feminism, and the pre-figuring roles of the Civil Rights and New Left 

movements in the formation of the women’s liberation movement. Both Freeman and Evans 

stress the gap between women’s growing presence in education and employment, and the 

seemingly outdated yet strongly prevailing cultural norms of “the feminine mystique” (Freeman 

20-24; Personal Politics 9-11). Many mid-income American families were able to achieve the 

middle-class lifestyle when women picked up part time jobs, at least. For this reason, Freeman 

and Evans suggest that postwar U.S. liberal feminism arguably emerged out of the gap between 

reality and expectation, rather than from a cultural resistance to the “feminine mystique.” The 

other thread of “origin” focuses on the pre-figuring roles of the Civil Rights and New Left 

movements in which radical and progressive white women experienced both liberation and 

alienation. While the movements opened up a relatively egalitarian and radical community for 

women, and in doing so, raised women’s political consciousness, they nevertheless limited 

women to marginal roles of cleric work, community organizing, and sexual partners, making 
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them feeling limited, exploited, and betrayed. The stories of women coming to critical terms with 

this internal contradiction and vocalizing their discontent, include the anonymous presentation of 

the SNCC position paper “Women in the Movement” (1964) in the fall of 1964, authored by 

Casey Hayden and Mary King, and the circulation of “Sex and Caste,” a revised version of 

“Women in the Movement” at the SDS national convention in December 1965 (Personal Politics 

98-101; Freeman 57). As I discuss further below, the “origin” story of the postwar U.S. women’s 

liberation movement consists of scenes of white progressive women becoming politicized, 

gaining historical agency of their won, protesting sexism within the movement, and initiating the 

women’s liberation movement. 

The story of movement women coming to critical terms with the sexism within the 

movement and subsequently launching a movement of their own, primarily features in Daring To 

Be Bad (1989) by Alice Echols. Throughout the book, Echols meticulously traces both the 

historical and ideological development of radical feminism, which constituted the major force 

behind the women’s liberation movement along with socialist feminist groups. The “origin” 

story of postwar U.S. radical feminism mainly consists of scenes of ideological diversions 

between the Civil Rights movement and white progressive women, between the “pro” women 

feminists and the leftist “politico” feminists, among the various groups of radical feminism on 

the East Coast and West Coast, and eventually between radical feminism and cultural feminism, 

which in fact marked the end of radical feminism according to Echols. Consequently, Daring To 

Be Bad offers a detailed and nuanced account of the historical emergence of radical feminist 

ideologies. The diverging points within radical feminism vary from questions regarding the 

“roots” of women’s oppression, whether the enemy is society or men, if women should sexually 

separate from men if the latter is the case, whether consciousness-raising cultivates “navel-
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gazing” narcissism or transpires social actions, whether the women’s movement should be 

engaged with other frontiers such as capitalism and racism or should solely focus on women’s 

issues, and so on. In other words, the history of U.S. radical feminism, in Echols’ account, is 

driven by ideological struggles. 

Echols also frames the history of radical feminism from 1967 to 1975, contending that 

radical feminism was “eclipsed” by cultural feminism after 1975 (243). In her argument, she also 

draws an ideological distinction between radical feminism and cultural feminism. Whereas 

radical feminism retained a critical perspective regarding the larger sociohistorical structures of 

women’s oppression, Echols argues, cultural feminism turned to a diluted, individualistic, and 

consumerist version of feminist politics that often uncritically celebrated women’s differences, 

whether located in the domain of sexuality or culture. Notably, Echols’ negative featuring of 

cultural feminism raised a critical counter-argument from Verta Taylor and Leila Rupp, who 

emphasize cultural feminism’s historical contribution to the sustainment of feminist politics 

throughout the conservative era of 1980s and assert that the cultural feminist practice of 

women’s shelter and women’s culture were often sustained and cultivated by lesbian feminist 

activists. Taylor and Rupp further argue that while cultural feminism was perhaps less than 

vanguard ideologically, it was nevertheless essential to the survival of feminism in the 1980s. 

2) Expansion of Narrative Scope  

Following the earlier and foundational works of Freeman, Evans, and Echols, a thematic 

diversification and spatiotemporal expansion of historical narratives of postwar U.S. women’s 

movements ensued. By the 1990s, histories of postwar U.S. women’s movements began to tell of 

a broader temporal and political scope of postwar feminist politics. Three books – Controversy 

and Coalition (1994) by Myra Marx Ferree and Beth B. Hess, The World Split Open (2001) by 
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Ruth Rosen, and Tidal Wave (2003) by Sara Evans – together construct a larger historical 

narrative of postwar U.S. feminism. Controversy and Coalition (1994) by Ferree and Hess, a 

both chronologically and thematically organized study, situates postwar U.S. women’s 

movements in the larger socio-historical contexts of women’s progress, including education, 

employment, religion, family structure, reproductive rights, media representation, and more. In 

doing so, the book draws critical attention to both material and ideological conditions of postwar 

U.S. women’s movements. The authors suggest that it was not just the availability of feminist 

ideologies, but structural changes in material conditions of women’s lives that revived feminism 

in the 1960s. In broadening the scope of postwar U.S. feminism beyond the “origin” and 

“development” stories of liberal feminism and the women’s liberation movement, Controversy 

and Coalition also pays equally close attention to the socio-economic conditions of life that 

affected feminist activists as well as the larger constituency of feminism: women. Last but not 

least, the book follows the path of postwar U.S. feminism throughout the 1980s and 1990s, and 

also projects a future direction. Throughout the 1970s and the 1980s, many feminist agendas 

were both dispersed and absorbed into the more mainstream and institutional domains of policy, 

law, institutions, and popular culture. At the same time, postwar U.S. feminism faced a 

neoconservative backlash throughout the 1980s and pushed back on the issues of abortion, 

sexuality, and employment. 

The World Split Open by Rosen is distinguished from Controversy and Coalition by its 

historical analysis and narrative writing, which allows readers to follow the story in more 

continuous and accumulative terms. In this story, the reader encounters both historical and 

psychological scenes of postwar U.S. women’s movements, which unfolded from the 1950s to 

the 1990s. Building upon available historical surveys and sociohistorical studies, and drawing 
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from interviews and archival research, Rosen constructs a story of an “American feminist 

revolution” that she argues to have transformed American society. The World Split Open narrates 

that liberal and radical women of the 1960s grew out of the cultural boundary of middle-class 

domesticity, had unprecedented chances to explore sexual liberty with all the risks attached to it, 

participated in postwar U.S. social movements and fought the sexism within these movements, 

were pursued and surveilled by FBI, started international women’s movements, and transformed 

the whole world. Tidal Wave by Evans, a sequel to Personal Politics, also covers a longer 

trajectory of postwar U.S. feminism from the 1960s to the 2000s, forging a larger historical 

narrative. Importantly, Evans also constructs a theoretical framework to explain the ups and 

downs of postwar U.S. women’s movements as a historical force and historical event. Evans 

contends that the revolutionary force of postwar U.S. feminism is located in the “personal 

politics” that made women historical agents of their own. To quote Evans herself, “the brilliant 

creativity and the longevity of feminism in the late twentieth century is ground in the 

breathtaking claim that the personal is political” (Tidal Wave 4). Accordingly, Evans organizes 

the history of postwar U.S. women’s movements around the dynamic of “personal politics”, 

which she views to be the underlying and driving force of these movements. Personal politics 

constitutes the core of postwar U.S. women’s movements, because these “depended less on 

specific ideas than on the ability of women to tell each other their own stories, to claim them as 

the basis of political action” (Tidal Wave 29). Personal politics made it possible for feminists to 

“redefine the world using their own lives as a template” (Tidal Wave, 29). Correspondingly, the 

movement reached its high and low points when the “personal politics” both transformed public 

institutions and almost colonized the personal lives of feminist activists, and realigned when 

“personal politics” regained its practical balance between ideological purity and activist 
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pragmatism, transforming the deeper gender structure of postwar U.S. society. In this way, Tidal 

Wave represents the history of postwar U.S. women’s movements as a dynamic and lived course 

of feminist politics that thrived, fragmented, and revived over the course of last four decades. 

3) “Localizing” the Stories 

During the 1990s, feminist historians also turned to the “local” stories of postwar feminist 

activism, and in doing so, countered previous stories of the “origin” and “development” and 

“factions” of postwar U.S. women’s movements. While the divisions of liberal, radical, socialist, 

and cultural feminism have conventionally been accepted, “local” histories of women’s 

movements proposed coalitional alliances across ideological lines of division. Groundswell 

(2013) by Stephanie Gilmore looks into the local chapters of NOW in Memphis, Columbus, and 

San Francisco, not to affirm national stories of liberal feminism, but to provide “local” women’s 

movements with their own stories. Gilmore explains that histories of “local” and “community-

level” feminism “moves beyond the concept of national movement” (Gilmore 7). These histories 

bring up the significance of grassroots activism in different locales by moving away from the 

East Coast and major urban cities. They also reveal the stories of coalitional politics rather than 

those of ideological purity and splits in postwar U.S. feminist politics. Another equally 

prominent point in the histories of “local” feminism is the inter-generational continuance of 

feminist politics. Nancy Whittier wrote one of the first book-length histories of local feminism, 

entitled Feminist Generations (1995). The book argues for generational continuity in postwar 

U.S. feminist politics by documenting three decades of radical feminist activism in Columbus, 

Ohio. Whittier states that although radical feminism reached its political apex by the mid-1970s 

and retreated to institutional activism during the 1980s, this does not necessarily mark the end of 

radicalism. Rather, postwar U.S. feminist politics survived throughout the 1970s and 1980s via 
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women’s shelter, queer politics, liberal-civic institutions, and women’s studies. Feminism in the 

Heartland (2002) by Judith Ezekiel adds another local history of postwar feminist activism from 

the mid-1970s to 1980s, located in Dayton, Ohio. Ezekiel suggests that local histories of postwar 

women’s movements resemble national history in that the women’s liberation movement 

emerged against the political backdrop of the Civil Rights and New Left movements in the 

1960s, expanded and institutionalized in the 1970s, and weathered a conservative turn in the 

1980s. Yet, as a key point, she argues that local women’s movements unfolded and were 

sustained under their own specific and unique terms, shaping both the local history and feminist 

history in an interactive manner. Finding The Movement by Anne Enke (2007) adds a unique 

story of feminist activism by following the spatial and mobile trajectories of local feminist 

activism in racial and sexual diversity, and across the multiple spatial sites of club, coffeehouse, 

bookstore, women’s center, shelter, softball team, and women’s health clinic, located in upper 

Midwest cities such as Minneapolis, Twin Cities (St. Paul), Detroit, and Chicago. Significantly, 

Enke locates the women’s movement not from a fixed location of feminist institutions and 

women’s organizations, but from the process of serial and simultaneous unfolding of feminist 

politics in multiple places. In short, histories of “local” women’s movements disrupt the 

established chronology and periodization of postwar U.S. women’s movements as well as the 

ideological map of postwar U.S. feminist politics, by revealing different stories of “local” 

feminist activism that were sustained after the “end” of mass mobilization of postwar U.S. 

women’s movements in urban cities. This was achieved through coalitional politics across the 

ideological lines of liberal, radical, cultural, and socialist feminism (Gilmore 7).  

4) Civic, Labor, and Socialist Feminist Histories 
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Whereas these case studies of “local” histories of postwar women’s movements broaden the 

locus of these movements beyond New York, Washington D.C., Chicago, and San Francisco, the 

histories of liberal, civic, and labor feminism expand the ideological boundaries of the 

historiography of the movements that often privilege gender politics over labor politics. Susan 

Hartmann’s The Other Feminists (1998) focuses on the historical contribution of liberal 

feminism in civic, labor, and religious institutions such as the ACLU (American Civil Liberties 

Union), IUE (International Union of Electrical Workers), NCC (National Council of Churches), 

and the Ford Foundation. The research prevails in showing the importance of institutional and 

financial support to the achievement of liberal feminism in the 1960s and 1970s. Daniel 

Horowitz’s self-claimed political biography of liberal feminist leader Betty Friedan, Betty 

Friedan and The Making of Feminine Mystiques (2000), launches a critical reconstruction of the 

popular understanding of Friedan as a former suburban housewife who dramatically transformed 

herself into a leading activist of postwar U.S. feminism, by revealing the past of Friedan’s 

involvement in a labor newspaper. Horowitz suggests that Friedan’s politics of women’s 

liberation is not solely defined by her experience as a suburban housewife, which Friedan herself 

often presented as the only identity she had before she became a part of postwar U.S. women’s 

movements, but also by multiple intellectual and political influences of existential humanism, 

humanistic psychology, anti-fascism, metropolitan internationalism, and the leftist labor 

movement. In doing so, Horowitz both complicates Friedan’s political persona and corrects the 

shared and misguided belief regarding the ideological purity of postwar U.S. liberal feminist 

politics. Likewise, The Other Women’s Movement (2004) by Dorothy Sue Cobble brings in the 

stories of “feminist” politics of women’s labor movement activists of the 1940s and 1950s, while 

also underscoring and demonstrating their continuous and critical impact upon the emergence of 



87 
 

postwar U.S. liberal feminism. Throughout the book, Cobble demonstrates that labor feminist 

activists of the 1940s and 1950s became central to the progressive labor movement and union 

activism, fought for both gender equality and labor justice, and to a certain extent shaped 

postwar U.S. liberal feminist politics of gender equality. In gathering the histories and 

autobiographical stories of labor feminist activists whose contributions and importance have 

been neglected by both feminist histories and labor movement histories, Cobble also aims to 

correct the dominant frame of First and Second-Wave Feminism, in which the time between the 

two generations of feminist politics falls into a chasm. The familiar genealogy of the women’s 

movement, Cobble cogently notes, not only omits the women’s labor activism sustained 

throughout the “void” of the women’s movement, but also downplays the importance of class 

politics in feminism. Red Feminism (2001) by Kate Weigand departs from a similar kind of 

content, and accordingly, writes a history of socialist feminists in the Communist Party from the 

1930s to the 1950s. Like Cobble, Weigand also proposes that socialist and leftist feminist women 

not only worked for the dual causes of gender quality and social justice, but also pre-figured 

“personal politics” in their effort to bring the “women question” to the political frontier of 

American socialism. Together, Hartmann, Horowitz, Cobble, and Weigand make a critical 

intervention to the genealogy of U.S. feminism that privileges liberal feminism and radical 

feminism as the main forces of the women’s movement.  

5) Cultural Stories and Analysis 

Adding to the thematic and spatiotemporal diversification in the historiography of postwar 

U.S. women’s movements, were those cases of cultural analysis of feminist fictions, movement 

literatures, and media representation of the women’s movement in the 1960s and 1970s. First, 

literary analysis of feminist fictions and movement literatures includes Feminism and Its Fiction 
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(1998) by Lisa Maria Hogeland, Feminist Literacies (2005) by Kathryn Flannery, and Popular 

Feminist Fiction as American Allegory by Jane Elliott (2008). In adopting methods of literary 

analysis, all three works drew readers’ attention to the literary structure and function of feminist 

publications in the 1960s and 1970s, in both fictional and non-fictional genres. Feminism and Its 

Fiction (1998) initiated a literary analysis of feminist politics by reading feminist and women’s 

fictions in the 1970s through the lens of feminist politics of women’s consciousness and 

liberation. Hogeland argues that feminist and women’s fiction in the 1970s, such as The 

Women’s Room, Fear of Flying, Women on the Edge of Time, The Female Man, and Burning 

Questions, configured with feminist politics of sexuality and did the work of raising 

consciousness through the literary experience. Following Hogeland’s conceptualization of 

feminism as literacy, Feminist Literacies (2005) also focuses on movement literatures of 

women’s liberation politics in the 1960s and 1970s, and their polemical style and contents. Jane 

Elliott’s Popular Feminist Fiction as American Allegory (2008) analyzes the temporal structure 

of postwar U.S. women’s movement narratives of women’s oppression and liberation that were 

embedded and articulated through feminist fictions of the 1970s such as The Women’s Room, 

Vida, Rubyfruit Jungle, The Stepford Housewives, Meridian, and The Color Purple. Second, 

cultural and historical analysis of the mass media coverage of postwar women’s movements and 

feminist agendas is carried out by works such as Mass Media and the Shaping of American 

Feminism, 1963-1975 (2003) by Patricia Bradley, Feminism in the News (2011) by Kaitlynn 

Mendez, and Feeling Women’s Liberation (2013) by Victoria Hesford, to name a few. Feeling 

Women’s Liberation, in particular, distinctively claims to be less than a history and more so an 

affective reading of the history of postwar U.S. women’s movements. Hesford traces media 

representation of the postwar U.S. women’s liberation movement, while focusing on the media’s 
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construction of “the figure of feminist-as-lesbian” that was enunciated in context of radical 

feminist politics (250). Hesford also suggests that this figure of white-feminist-lesbian, both 

fictional and historical, operates as “a screen memory” that mediates the relation between the 

past and the present (16). 

6) Multiracial Histories of Postwar U.S. Feminism 

As the field of histories of postwar U.S. women’s movements grew diverse in terms of 

themes, methods, and scope, what also emerged was a multiracial history of these movements. 

While Giddings’ pioneering work When and Where I Enter (1984) first made a critical 

intervention upon both black liberation history and feminist history, it was not until the 2000s 

that “multiracial” histories of postwar U.S. women’s movements became a prominent trend. 

First, newly written histories of Black feminism and Chicana feminism began to contest the 

“origin” stories and timelines of postwar U.S. women’s movements. These new histories pointed 

out the multiple yet simultaneous “origins” of White, Black, and Chicana feminism, and shed 

light on the converging and diverging historical paths of White feminism and “women of color” 

feminism (Roth; Blackwell; Thompson; Baxandall; Clawson; Laughlin). Second, feminist 

historians began to critically question temporal metaphors of feminist histories such as the 

“wave” and “generation.” Both “wave” and “generation” are argued to uncritically cultivate a 

reproductive continuity of feminist history that represses the heterogeneity of feminist politics 

(Roof; Thompson; Laughlin; Hewitt). 

Benita Roth’s Separate Roads to Feminism (2004) argues for a separate yet simultaneous 

development of White, Black, and Chicana feminist politics from intra-movement spaces by the 

end of 1960s. She suggests that differential locations of politics are often omitted from linear 

teleology of history that puts the White women’s movement first and at the origin, while 
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positioning women of color feminism as a belated agent of feminism. Countering the narrative of 

the temporal “lag” of women of color feminism, Living for the Revolution (2005) by Kimberley 

Springer also highlights the historical presence of African American women’s organizations and 

activism from the late 1960s to the end of 1970s that practiced both an interstitial politics 

between the black liberation movement and the women’s movement, and an intersectional 

politics of race, sex, and class. It is Kimberly’s contention that “black feminist organizations” 

had developed in “parallel” to and simultaneously with white women’s feminism (3). Politics of 

black feminist organizations such as the Third World Women’s Alliance (TWW), National Black 

Feminist Organization (NBFO), Combahee River Collective, and the National Alliance of Black 

Feminists (NABF) grew out of the postwar U.S. Civil Rights movement and Black Power 

movement, yet remained independent and self-sustaining despite the paucity of political 

“resources” that black women in general could access and mobilize. Racism and class disparity 

all challenged black feminist organizations in ways different from the white women’s movement 

that thrived and proliferated into the late 1970s. The Trouble between Us (2007) by Winifred 

Breines brings white socialist feminism in juxtaposition to black socialist feminism, by tracing 

the converging and diverging historical paths of the two. Breines’ question mainly evolves 

around the historical (im)possibility of the interracial beginning of postwar U.S. feminism. As 

much as liberal progressive white women hoped for a universal sisterhood, Breines argues that 

they nevertheless failed to fully grasp the hard reality of racism that existed both within and 

outside the movement. The failure of white feminism in particular stemmed from liberal 

universalism that understood racism on an abstract and analytical level, but not as a lived 

experience. As a consequence, white feminism and black feminism developed in parallel once 

they departed from the interracial community of the student Civil Rights movement. Through the 
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phases of the Black Power movement and New Left movement, black socialist feminists and 

white socialist feminists learned lessons of sexism within the movement, and came to organize 

their own politics out of which the Bread and Roses, and the Combahee River Collective formed. 

The Trouble between Us claims that black feminism and white feminism once had a chance to 

develop interracial feminism but failed. As a results of both the naivety of white feminism and 

the need of black feminists to prioritize racial politics, the two groups struggled their way 

through the Black Power and New Left movements, came to stand by themselves, and reunited 

by the early 1980s when “women of color” feminism finally brought racial politics and gender 

politics together. ¡Chicana Power! (2011) by Maylei Blackwell, one of the first book-length 

historical accounts of Chicana feminism, writes a history of Las Hijas de Cuauhtémoc from the 

1960s to the 1970s through oral histories of former members of the organization and archive 

research, a methods the author dubs “retrofitted memory” (2-3). Blackwell contends that Chicana 

feminist history does not merely “add” to the narrative of postwar U.S. women’s movements, but 

“transforms the ways we understand these narratives” (3).  

Multiracial histories of postwar U.S. women’s movements, along with other “revisionist” 

approaches to U.S. Second-Wave Feminism, also led to the publication of two anthologies that 

explicitly challenged the temporal frame of “wave” and “generation” of U.S. feminism: Breaking 

the Wave (2010) edited by Kathleen A. Laughlin and Jacqueline L. Castledine and No Permanent 

Waves (2011) edited by Nancy Hewitt. These works both challenge and correct the shared 

genealogy of First-, Second-, and Third-Wave Feminism by bringing histories of multiracial, 

inter-generational, and coalitional feminist activism as well as histories of non-mass-movement 

forms of women’s resistance to sexism, racism, and capitalism. They also point us to the 

temporal logic of feminist historical narrative that segments, marks, and privileges particular 
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historical periods over others. Accordingly, and along with Springer and Blackwell, the 

anthologies suggest that writing stories of Black feminism and Chicana feminism retains a 

radical potential to transform the narrative structure of histories of postwar U.S. women’s 

movements. 

3. A Close Reading of Histories of Postwar U.S. Feminism 

In this section, I carry out a close reading of Personal Politics (1980) by Sara E. Evans, The 

Trouble between Us (2006) by Winifred Breines, and The World Split Open (2000) by Ruth 

Rosen. I choose this set of books for two reasons. First, as noted above, these books are written 

by former activists of postwar U.S. women’s movements who claim both autobiographical 

affiliation and historical affinity to the subject they write about. Second, these books are 

revealing of the stories of “black women” and their narrative relation to the history of postwar 

U.S. women’s movements. While Personal Politics highlights the pre-figuring role of “black 

women” in the “origin” and “development” of feminist consciousness and feminist historical 

agency, The Trouble between Us offers a revisionist and reconciliatory reading of the converging 

and diverging path of black socialist feminists and white socialist feminists from the 1960s to the 

1980s. Both of these works are revealing of the presence and influence of racial politics in the 

formative years of postwar U.S. women’s movements, as well as the ways in which history 

narratively figures the trace of racial politics in the past. The World Split Open follows a longer 

and broader historical trajectory of postwar U.S. women’s movements that ranges from the 

1950s to the 1990s, and in doing so, constructs a grand narrative of these movements. This 

narrative features stories of “women of color” feminism, in either additive or constitutive terms. 

With that said, in reading these works, I follow the traces of “black women” and “women of 
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color” feminism so as to closely examine how each history constructs a story of racial difference 

in its respective narrative of postwar U.S. women’s movements. 

1) Personal Politics (1980) by Sara Evans 

Personal Politics, as noted above, establishes an “origin” story of the postwar U.S. women’s 

liberation movement. Drawing from the oral histories of the founders and participants of postwar 

U.S. women’s movements, Evans takes readers through the autobiographical and historical 

journeys of young white women from the postwar U.S. cultural myth of domesticity to the 

scenes of Christian existentialism, the “beloved community” of student Civil Rights movements, 

the sexually and racially charged scenes of the Freedom Summer of 1964, the militant and 

nationalist politics of the Black Power movement, the idealistic yet sexist institutions of the New 

Left movement, and the inauguration of the women’s liberation movement. It is a story of white 

progressive women gaining political consciousness, organizational skills, and friendship through 

their participation in other causes. More importantly, it also is a story of white progressive 

women coming to the South, living in an interracial and egalitarian community and working with 

black Civil Rights activists, and gaining feminist consciousness and historical agency. It is a 

story of the “origin” and “development” of white feminist subjectivity. Throughout these 

journeys, Evans narrates that young white progressive women “abandoned the limitations of the 

feminine mystique” and discovered “new vistas of possibility and a new sense of self” (61, 59). 

What they also gained was the “inner strength and self-respect to explore the meaning of equality 

and an ideology that beckoned them to [fight racism, capitalism and sexism]” (23). Ultimately, in 

the end of this journey, these founders of the postwar U.S. women’s liberation movement 

“arrived at their feminist consciousness” (232). In sum, Personal Politics foregrounds the history 
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of the Civil Rights movement and New Left movement as the pre-figuring places of feminist 

consciousness and feminist historical agency.  

While many read and credit Personal Politics as an “origin” story of white feminist politics, 

and with good reason, in this reading I turn to the traces of the story of “black women” and 

intersectional formation of white feminist historical agency, which are latent in this “origin” 

story. The story of white progressive women coming to terms with their own agency to “make 

history,” I argue, also represents “black women” in “pre-figuring” relation to the “origin” of 

postwar U.S. feminist consciousness and feminist historical agency. The story also points us to 

the presence of intersectional politics in the “origin” story of postwar U.S. women’s movements. 

The “SNCC Position Paper” (also known as “Women in the Movement”) (1964) by Mary King 

and Casey Hayden, for instance, soon became a narrative staple of histories of postwar U.S. 

women’s movements. While many understand the politics of this paper only through the lens of 

white women’s gender consciousness rising against sexism within the movement, a careful 

reading of the scene also reveals the presence of racial politics within this scene of “origin” in 

which white progressive women initiate feminist criticism against gender oppression within the 

student Civil Rights movement. First, Evans suggests that black women provided white women 

with a lived example of feminist historical agency that preceded the women’s liberation 

movement. Second, the narrative of Personal Politics reveals that the gender oppression that 

white women experienced and protested within the movement, to a certain extent, was also 

shaped by their racial identity. As Evans cogently notes, “white women” embodied both a racial 

privilege and sexual objectification in 1960s Southern local communities. For this reason, the 

position paper by King and Hayden marks both the initiation of feminist gender consciousness as 

well as the very dissipation of racial politics into the universal notion of women’s oppression. 
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First, Evans suggests that black women activists and local participants of the Civil Rights 

movement prefigured feminist historical agency. They not only provided young white 

progressive women with a role model, but also psychically replaced white mothers who 

remained behind the safety line of middle-class domesticity. Local black women who “furnished 

the backbone of leadership in the local [Civil Rights] movement,” Evans remarks, set “vital 

examples of courage and leadership” (Personal Politics 76). These older local black women 

“became ‘mamas’ in the sense of substitute mother figures, a new model of womanhood” 

(Personal Politics 53). They not only politically educated young white progressive women 

activists and later volunteers from the North, but also mentally and physically nurtured them 

through the challenging time of the movement. The relationship epitomizes the interracial ethics 

and ideals of “beloved community,” a philosophy that drove the student Civil Rights movement. 

Furthermore, the relationship reveals young white progressive women’s understanding of black 

activist women as the figures of feminist historical agency. Black women activists in the Civil 

Rights movement not only defied the cultural expectation of domesticity – which was in effect a 

cultural byproduct of the economic privilege of the white middle class – but also embodied the 

kind of historical agency that feminist subjects should aspire to have. In other words, black 

women activists narratively and historically prefigured the futurity of young white progressive 

women who were searching for a different life other than that of a middle-class housewife. 

Second, the “origin” narrative of Personal Politics reveals that the feminist consciousness 

that was articulated by King and Hayden was shaped by racial politics as well as gender politics. 

Living with and within the egalitarian community, young white women learned to exercise their 

own agency, but at the same time refrained from field work and leadership positions due to both 

racial politics and gender politics. As Evans explains, “From the beginning, a cluster of young 
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white women committed their lives to the revolt of black youth and shared most of that revolt’s 

complexities: the exhilarating senses of ‘making history,’ which brought in its wake hard work, 

anxiety, fear, and comradeship. The civil rights movement of the sixties allowed white 

participants no license to cling to a patronizing self-image or to decide the movement’s agenda” 

(42). At the same time, white women’s presence not only raised racial tension in local 

communities, but also threatened black authority in the movement. The development of white 

women’s historical agency, in this sense, was circumscribed by racial politics. Being a part of the 

Civil Rights movement caused these women to consciously and affectively unlearn racial and 

class privilege, because the experience of being in the local Civil Rights movements made white 

women “to see the South through the eyes of the poorest blacks” which enabled “a start of 

confrontation with the brutality of white racism that had been there all along” (42). For this 

reason, white women in the student Civil Rights movement dealt with contradictory tasks of both 

building autonomy and agency that defied postwar U.S. cultural norms of middle-class 

domesticity, and exercising modesty when it came to the question of sexual, moral, and symbolic 

stakes of white womanhood in the South. Together, the predicament of white women in the 

southern Civil Rights movement “brought [them] face to face with the tangled relationship 

between race and sex, and with the fact that they, as white women, were walking symbols of 

racial domination” (43). In other words, racial politics and gender politics were intersecting and 

mutually constitutive of each other in this scene of white progressive women going to the South 

and fighting against racism, and in doing so, discovering their own historical agency to “make 

history.” This also underscores the conflicting relation between racial politics and gender politics 

in the “origin” narrative of postwar U.S. women’s movements. While white women aspired for a 

fuller exercise of autonomy and agency, which in fact encompasses the inauguration of feminist 
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politics from within the movement, their positions could not help but be limited to supportive 

ones because of the symbolic stakes of “white women” in the South. In other words, the 

historical development of feminist consciousness in this sense was mediated by racial politics of 

postwar American society. 

Considering the prefiguring role of black women and the intersectional shaping of white 

women’s agency within the student Civil Rights movements, the fact that the “origin” narrative 

of Personal Politics culminates in the story of the “Women in the Movement” position paper 

deserves critical attention. The story of the “Women in the Movement” position paper which 

soon gained currency in the “origin” story of postwar U.S. women’s movements, marks the 

moment when the intersectional formation of white women’s historical agency translates into a 

unilateral gender consciousness via sex-race analogy. In this paper, King and Hayden, two white 

veteran women activists of Civil Rights movements, articulate gender politics via a race-sex 

analogy. The paper not only lists examples of sexism and gender-binary labor assignment in 

SNCC, but also appeals for gender justice by making an analogous argument to racial justice. To 

quote: “Assumptions of male superiority are as widespread and deep rooted and every much as 

crippling to the woman as the assumptions of white supremacy are to the Negro. Consider why it 

is in SNCC that women who are competent, qualified, and experienced, are automatically 

assigned to the ‘female’ kinds of jobs such as typing, desk work, telephone work, filing, library 

work, cooking, and the assistant kind of administrative work but rarely the ‘executive’ kind” 

(King and Hayden 234). Analogical thinking, as discussed in Chapter 2, linearizes the 

simultaneous formation of racial politics and gender politics, by putting these into 

interchangeable and qualitatively homogeneous terms. In this paper, the intersectional formation 

of white women’s identity in the Southern student Civil Rights movement transits to gender 
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consciousness that presages the arrival of the women’s liberation movement. As the paper 

concludes, Hayden and King anticipate that “maybe sometime in the future the whole of the 

women in this movement will become so alert as to force the rest of the movement to stop the 

discrimination and start the slow process of changing values and ideas so that all of us gradually 

come to understand that this is no more a man’s world than it is a white world” (235).  

In reading Personal Politics, we follow the story of “origin” in which the traces of racial 

politics dissipate into the emerging moment of feminist consciousness and feminist historical 

agency. While the relation between the political significance of King and Hayden’s position 

paper in the 1960s and the historical representation of it remains to be further explored and 

analyzed, Evans’ story of “origin” is nevertheless revealing of the pre-figuring and constitutive 

role of racial politics in the historical development of postwar U.S. feminist consciousness and 

feminist historical agency. Whether Evans intended it or not, the narrative of Personal Politics 

marks the historical threshold of postwar U.S. feminist politics behind which the intersectional 

conditions of postwar U.S. feminist politics silently dissipate. The narrative of Personal Politics, 

I read and argue, constructs a symptomatic site of representation of the historical “origin” of the 

postwar U.S. women’s movement.  

2) The Trouble Between Us (2006) by Winifred Breines 

The Trouble between Us by Winifred Breines, a former member of the Boston-based white 

socialist feminist group Bread and Roses, does not traditionally belong to the history book genre, 

but nevertheless provides historical understanding of postwar U.S. women’s movements. For 

Breines, the primary reason for writing this book is to go down the historical paths of black 

socialist women and white socialist women, and understand why postwar U.S. women’s 

movements failed to build “racially integrated women’s liberation” (6). Herself being one of the 
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white feminists who came to political age via the interracial idealism of the student Civil Rights 

Movement, Breines finds the question critical to the current representation of postwar U.S. 

women’s movements as “white” and “racist” movements (7). The book also bears great personal 

significance to her and other white socialist feminists who believed in the idea of racial 

integration both in larger society and in women’s movements, yet failed to see the reality of 

racial oppression in postwar American society. Breines suggests that revisiting the scenes of 

postwar U.S. women’s movements may offer her a chance to reconcile with the radical yet 

idealistic vision of interracial feminism that she and other white socialist feminists pursued and 

failed to achieve. In admitting her own complacency with “white nostalgia” (10) for the liberal 

idealism of the 1960s, Breines now resolves to take a retrospective and analytical approach to the 

“troubles” between white socialist feminists and black socialist feminist in the formative time of 

postwar U.S. women’s movements. Accordingly, the book consists of both a story of failure and 

a hope for reconciliation.  

To find the answer to the question of why interracial feminism failed, Breines returns to the 

1960s and revisits the historical path of white socialist feminist politics in comparative and 

intersecting relation to black socialist women, with whom white socialists once shared liberal 

idealism but failed to forge sisterhood. Looking back, Breines learns that liberal idealism did not 

fully grasp the reality of racism that existed both within the movement and in the outside world. 

Though white socialist feminists cultivated critical racial consciousness, this remained on an 

abstract and analytic level of understanding, and accordingly failed to solicit black women’s 

interests. White socialist feminists and black socialist feminists once shared universalism but 

took separate paths to “multi-racial” feminism throughout the 1970s. On the one hand, black 

women joined the Black Power movement, learned the lessons of gender politics, and started the 
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black socialist group Combahee River Collective, in which they could articulate gender politics 

and racial politics simultaneously. On the other hand, white women joined the New Left 

movement, likewise fought sexism within the movement, and came to start the women’s 

liberation movement through organizations such as the Boston-based socialist feminist group 

Bread and Roses. In Breines’ account, the paths of white feminism and black feminism 

converge, diverge, and parallel: “White and black feminism developed on parallel tracks, distant 

from earlier notions of solidarity and integration” (4). Once they were separated from each other, 

“white and black feminists, then, worked against enormous odds in order to recover each other 

and devise a politics in which they could work together. They had to reinvent new racial, 

gendered, and sexual selves in the effort to develop collective political work” (17). In this 

narrative, the arrival of “women of color” feminism in the 1980s signifies a teleological and 

converging ending of the two separate yet parallel historical paths of black feminism and white 

feminism. The time of the 1960s and 1970s, likewise, becomes a passage to “women of color” 

feminism that arrives by the end of 1970s, and accordingly the time of learning and development 

of intersectional politics on both sides of white socialist feminists and black socialist feminists.  

The failure on the white feminist side, Breines acknowledges, lies on the idealistic optimism 

and liberal universality that cultivated “the desire for a transcendent connection” (17) between 

white women and black women, or the universal sisterhood. She notes: “The postwar liberalism I 

imbibed in my Northern, white, middle-class, suburban family and in the larger society abstractly 

embraced the value of American tolerance and acceptance of one another regardless race” (17). 

In a similar way, the white socialist feminist group Bread and Rose failed to bring about the 

multiracial women’s movement they genuinely aspired for, at least on an analytical level, 

because the group did not live so much as it theorized anti-racist politics: “Black women were 
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consistently on members’ minds, but in these early years [of Bread and Roses] their theory was 

more interracial and racially sensitive than was their practice” (108). Likewise, though the group 

enthusiastically supported the black liberation movement, this support also partially stemmed 

from a “romantic vision of the Panthers and third world revolutionaries as the threatened 

vanguard of the revolution” (111). For young white women, “it took time … to build a diverse 

feminist movement” notwithstanding the efforts and “labor” they put in (11). Breines contends 

that once the white women and black women departed from the student Civil rights movement 

and took diverging historical paths to feminism, “white and black socialist feminists, then, 

worked against enormous odds in order to recover each other and devise a politics in which they 

could work together. They had to invent new racial, gendered, and sexual selves in the efforts to 

develop collective political work” (17). Breines further explains that “their histories and 

memories can be reconciled only through recognizing that the legacies of racism that kept them 

apart and unequal and so uneasy with one another have taken, and are continuing to take, a 

lifetime to undo” (17). It is a story of reconciliation and even redemption, as much as of 

“trouble.” 

The arrival of “women of color” feminism and Third-Wave Feminism marks the narrative 

ending of The Trouble between Us, as well as the resolution of the past “troubles” between white 

feminism and black feminism. It is worth noting that Breines ends the book with Gloria 

Anzaldúa’s introduction to the 2000 edition of This Bridge We Call Home. Breines reclaims the 

history of the student Civil Rights movement as a political “home” that she and other white 

progressive feminists shared with black women, a meaning reconfigured via the growing 

understanding of “women of color” feminism. The “home” no longer signifies a place of safety 

and comfort, but rather a domain of uncanny heterogeneity that constantly reconfigures. Breines 



102 
 

argues that to inhabit this place, one must now cultivate and practice critical racial consciousness 

as white socialist feminists have been doing since the 1960s. This new “home” is also a place of 

futurity – such as the Third-Wave Feminism which Breines views to be unburdened from the 

past of racial segregation – and is ready for “multicultural and integrated movement” (196). This 

young generation of feminists “grew up with Audre Lorde, Alice Walker, and Gloria Anzaldúa” 

(197), and accordingly embody the future possibility of interracial or transracial feminist politics. 

Notably, Breines also reclaims the historical value of “critical racial consciousness” – which 

white socialist feminists have labored to cultivate and practice since the 1960s – as the source of 

multiracial feminism. She writes: “It took time to absorb ideas that grew out of experience and to 

practice them, but white and black socialist feminists were impassioned; they pushed on and did 

not turn away in defeat” (197). Even though it failed to build an interracial feminism from the 

beginning of the postwar U.S. women’s liberation movement, their labor of “critical racial 

consciousness” did not go to waste, as it became the source of “multicultural” feminist politics of 

Third-Wave Feminism: “The process that white and black socialist feminists went through alone 

and together, their painful debates about racism and how to build an inclusive feminist 

movement have expanded younger women’s understanding and strategies” (199). It is from such 

future feminism that Breines finds the possibility for redemption and reconciliation. The Trouble 

between Us concludes that the failed yet not wasted labor of liberal universalism and white 

socialist feminists’ “critical racial consciousness” will save young people from the “pain and 

disappointment of failed community” and “loss” (201). In the end, history comes full circle and 

redeems the loss of liberal idealism in an uncanny manner. 

Throughout The Trouble between Us, Breines strives to reconcile with the past, in which 

time she and her generation of white socialist feminists were optimistic about transcending 



103 
 

racism, but nevertheless failed to do so. It is worth noting that Breines pays critical attention to 

the white socialist feminist anti-racist politics and reclaims the value of them from the vantage 

point of looking back. In particular, it is the availability of “women of color” feminism that 

enables Breines’ reconciliation with the past, as well as her acknowledgment of the limits of 

liberal idealism that they upheld. The arrival of “women of color” feminism, Breines suggests, 

signals a future possibility of inter-racial feminism. As I argue with Rachel Lee in Chapter 4, 

such a futuristic rendering of “women of color” feminism is often found in the progress narrative 

of postwar U.S. feminism. At the same time and importantly, Breines’ reconciliatory narrative of 

postwar U.S. women’s movements entails a critical reformulation of the past, as well as the 

relation between the past and the present.  

3) The World Split Open (2000) by Ruth Rosen  

Feminist responses to the publication of The World Split Open are varied. On the one hand, 

the text is welcomed as a “lucid and wide-ranging” story that skillfully weaves multiple threads 

of postwar U.S. women’s movements into “a single narrative” (Weiss, n.p.). On the other hand, it 

is also seen as “a kaleidoscopic portrait of a movement that spanned the country and eventually 

touched women of every class, religion, and ethnicity,” but without much analysis or argument 

about the subject (Rosenberg 641). As a common characteristic, both views point to the synthetic 

and aggregative character of The World Split Open in that it aims more for a holistic narrative 

than analytic specificity.17 Rather than focusing on a specific aspect or thread of postwar U.S. 

women’s movements, Rosen aims to weave multiple threads of events, ideas, agents, and politics 

of these movements into a common narrative. As such, The World Split Open strives to be 

                                                           
17 Thomas Bender observes that by the 1908s, synthetic narrative, , became a useful means of writing history into 
“American history.” With the growth of social history that focused on both specific and analytic threads of 
histories, synthetic narrative offered a useful strategy for writing a “common” narrative of American history. 
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inclusive, revisionist, and comprehensive of racial, sexual, and class differences within the 

movement. To achieve this, the book also utilizes a wide range of available publications of 

histories, sociologies, and autobiographies of postwar U.S. women’s movements, in addition to 

archival research and interviews. The narrative scope spans from the 1950s to the 1990s, from 

the Cold War cultural politics of “the feminine mystique” to the arrival of “global feminism.” 

Rosen states that postwar U.S. women’s movements transformed the national landscape of 

American women’s lives, across family, economy, culture, education, and politics. Without 

involving “artillery fire, mass strikes, massacred protesters, bomb explosions” which were the 

image of revolution, postwar U.S. women’s movements “did subvert authority and transform 

society in dramatic and irrevocable ways; so much so that young women who come of age in the 

twenty-first century would not even recognize the America that existed before the feminist 

revolution came about” (Rosen, xi). Furthermore, the movement did not just impact white middle 

class women and was not driven by their interests alone, but also touched the lives of black 

women, lesbian women, working class women, and more. It is a story of “American feminist 

revolution” that has developed out of “a deep and abiding belief that in America, one can always 

reinvent oneself” (Rosen, xiv). Postwar American women, Rosen remarks, gained “a common 

language with which to express their shared subordination” (36) through feminism, and in doing 

so, transformed both women’s lives and American society. 

It is worth noting that this book does not follow a specific agent of feminist politics, but 

rather proceeds in both chronological order and across thematic categories. While the whole 

story moves from the 1950s to the 1990s, it is thematic coherence that holds the story together. 

In implementing such coherence, Rosen skillfully reassembles available histories, 

autobiographies, surveys, archival documents, feminist publications, and interviews into 
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thematic stories of feminist rebellion against “the feminine mystique,” consciousness raising, 

“injuries of sex,” and so on. Narrative unity is sustained by thematic coherence of feminist 

politics rather than the agents of activism, or the interconnectedness of the historical event. In 

this thematic organization, Rosen takes readers inside scenes of postwar U.S. women’s 

movements, revealing how young women in the 1950s stood up against “the feminine mystique,” 

how they set themselves free from the “ghost” of domesticity and motherhood, organized liberal 

feminist legislative activism, ventured into sexual liberty and fought for birth control, engaged in 

political activism including the Civil Rights movement and New Left movement, fought for birth 

control and women’s health service, withstood government surveillance and internal frictions, 

faced the discourse of post-feminisms and consumer feminism, survived backlash, and ushered 

in “women of color” feminism and “global feminism.” In reading the book, one also comes 

across stories of racial, class, and sexual differences within the movement. Rosen strives to show 

that the story of “American feminist revolution” consists of multiple threads of politics and 

agents that go beyond white middle-class feminism. Rather, diversity and difference appear 

inherent to and constitutive of postwar U.S. women’s movements. For instance, following the 

story of Betty Freidan and The Feminine Mystique is the letter from Gerda Lerner to Friedan 

pointing out the lack of black women’s history in The Feminine Mystique (5-6). The story of 

Lerner’s admonition is added to remind readers of both the white-centeredness of Freidan’s 

politics and the presence of critical racial consciousness among white socialist feminists in the 

1960s. Black women’s different politics of “beauty” also adds to the story of white radical 

feminist protest against the Miss America pageant (159-164). The story of feminist sexual 

politics also features black women’s criticism of Black Power nationalism’s emphasis on black 

women’s role as a mother of the race, as well as (political) lesbian feminists’ criticism of 
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heterosexuality (147, 164-175). Likewise, the scene of Mary King and Casey Hayden writing 

“Women and Caste” also features the influence of “women welfare recipients” and Ella Baker, 

who commonly taught King and Hayden political lessons about women’s value and strength 

(112). Throughout the book, Rosen asserts that postwar U.S. women’s movements were not 

merely dominated by white middle-class women, but consisted of multiple politics of gender, 

race, class, and sexuality. Rosen’s representation of liberal feminist leadership accurately sums 

up the logic of synthetic narrative of postwar U.S. women’s movements, and its ways of figuring 

differences in the narrative. Among the earlier founders of liberal feminist organizations, the 

story recounts that “rural women taught those who never milked a cow about the isolation and 

precariousness of farm life. African-Americans tried to teach their white counterparts about how 

racism affected every aspect of their lives. Trade unionists described the conditions under which 

they worked to professional women. Lawyers and professors revealed, in turn, the kinds of 

discrimination and ridicule they encountered. Housewives tried to convince union activists and 

minority women that they, too, felt devalued as individuals” (70). Out of these conversations and 

learnings, they arrived at common understanding of gender inequality: “The cumulative impact 

of these conversations and revelations gave rise to a collective awareness that whatever women 

did, their work was devalued, and that most women – wherever they worked, whatever the color 

of their skin, whatever their ethnic or regional background – did not participate in the same 

educational, economic, or political worlds as their male counterparts” (70). In this story, the 

commonality of gender discrimination is proved and enhanced by the diversity of women’s 

experiences and backgrounds. All of these examples point to narrative placing of differences 

through a frame of diversity. While the history of postwar U.S. women’s movements consists of 

multiple threads of racial, class, and sexual politics, all such threads narratively aggregate to a 
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common story of “American feminist revolution.” My point here is not about content, but rather 

the narrative logic of synthesis that enables multiplicity of feminist politics within the larger 

narrative of postwar U.S. women’s movements. Synthetic narrative, in the case of The World 

Split Open, makes it possible to aggregate multiple stories into a common narrative of 

“American feminist revolution” that retains both diversity and coherence. 

4. Conclusion  

In this chapter, I have charted a historiography of postwar U.S. women’s movements and 

carried out a close reading of three cases of histories of these movements written by former 

movement participants. In so doing, I worked to demonstrate: 1) the presence of narrative 

construction of postwar U.S. women’s movements; and 2) the presence of narrative figuring of 

racial differences both within the larger historiographical construction of postwar U.S. women’s 

movements and within the individual cases of histories of these movements, such as Personal 

Politics, The Trouble Between Us, and The World Split Open. While all three works are 

conscious of racial differences within the history of postwar U.S. women’s movements, their 

ways of representing racial relations vary. Personal Politics places “black women” in a pre-

figuring relation to the history of postwar U.S. women’s movements, as it represents local black 

women as political mother figured for young white women in the student Civil Rights 

movement. At the same time, the book also points to the intersectional shaping of white 

women’s experiences and agency within the movement. While the movement provided white 

women with an egalitarian environment, it nevertheless placed white women in marginal roles 

due to both racial politics and gender politics within the movement and the local community. For 

this reason, the scene of “origin” in which white women protest against gender oppression within 

the movement marks the historical threshold of when and where racial politics dissipates behind 
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the universal notion of women’s oppression. In this way, the feminist “origin” story of Personal 

Politics signals not only the birth of white feminist historical agency, but also the historical 

threshold when intersectional politics dissipates into universal gender politics. The Trouble 

between Us constructs a retrospective and reconciliatory narrative about the historical relation 

between white socialist feminists and black socialist feminists. While the two once shared the 

history of the student Civil Rights movement, they soon diverged onto separate paths throughout 

the 1970s until they were reunited by the arrival of “women of color” feminism in the 1980s. 

Breines’ retrospective turn to the past engenders both an analysis and narrative of different 

historical paths of black socialist feminism and white socialist feminism that once shared their 

“origin” in the interracial Civil Rights movement. At the same time, Breines strives to salvage 

the values and remnants of white anti-racist consciousness, which she views to be unjustly 

dismissed in the present historiography of postwar U.S. women’s movements. Such salvation, 

notably, comes through the futuristic rendering of the Third-Wave Feminism that claims 

generational affinity to “women of color” feminism. The World Split Open composes a synthetic 

narrative of postwar U.S. women’s movements in which racial difference become a constitutive 

part of the diversity of postwar U.S. feminist politics. The book points to a narrative strategy and 

the limits of writing an inclusive history of postwar U.S. women’s movements. While The World 

Split Open strives to do justice to the political complexity of these movements, it does achieve its 

narrative goal via a multicultural redressing of American women as the agents of feminist 

history. In the end, the narrative unity of postwar U.S. women’s movements is enriched via the 

adoption of “difference” and its rendition into “diversity.” 
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Chapter.4 Post-Feminisms and the Crisis of Feminist Futurity 

In prior chapters, I have pointed to the postwar U.S. feminist narrative practice of making 

and writing feminist history. Whereas feminist desires to “make” history produced manifestos of 

women’s liberation, progress, and revolution, feminist labor to write their own past generated 

histories of postwar U.S. women’s movements. Both manifestos and histories utilized narrative 

form of discourse in which the past, the present, and future aligns in temporal order. Postwar 

U.S. feminist narrative practice of making and writing feminist history, though, encounter a 

crisis as the discourse of post-feminisms emerges. The discourse of post-feminisms, as I discuss 

below, marked the “end” of feminism for various reasons: feminism had accomplished what it 

wanted and therefore arrived at its teleological end; feminism had lost its radical impetus and 

became institutionalized; and the unity of “History” or “Women” was no longer guaranteed. 

While the discourse of post-feminisms consists of multiple stories of completion, ending, 

transition, reformulation, and continuance of postwar U.S. feminism, they collectively construct 

a discursive landscape in which the possibility of feminist history is contested and revitalized. 

Though the discourse of post-feminisms is distinctive from the genre of manifestos and histories 

which I discussed in previous chapters, it nevertheless shares the narrative element of postwar 

U.S. feminist history in which the beginning and ending of feminism are marked and contested. 

The discourse of post-feminisms registers the narrative crisis of postwar U.S. feminist history as 

well as the various feminist responses to the crisis. In both registering and responding to the 

crisis of feminist history, the discourse of post-feminisms engenders a discursive landscape of 

late modern feminist politics. As I argue throughout this chapter, late modern reconfiguration of 

feminist politics involves both neoliberal temporal logics of Western women’s progress and 

neocolonial spatial logics of non-western women’s development.  
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With them said, chapter 4 traces the discursive contours of post-feminisms and in so doing, 

also identifies the spatiotemporal logics of post-feminisms that are formulated by both 

neoliberalism and feminist criticism, and by the present locus of postwar U.S. feminism. While 

the neoliberal discourse of post-feminisms targets young middle class women and urges them to 

focus on the present and move into the future, the feminist discourses of and response to post-

feminisms vary from a nostalgic attachment to the “origin” of postwar U.S. women’s movements 

to a multicultural reformulation of feminist futurity. Both strands of post-feminism, I point out, 

utilize a spatiotemporal placement of non-western women and multiculturalism so as to enclose 

and revamp feminist history. While neoliberal discourses of post-feminisms relocate the domain 

of women’s progressin the subject of non-Western women and in so doing buttress the 

neocolonial project of development-empowerment and humanitarian intervention, the feminist 

discourse of post-feminisms both attributes the end of postwar U.S. feminism to, and projects the 

futurity of postwar U.S. feminism upon the arrival of multicultural feminism. Such a discursive 

entanglement of post-feminisms with multiculturalism, I further suggest, points us to the late 

modern reconfiguration of the spatiotemporal politics of feminist history and its relation to racial 

differences.  

1. Post-feminisms: Recurrent and Multiple 

To begin, the discourse of post-feminisms evolve in a both recurrent and multi-layered 

manner. This phenomenon resurfaces in the aftermath of the women’s movement, generating 

multiple strands of responses, including anti-feminist backlash, nostalgic turns to the past, and 

futuristic reformulations of feminist politics. Though post-feminism mainly signals “the 

“pastnesss” of feminism” (Tasker and Negra 1), it also generates a futuristic reformulation of 

feminist identity and feminist history. Whereas the “pastness” of feminism is underscored by 
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neoliberalism and neoconservative backlash, the futurity of feminism is insisted on by feminist 

scholarship. Over the last two decades, women’s studies conferences and feminist publications 

vigorously discussed the future (im)possibility of postwar U.S. women’s movements.18 In this 

way, the discourse of post-feminisms does not so much pinpoint the “end” of postwar U.S. 

feminism as it gestures toward the late modern discursive landscape of postwar U.S. feminist 

politics. In this discursive landscape of post-feminisms, I argue, feminist history and futurity is 

defined, contested, and revitalized. Such practices and processes of defining, contesting, and 

revitalizing feminist history, importantly and notably, entangle with the narrative enlisting of 

“women of color” or non-western women as a proposed new agent of women’s progress. For that 

reason, a close examination of the contour and content of post-feminisms is revealing of the 

multiple facets of the discursive reconfiguration of feminist history and its spatiotemporal 

politics, which themselves entangle with the subject of non-western women and 

multiculturalism.  

The discourse of post-feminisms, as Susan Faludi argues in Backlash: The Undeclared War 

against American Women (1991) often consists of “countercurrents and treacherous undertows” 

that push back the progress of women achieved by feminist activism (xxi). In essence, the 

discourse of post-feminisms can be seen simply as reactionary conservatism. According to 

                                                           
18 “Feminist Futures” Conference (April 26-28 2013, Wellington, New Zealand) ; NWSA Annual Conference in 

2012 “Feminism Unfound: Imagining Feminist Future” (November 8-11, 2012, Oakland, CA, USA); Hypatia 25th 

Anniversary Conference “Feminist Legacies/Feminist Futures” (October 22-24, 2009, University of Washington); 

FWSA annual conference in 2011, “Future of Feminism” Conference (Brundel University, 5-7 July 2011)  

Looser, Devoney and E. Ann Kaplan, eds. Generations: Academic Feminists in Dialogue (Minneapolis: University 

of Minnesota Press, 1997); Elam, Diane and Robyn Wiegman, eds. Feminism besides Itself (New York: Routledge, 

1995); Scott, Joan Wallach, ed. Women’s Studies on the Edge (Durham: Duke University Press, 2008); Kennedy, 

Elizabeth Lapovsky and Agatha Beins, eds. Women’s Studies for the Future: Foundations, Interrogations, Politics. 

(New Brunswick: Rutgers University Press, 2005); Wiegman, Robyn, eds. Women’s Studies on Its Own. (Durham: 

Duke University Press, 2002) ; Iris van der Tuin, Generational Feminism: New Materialist Introduction to a 

Generative Approach (London: Lexington Books: 2014)  
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Faludi, anti-feminist backlash also resurfaces whenever women gained certain progress and 

power. It is “a recurring phenomenon” that “returns every time women begin to make some 

headway toward equality, a seemingly inevitably early frost to the culture’s brief flowerings of 

feminism” (46). The tide of anti-feminism recurs whenever women’s movement gains political 

force (i.e. the mid-19th century, the early 1990s, the early 1950s, and the early 1970s), setting 

back the clock of women’s progress. Historical progress of American women, she asserts, “might 

look more like a corkscrew tilted slightly to one side, its loops inching closer to the line of 

freedom with the passage of time – but, like a mathematical curve approaching infinity, never 

touching its goal. The American woman is trapped on this asymptotic spiral, turning endlessly 

through the generation, drawing ever nearer to her destination without ever arriving” (46-47).  In 

this approach, the discourse of post-feminisms is in large part defined by the reactionary 

conservatism that pushed women’s progress backward, through an ideological mobilization of 

what is a traditional and cultural stigmatization of feminist agency. Yet post-feminism 

importantly and ironically celebrates women’s progress and in so doing, renders feminism 

“complete” and even “outdated.” Since American women are now progressed, empowered, and 

successful, this phenomenon asserts, they do not need feminism as a collective movement 

against patriarchy. American (middle class) women already live in post-patriarchal time, or so it 

is presumed. As I will further discuss below, this apparently ironic but ideologically well-

calculated celebration of women’s progress gains significant political currency in the neoliberal 

interpellation of young (middle class) women in the West.  

Postwar U.S. women’s movements have encountered versions of post-feminisms since the 

mid-1970s, when the visible bodies of mass movement began to recede and to transition into 

institutional domains of gender policy, women’s shelters, “women’s” culture, and the discipline 
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of Women’s Studies. By the year 1975, both mass media and radical feminist activists 

announced the end of women’s liberation movement as a radical, grass-roots, and autonomous 

feminist activism. Feminist historian Alice Echols demarcates the year 1975 as the ending of 

radical feminism. Radical feminism was “eclipsed” by cultural feminism after 1975 (Echols 

243). In her memoir, Roxanne Dunbar-Ortiz, the former member of the radical feminist group 

Cell 16, also encloses  the women’s liberation movement between 1960 and 1975, stating that 

“the war is finally over.” By “war,” she referred to both her own revolutionary battle in postwar 

U.S. women’s movements and the war in Vietnam (403). While the year1975 often marks the 

end of postwar U.S. radicalism, including the postwar U.S. women’s movements, it also marks 

the moment when the discourse of post-feminisms was first initiated.  

In 1976, Harper’s published an article “Requiem for the Women’s Movement” by Veronica 

Geng. In charting the present status of postwar U.S. women’s movement, the article pointed to 

the rise of factionalism, an ideological vanguardism which she equated with “political 

lesbianism” and at the same time pejoratively called “Sisterhood Mafia (55).” Geng charged that 

it was an unrealistic goal to fight every corner of oppression, including racism and classism. In 

Mary Hawkesworth’s reading of the article, Geng argues that postwar U.S. women’s movements 

“had lost its bearing, cut itself off from American women, and abandoned its original purpose: 

consciousness raising, confrontational politics, and organizing women in accordance with ‘the 

belief that change could be had if people got together and declared they wanted it’” (964). In a 

sense, Geng pointed to the transitional phase of postwar U.S. women’s movements in which the 

mass mobilization of women’s issues gave way to the diversity (if not proliferation) of feminist 

causes. At the same time, Geng also constructed an image of feminism without frictions, 

alienations, or co-optation. Before the arrival of factionalism, the article suggests, feminism was 
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inspiring, accessible, mobilizing, and unified. Not surprisingly, Geng’s narrative of post-

feminism affectively oscillates between loss and resentment.  

In a different yet related vein, Evans points to the “end” of radicalism within the postwar 

U.S. women’s movements. While the movement consists of multiple ideologies and politics,the  

utopian desire of radical feminism, Evans suggests, set the movement up for an inevitably 

incomplete ending, leaving the participants stranding in time (Tidal Wave 126). Ellen Willis, a 

former member of Redstockings likewise acknowledges that the untimely demise of radical 

feminism stemmed from its own narrow-sighted and often abstract politics of women’s 

oppression that did not account for the material conditions of race and class. Under the 

theoretical militancy and “purity” of radical feminism, she further argues, “women” were also 

situated outside of history, both in practical and ontological realms, and were constructed “as 

more or less an undifferentiated underclass with no real stake in the power struggle of class, race, 

and so on” (95-96).  

In this way, radical feminism created a utopian site in which “Women” existed in 

revolutionary vanguard and whose time seemed to accelerate toward a new futurity. Contrary to 

the utopian vision of feminist radicalism, the movement gradually transitioned into institutional 

domains of Women’s Studies and gender policies, as well as into cultural sites of consumerism. 

The unexpected and sudden ending of radical feminism came hard on many feminist activists of 

the time, as they were not prepared for the sudden enclosure of movement space. One veteran 

“second wave” feminist activist, Vivian Gornick recollects in her 1998 memoir that many of 

them believed that they would spend the rest of life there [in the movement]” (373). What she 

felt as a loss was not so much feminist consciousness or ideology as the material places of 

movement since the movement dissolved into institutional and cultural venues of feminism. The 



115 
 

closure of the movement space, Gornick’s short memoir conveys, left her in loss and yearning. 

As she puts it, “Once I had myself I’d have: everything. Life felt good then. I had insight, and I 

had company. I stood in the middle of my experience, turning and turning. In every direction I 

saw a roomful of women, also turning and turning. This is a moment of joy, when a sufficiently 

large number of people are galvanized by a social explanation of how their lives have taken 

shape, and are gathered together in the same place at the same time, speaking the same language, 

making the same analysis, meeting again and again in New York restaurants, lecture halls, and 

apartments for the pleasure of elaborating the insight and repeating the analysis. It is the joy of 

revolutionary politics, and it was ours (373).” While the narration represents a utopian unity of 

postwar U.S. women’s movements, it also strikingly contrasts with the almost tortured 

temporality of daily life that Gornick confesses to have long struggled with. Once the movement 

disappeared, and she was living outside the movement space, Gornick tries to keep life going, in 

part, by sustaining and practicing the lessons of feminism she learned from the movement. As 

she puts it, “As that is unbearable, life is an endlessness of “remembering” what I already know” 

(376). In the time of post-feminisms, as Gornick’s memoir conveys, time appears stranding in 

the present, simultaneously and painfully repeating the past and the “origin” of feminist 

consciousness.  

Following the end of radical feminism, as Faludi details in Backlash (1999) was the decade 

long period of neoconservative backslash. During the 1980s, feminism was under conservative 

“backlash” and reduced to a consumerist version of self-help and lifestyle. The conservative 

politics of 1980s, James Berger suggests in After the End (1999), can be also understood as a 

post-apocalyptic effort to return American culture, family, sexuality, politics, national identity, 

morality, and economy to its previous status. It cultivated both nostalgic sentiment of returning 
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to a pre-1960 America, the “origin” of American society which Ronald Reagan imagined to be a 

pre-industrial land of green pastures, and at the same time offered a teleological progress 

narrative toward a post-socialist (and post-historical) ascendance of transnational capitalism 

(Berger). In this both nostalgic and teleological repudiation of postwar U.S. radicalism, the time 

of the 1960s was represented as a traumatic crisis of national identity and morality from which 

1980s American society had to redeem itself. The anti-feminist neoconservative backlash can be 

situated in this context of post-apocalyptic reactionary nostalgia. In a similar way, Susan Faludi 

defines the 1980s as a time of anti-feminist backlash. The mass media denouncement of 

feminism came in full force during the 1980s, with the rise of neo-conservatism that framed the 

1960s as an apocalyptic time of chaos, immaturity, and divisiveness which post-1960s American 

society should outgrow.  

Even though the discourse of post-feminisms is mainly deployed by anti-feminist 

conservatism, it is important to note that a fair portion of post-feminism discourse also originates 

from feminist criticism to the “present” status of postwar U.S. feminism as well as a nostalgic 

attachment to the past. Feminists often lament that postwar U.S. feminism has been derailed 

from its rightful radical historical path toward post-patriarchal society, and settled in institutional 

sites of Women’s Studies, electoral politics, and cultural consumerism. In this narrative of 

decline, which Robyn Wiegman terms the “apocalyptic future” of feminism, the history of 

postwar U.S. women’s movements is told as a story of de-radicalization (“Feminism’s 

Apocalyptic Futures”). This discourse mourns the loss of radical utopianism that is located in the 

time of the 1960s and 1970s. The “origin” of postwar U.S. women’s movements, the story goes, 

were radical, unified, and vital, while the present locus of feminist politics are institutional, 

complicit, and moderate. The arrival of Third Wave Feminism, in this context, both affirmed and 
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countered the end of Second Wave Feminism. While Third Wave Feminism distinguished itself 

from Second Wave Feminism by racial diversity, sexual versatility, technological savvy-ness, 

and cultural inclusiveness, it also claimed the political legacy of Second Wave Feminism such as  

personal politics, “women of color” feminist politics, and consciousness raising (Heywood and 

Drake 8-13; Snyder 186 ; Gills and Munford 168). The “new” yet “continuous” positioning of 

Third Wave Feminism in relation to Second Wave Feminism connoted the discourse of post-

feminisms with both the sense of futurity and the historicity of postwar U.S. women’s 

movements.  

The “post” of post-feminisms, in sum, consists of multiple temporalities of completion, 

ending, loss, transition, renewal, and transformation of postwar U.S. feminism. This ambiguity 

and contradiction in the post-ness of the discourse of post-feminisms, Stephanie Genz and 

Benjamin A. Brabon suggest, is the driving force and generative source of post-feminism (5). 

Post-feminism in the late twentieth century “emerges in the intersections and hybridization of 

mainstream media, consumer culture, neo-liberal politics, postmodern theory, and significantly, 

feminism” (Genz and Brabon 5). The discursive contours of post-feminisms, Genz and Brabon 

note, “[are] variously identified or associated with an anti-feminist backlash, pro-feminist third 

wave, girl power dismissive of feminist politics, trendy me-first power feminism and academic 

postmodern feminism” (10). To put this analysis in a larger historical context, the “post-ing” of 

feminism in the late twentieth century happens at the multiple and intersecting junction of 

economic, political, cultural, and intellectual reconfigurations of western feminist politics such as 

the consumer culture, popular media, and neo-liberal rhetoric, as well as during the generational 

and intellectual transition of the Second Wave Feminism to the Third Wave Feminism. The 

discourse of post-feminisms, in other words, does not necessarily mark the end point of 
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feminism, but rather marks a political landscape in which feminist history is contested and 

reconfigured. The process of reconfiguration, I argue in the following, also involves a 

spatiotemporal relocation of feminist politics onto the subject and field of the non-western and/or 

non-white women.  

2. Spatiotemporal Logics of Post-feminisms 

1) Neoliberal Celebration of Women’s Progress 

As noted above, the ascendance of the discourse of post-feminisms entangles with a 

neoliberal and conservative brand of feminism that pronounces women’s progress and 

feminism’s success in late modern western society, across various domains of education, 

economy, politics, and culture.19 Jess Butler delineates the content of post-feminism discourse in 

the following terms: post-feminism “implies that gender equality has been achieved and feminist 

activism is thus no longer necessary;” “defines femininity as a bodily property and revives 

notions of natural sexual differences;” “marks a shift from sexual objectification to sexual 

subjectification;” “encourages self-surveillance, self-discipline, and a makeover paradigm;” 

“emphasizes individualism, choice, and empowerment as the primary routes to women’s 

independence and freedom;” and “promotes consumerism and the commodification of 

difference” (44). As Butler and many others note, the neoliberal discourse of post-feminism does 

not necessarily deny feminist history but rather encloses it by announcing and celebrating the 

                                                           
19 Ronnee Schreiber, Righting Feminism: Conservative Women and American Politics ; Angela McRobbie, The 
Aftermath of Feminism (Sage Publications, 2008) ; Mary Douglas Vavrus, Postfeminist News (State University of 
New York Press, 2002 ;  Frances E. Mascia-Less and Patricia Sharpe, Taking a Stand in a Postfeminist World (State 
University of New York Press, 2000) ; Rebecca Munford and Melanie Waters, Feminism & Popular Culture: 
Investigating the Postfeminist Mystique (Rutgers University Press, 2014) ; Stephanie Genz and Benjamin A. Brabon, 
Postfemnism: Cultural Texts and Theories (Edinburgh University Press, 2009) 
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“completion” of women’s progress and therefore of feminist history. Women, it is announced, 

have arrived at the post-patriarchal society as they demanded in the 1960s.  

At the same time, this discourse renders “second wave” feminism outdated and irrelevant to 

the present lives of women. In late modern western society, women, especially young middle 

class women, are now expected to be thriving and excelling in schools and jobs, while also fully 

enjoying sexual freedom and cultural pleasure, in part by flexibly managing the timing of 

biological reproduction (McRobbie “Top Girls?”). The “new gender order” of the 1980s, 

Johanna Brenner notes, promised middle class women “[could] transcend the oppression of 

male-breadwinner nuclear family and the gender division of labor in private and public life” 

(108) via legislative reformation and market integration of women as work-force and consumer. 

It gestures the end of the institutional level of gender discrimination and consequently relocates 

feminism in individual practices of self-development, cultural consumption and career-building.  

Not surprisingly, the neoliberal discourse of post-feminism inculcates young women in 

western countries with entrepreneurial ethics of excellence, self-development, happiness, 

positivity, and flexibility, among other ideologies (McRobbie “Top-Girls?”; Rose; Binkley). 

Since structural discrimination no longer burdens a woman, it now becomes a matter of 

individual capacity to bring herself into the new opened horizon of her success. Accordingly, the 

neoliberal discourse of post-feminism charges young women in western countries with an 

entrepreneurial task of self-development which prioritizes the future as a domain of possibility. 

At the same time, entrepreneurial subjectivity also foreshortens the futurity by emphasizing the 

imperativeness of enacting the futurity in the present time, so as to make the possibility in a 

reality. Stories of self-transformation such as “make-overs,” for instance, proliferate in the 

cultural representation of post-feminisms. Young women are now both responsible for and 



120 
 

capable of shaping the future in the present time, by making timely and urgent interventions 

upon their life-paths, and accordingly enacting the future ahead of time.  

Cultural stories of self-transformation highlight the flexibility of young women’s selfhood 

and in so doing, celebrate their capacity to seize the future. Such a capacity to shape her own 

life-path, notably, is now located in the domain of the individual and cultural consumerism. 

Under the “new gender regime” of post-patriarchal society, it is suggested and announced that 

“women (and men) can make their own identities, competing on the labor market and choosing 

lifestyles, limited only by talent, drive, personal resources and the ability to calculate the timing 

of marriage, motherhood and career moves” (Brenner 108). Neoliberal promise of gender 

equality both assumes and demands women’s self-motivated labor of managing both work and 

family while flexibly negotiating the terms and timings of reproduction. At the same time, 

neoliberal political speeches and cultural representations of young women inculcate the 

entrepreneurial ethics of optimism, happiness, and futurity through images of vital, goal-driven, 

and pro-active women who effortlessly manage career and romance. Collectively, these 

discourses all urge women not to hold onto the past of women’s oppression but to move forward, 

by seizing the present and pre-shaping the future. Now is the time for women to gracefully 

embrace the “legacies” of women’s movements and seize the future.20 The lesson of post-

feminism is that women should be future-oriented, not past- bound.  

                                                           
20 Examples are found in the following links:  
Emily Hill, “Feminism is over, the battle is won. Time to move on.” The Spectator (24 October 2014) 
http://www.spectator.co.uk/2015/10/the-decline-of-feminism/ 
Bruce Thorton, “The End of Feminism” (December 3rd, 2014), Defining Ideas, Hoover Institution Journal 
http://www.hoover.org/research/end-feminism  
Nicholas Mazzei, “The End of Feminism” Huffpost Women (11/15/2015)  
http://www.huffingtonpost.co.uk/nicholas-mazzei/the-end-of-feminism_b_7247802.html 
Kristyn Gorton, “A New Time For Feminism: ‘Then’ and ‘Now’” from Feminist Seventies website 
http://www.feministseventies.net/Gorton.html  

http://www.spectator.co.uk/2015/10/the-decline-of-feminism/
http://www.hoover.org/research/end-feminism
http://www.huffingtonpost.co.uk/nicholas-mazzei/the-end-of-feminism_b_7247802.html
http://www.feministseventies.net/Gorton.html
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In terms of its relation to feminist history, the neoliberal discourse of post-feminism both 

retains and redresses feminist history via its ideological celebration of women’s progress and 

personalization of feminist futurity. While the progress of women in the present time still proves 

the work of liberal teleology, at the same time, the historical time of feminist politics now 

translates into a personal practice of self-development. First, feminism has arrived in its liberal 

telos, women’s successful integration to the mainstream society. Feminism’s ending, 

accordingly, is both natural and timely. It has fulfilled its goals, women’s empowerment, and 

now it can rest. At the same time, this discourse reaffirms the linear teleological temporality of 

western modernity. In time, women did arrive at post-patriarchal society. Second, the time of 

post-patriarchal society, though it is brought in by collective movement, now relocates in the 

domain of the personal such as “choice,” “life-path” and “lifestyle.” Since women have now 

arrived at a post-patriarchal society, women’s movements as a collective project of social 

transformation are rendered not only irrelevant to the present lives of women but also 

dangerously backward to young women in western countries whose times no longer belongs to 

the history of women’s oppression.  

Accordingly, political and psychical attachment to feminist politics as a collective project of 

social transformation becomes anachronistic and backward, for it may hold women back from 

their rights to enjoy the success of feminism. Rather than looking back and binding herself to the 

historical entity of “Women,” young women are to live and seize the newly available 

opportunities by meeting up with the neoliberal demands of self-fulfillment, excellence, and 

entrepreneurship. The locus of feminist futurity now overlaps with individual life-paths of young 

women, rather than a structural transformation of the larger society. Women now “do” and 
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“own” feminism through personalized and individual venues of family, sexuality, popular 

culture, and consumption as well as educations, employment, and electoral politics.  

While the neoliberal discourse of post-feminism underscores individual capacities and 

locates feminist futurity upon autobiographical paths of self-development which in themselves 

privilege white middle class women (Butler; Springer “Divas, Evil Black Bitches, and Bitter 

Black Women”), it also importantly constructs and utilizes cultural images of “the oppressed” 

other women (such as immigrant women, Third World women, and Muslim women) as an 

antipodal yet constitutive counterpart of western post-feminism. Christina Scharff observes that 

the current repudiation of feminism among those well-educated and aspiring young middle class 

women in western countries is at the same time mobilized and complemented by a cultural 

misconstruction of “other women.” While young and educated women in western countries 

cultivate a neoliberal ethic of entrepreneurial selfhood and prefer to overcome gender 

discrimination by individual excellence and negotiation rather than collective activism, they do 

so by distinguishing themselves from those “less-fortunate” immigrant women and women in the 

Third World, who still are “oppressed” (Scharff 59-67).  

In other words, neoliberal subjectivity of young western women is mediated by the figure of 

“the oppressed” Third World Woman such as immigrant women and Muslim women. Educated 

young women in Britain and Germany, for instance, distance themselves from feminism even 

when they express critical gender consciousness and value the legacies of women’s movement. 

They dis-identify with feminism because “they regard it as a collective movement which robs 

them of the opportunity to navigate their lives self-responsibly” which they are expected to be 

capable of, according to the neoliberal gender regime (Scharff 1-2). The figure of “Third World” 

women such as those veiled immigrant Muslim women, on the other hand, fits the profile of 
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feminist activism for they are vulnerable, oppressed, victimized and therefore in need of 

consciousness-raising and politicization. In other words, the figure of a successful and self-

motivated young female individual is constructed in opposition to and via the negation of the 

historical agency of immigrant women from non-Western and/or non-secular backgrounds. The 

figure of “other women,” Scharff argues, is not tangential but essential to the self-identity of 

young women who identify with a neo-liberal position of the successful individual (Scharff 46). 

They affirm their own progress, liberty, and achievement in misconstrued comparison to other 

women who remain in pre-modern “subjection.” As Scharff puts it, “the construction of ‘the 

oppressed other woman’ is interwined in the production of individualist narrative and self-

responsible neoliberal subjects” (Scharff 45).  

Young women in western countries come to position themselves as individuals of capacity, 

responsibility, and freedom via and in relation to the antipodal figures of “the oppressed” women 

who they equate with immigrant women and non-western women. In conceiving themselves as 

“already” liberated individuals (notwithstanding their acknowledgement of institutional gender 

discrimination), they effectively distance themselves from feminism as a collective activism and 

relocate the present venue of feminist activism upon “the oppressed” women of non-western 

culture. Such a (mis)construction of non-western women as victims of patriarchal violence, 

though not ungrounded on the lived-experience of non-western women whose stories often travel 

to women’s studies classrooms and fashion cultural subjectivity of Third World women, 

nevertheless contributes to the stereotypical and “touristic” understanding of other women that 

Chandra Talpade Mohanty identifies in “Under Western Eyes, Revisited (2003)” (239-240). 

  In composing the neoliberal subjectivity of young women in interrelated yet binary 

relation to the non-western women, neoliberal discourse of post-feminism not only totalizes 
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women’s oppression in non-western countries but also conceals geopolitical interconnection 

between the west and non-west. The tourist mode of knowing, Mohanty argues, leaves the power 

relations between the west and non-west unexamined, while it brings pedagogic tales of non-

western women to the attention of western audiences (239-240). Furthermore, such a stereotypic 

construction of non-western women in effect is deployed to mobilize neoliberal subjectivity of 

young western women who now align with the discourse of post-feminisms as a means of 

individual empowerment.  

Scharff’s observation also points us to the spatiotemporal politics of post-feminisms in 

which western women are now marked as those “already” liberated individuals in comparative 

and oppositional relation to non-western women who are “still” oppressed and therefore in need 

of feminism. In this sense, the present locus of feminist history moves to the non-western 

countries in which women are still captivated, exploited, and violated by patriarchal oppression. 

As such, the non-western women represents both the “backward” and “futuristic” subject of 

feminism. While they embody the pre-modern “subjection” of women, at the same time they 

become a potential subject of progress who hold futuristic value for feminist history. Along with 

the neoliberal interpellation of young women as an empowered, capable, and responsible agent 

of their own lives, post-feminisms also identify non-western women as the present and future 

locus of women’s progress. It is the underdeveloped, Third World, and non-western women who 

“still” and “now” need feminism and in fact “should” benefit from feminism.  

Accordingly, neocolonial practices of the development and empowerment of, and 

humanitarian intervention upon non-western women increasingly converges and interlocks with 

feminist discourse of (western) women’s progress. Together, they define non-western women as 

a subject of human potential that needs to be cultivated, vitalized, and developed (Sharma). In 
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other words, neoliberal reconfiguration of feminist history interrelates with the growth of 

developmental empowerment of and humanitarian interventions upon non-western women which 

aim to both govern and mobilize the human potential of women in under-developed countries.21  

The logic of empowerment of Third World women points us to multiple practices of 

neoliberal governmentality including the bio-political cultivation of women’s potentials through 

the sites of education, job training, small businesses loans, the beauty industry, and health 

services which now fall under both categories of developmental policies and humanitarian aids 

(Nguyen; Nunan; Atanasoski). In these bio-political practices of empowering and redeeming the 

hidden and often damaged human potentials of the non-western subject, Third World women are 

figured both as a “backward” and “futuristic” subject of neoliberal developmental temporality.  

On the one hand, Third World women still embody “backwardness” as they have since the 

very ascendance of western modernity. On the other hand, developmental logic, unlike the earlier 

version of colonialism, does not attribute the “backwardness” to the inherent quality of non-

western women, but rather to the lack of investment, cultivation, and training of women’s human 

potential. The task of bringing Third World women up to the new horizon of humanity and 

freedom, at the same time, falls upon the shoulder of western countries and western feminism. 

For that matter, developmental empowerment is driven by the possibility of pre-shaping an 

alternative futurity of Third World women, through economic, militant, cultural, and political 

“interventions” which aim to reroute the future path of those under-developed and often 

                                                           
21 As Talal Asad notes in “Reflections on Violence, Law, and Humanitarianism” (2015), the cultural and religious 
“convertibility” of the racial other “as a human potential” played central role in the historical shifts of western 
colonialism from racial exclusion of the 19th century to humanitarian intervention in the 20th century. The latter, to 
note, also involves violence (399).  



126 
 

“inhumanly violent” non-western countries.22 Women’s progress in non-western countries is to 

be secured by the benevolent and yet often militant technologies of “interventions” which 

precisely “enable” the non-western to grow into the kind of vital, capable, productive, self-

managing, responsible and resilient agent of global economy. The subject of non-western 

women, in this narrative, embody both the “backwardness” of Third World, and the “futurity” of 

global citizenship. It is this “preemptive” and “proactive” technology of shaping the futurity of 

non-western countries through military, humanitarian, and developmental interventions that has 

become central to the practice of U.S. imperialism and its mission of saving other women.  

2) Feminist Discourse of Post-feminisms 

Whereas the neoliberal discourse of post-feminisms mainly situates itself in the temporal 

horizon of the present and makes intervention upon the future of women in both western and 

non-western countries, the feminist entanglement with post-feminisms varies from the nostalgic 

turn to the “origin” of postwar U.S. women’s movements to the insistence upon the linear 

continuity of feminist history, to the turn to spatial strategy of politic of location vis-à-vis the 

futuristic investment in the “multicultural” feminism, and to the critical reformulation of 

“history” and “time” of feminist politics. As such, feminist discourse of post-feminisms consists 

of multiple strands of affective responses to the “crisis” of feminist history of which the subject 

of “women of color” feminism and multiculturalism often is viewed to be both responsible and 

redemptive.  

                                                           
22 Patricia L. Dunmire importantly note on the futuristic nature of militant strategies of Bush Regime which 
manifested in Iraq war and “war on terrorism” in Projecting the Future through Political Discourse: The Case of the 
Bush Doctrine (Amsterdam: John Benjamin Publishing Company, 2011).  
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The history of postwar U.S. women’s studies and postwar U.S. feminism is often told in a 

narrative of failure, decline and loss.23 While the visible bodies of mass movement of feminist 

activism began to recede and the unity of “Women” was increasingly challenged by the 

intellectual turns to post-structuralism, post-colonialism, and post-modernity, and by the 

privatization of feminist politics, many veteran feminists raised concerns about the present status 

of U.S. feminism as well as its future possibility. Postwar U.S. feminism, it is lamented and 

criticized, grew conservative, elitist, and fragmented (Dean 5, 9-15; Hemming 4). This version of 

“apocalyptic” narratives of postwar U.S. women’s studies as Robyn Wiegman argues, have been 

generative of “idiom of failure” and feminist nostalgia for the earlier times of postwar U.S. 

women’s movements, especially those of the 1960s and 1970s (“Feminism, Institutionalization, 

and the Idiom of Failure”). In this narrative, the success and failure of the present feminism is 

often measured in relation to the “origin” of postwar U.S. women’s movements, whether  present 

feminism lives up to the revolutionary politics of the 1960s and 1970s and whether the present 

feminism has continued on the same historical path that was once set up by the “origin.” While 

this “idiom of failure” unjustly imposed self-same-ness across the different domains and 

junctions of feminist politics, it nevertheless is revealing of a certain affective response to the 

historical passage of postwar U.S. feminism.  

Kate Millett’s letter to The Guardian in 1998, for instance, conveys a bitter resentment about 

the present status of U.S. feminism and academic feminism. The letter, titled “Women: The 

Feminist Time Forgot in 1970, Kate Millett Wrote Sexual Politics, a Groundbreaking, 

Bestselling Analysis of Female Oppression. And what is She Doing Now? Read Her and Weep 

                                                           
23 Judith Roof notes that academic feminism established “their own developmental account” of postwar U.S. 
feminism by the 1970s (70).  
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(1998)” illustrates how present academic feminism had “forgotten” about its past and moved 

onto the “contemporary” theories. For this reason, Millett’s resentment, exacerbated by her 

anxiety about the precarious financial future that she had been struggling with, despite of her 

accomplishment as a feminist writer and artist, is specifically directed to the institutional practice 

of women’s studies that no longer value or use those “foundational” texts of “second wave” 

feminism including her own work The Sexual Politics (1970).  In Millett’s view, the present 

status of U.S. feminism points less to a success of postwar U.S. women’s movements than to a 

collective failure to honor its own history and to build a “sense of continuity and comradeship.”  

As Millett’s letter exemplifies, the apocalyptic narrative of postwar U.S. feminism entails 

both anxiety about the futurity and nostalgic attachment to the past. As the future of feminist 

history seemingly grew tenuous by the 1990s in part due to the arrival of “post-isms” such as the 

post-modernism that threatened the political unity of “Women,” the romantic representation of 

the “origin” of postwar U.S. women’s movements prevailed. Whereas feminism in the 1990s is 

fragmented and institutionalized, the story goes, feminism in the 1970s was vital, unified, and 

radical. The “origin” is missed and mourned for its capacity to evoke “future perfect” which 

stemmed out of both the political unity of “Women” and the availability of progressive optimism 

(“Feminism’s Apocalyptic Futures” 805). 

 In this story of post-feminism, the end of feminism refers to the untimely enclosure of 

utopian radicalism and/or the once (supposedly) unified and universal frontier of feminist 

politics. The unity of “feminism” and “Women” grew fragmented and unstable due to various 

factors including the privatization of feminist politics, the growing force of diversity and 

differences among women, and the breakdown of modern teleological time. Accordingly, 

feminist resistance to the “death” of “second wave” feminism often entangles with the question 
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of multiculturalism, namely whether feminism could do without the unity of “Woman” or 

“Women.” According to the views of some, the diversification of feminist politics and agents of 

women’s liberation, progress, and revolution, which is brought in by both “women of color” 

feminism and the intellectual turn to post-modernity, compromised the unity of “women” which 

was the political cornerstone of feminist history. In particular, the arrival of “women of color” 

feminism or multicultural feminism is often equated with (western) feminism’s disintegration 

into post-identity era (Object Lessons 86-88). As the scholarship of “women of color” feminism 

has become “essential” to postwar U.S. women’s studies, it is said, it also hinders feminist 

futurity by fragmenting “Women” by creating a reactionary cycle of racial guilt and apologies; 

and by impoverishing feminist literary criticism of its creativity. 

Among the various examples of feminist resistance to post-feminisms that attribute the 

“death” of feminism to the arrival of multiculturalism, The Death of Feminism (2005) by Phyllis 

Chesler stands out, not only because it champions reactionary feminist criticism of 

multiculturalism but also because it presents a semiotic juxtaposition between the political death 

of western (Second Wave) feminism and the bio-cultural death of Muslim women by “Islamic 

gender Apartheid.” In emphasizing this murderous inhumanity of “Islamic gender Apartheid,” 

Chesler catalogues numerous cases of women’s oppression in Arab and/or Muslim nations, 

including purdah, honor-killing, polygamy, female circumcision, and more. In this way, the 

“death” of western (Second Wave) feminism is proved by both the categorical fragmentation of 

“Women” and the corps of Muslim women who did nothing wrong but attempted to claim their 

own right and freedom, and were consequently killed by their male family members. In 

cataloguing numerous cases of “honor killings,” Chesler sends a message about multiculturalism 

that it is “fatal” to both the political life of western feminism and the biological life of Muslim 
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women. In this way, the two semiotic domains of deaths overlap and conflate. Multicultural 

feminism is a betrayal to other women. It is also “suicidal and nihilistic” for it lets both women 

and feminism die, in both a biological and political sense (87, 127).  

In particular, the ongoing death of Muslim women by “honor killing,” in her view, exhibits 

the brutal inhumanity of “Islamic gender Apartheid” and highlights the moral wrongs of 

multicultural feminism. That these young and innocent women died because of “cultural crimes” 

of refusing arranged marriages, committing adultery, eloping, socializing with westerners, 

dressing immodestly, and more, further emphasizes the urgency of western feminist intervention. 

In short, these textual yet corporeal bodies of innocent victims of “Islamic gender Apartheid” 

evidence feminism’s death that now has lost its capacity of “saving” other women.24 Political 

livelihood and the vitality of (western Second Wave) feminism, in this narrative, deeply relies on 

the possibility of western intervention upon non-western societies and upon the expansion of 

western civilization across the globe. Feminist resistance to multiculturalism is also important 

because those who kill non-western women because of their “cultural” crimes of being western 

and liberal, she implies, will not be stopped at the border of U.S or the West, and eventually 

western civilization itself, because and so long as the multicultural immigrant policies let them 

                                                           
24 This scenario of “saving” Muslim women from their own culture and religion, Lila Abu-Lughod criticizes, not only 
is simplistic and ideological, but also fails to address to the material conditions of non-western women’s historical 
agency. Abu-Lughod succinctly counters the problematic cultural politics of western obsession with “this category 
of spectacular cultural violence.” To quote, “First, it simplifies morality and distorts the kinds of relations between 
men and women that exist in societies where honor is a central value. Second, defining honor crimes as a unique 
cultural form too neatly divide civilized from uncivilized societies, the West and the rest. Third, the obsession with 
honor crimes erases completely the modern state institutions and techniques of governance that are integral to 
both the incidents of violence and the category by which they are understood. Finally, thinking about honor crimes 
seems to be a sort of “antipolitical machine” that blinds us to the existence of social transformations and political 
conflict” (Do Muslim Women Need Saving? 115-116).  
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take root in Western soils. In short, multiculturalism is a “suicidal” move that will end the 

western history of “progress” and “civilization” (87).  

Second, contra to the nostalgic and reactionary turn to the past, others have retained an 

optimistic provision about feminist futurity, arguing for the historical adaptability of feminist 

politics across times (Lynch; Epstein; Baumgardner and Richards). As early as1976, Roberta 

Lynch, a socialist feminist activist, raised a counterargument to Geng’s (mis)diagnosis of 

feminism’s death in her essay, “Is the Women’s Movement in Trouble? (1976).” As Lynch 

admitted, the women’s movement in the mid-1970s was facing hard times: ERA defeat, anti-

abortion lobbies, media bashing, the seemingly endless internal tirades and debates, and more. 

Economic recession led to cutbacks on welfare, affirmative action, and other reformative 

programs. Neo-conservative politics were undermining and reversing postwar radicalism across 

sexual, racial, and class lines. Feminism failed to account for the diversities among women as “it 

called for abortion without calling for an end to forced sterilization and enforced birth control … 

for women bank officers without calling for higher wages and better working conditions for bank 

office workers … for the ERA without calling for the extension, rather than the obliteration, of 

protective legislation.”  

The women’s movement was in trouble, Lynch acknowledges. And yet, the movement was 

not dead, as the growing numbers of women’s shelters, gender policies, and women’s labor 

activism proved. As she puts it, “movements do not simply get born, flourish, and die. They go 

forward and are beaten back. They retreat, regroup, and advance again.” Feminism in her eyes is 

a lived social entity that resists to, adapts to, realigns with, and returns to the historical time it 

enters and lives. In saying so, Lynch also resists the naturalization of feminism’s life-span and 

historicizes the women’s movement. As she puts it, “the [women’s] movements … are fixed in 
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history as much as they help to make it.” Feminism and history interlock and wrestle, and in 

doing so, make history.  Feminist writings from the 1990s also assert temporal continuity and 

ongoing futurity of postwar U.S. feminism.  

Sylvia Walby raises a strong objection to post-feminism in The Future of Feminism (2011) 

by detailing the undeniable presence of gender politics in UK, EU, and USA. Notably, Walby 

makes her claim by extending the boundary of feminism to institutional politics that work to 

reduce gender inequality. Feminist futurity sustains because it is now dispersed into institutional 

practices of gender equality and human rights discourse. Barbara Epstein, a veteran socialist 

feminist activist and scholar, makes a similar claim about postwar U.S. women’s movements in 

her essay “The Successes and Failures of Feminism.” The politics of Second Wave Feminism, 

Epstein argues, unlike the Suffrage Movement, “widened over time” as it had diversified, 

expanded across races and classes, and infiltrated mainstream culture and policies (119). 

Feminist consciousness did not dissipate but rather diffused among the public and among 

ordinary American women, over the 1980s and 1990s (119). Concurrent with Epstein’s view, 

one of the most well-received publications of Third Wave Feminism, Manifesta (2000) by 

Jennifer Baumgardner and Amy Richards emerged. Notably, the book opens with a chapter “A 

Day without Feminism” and closes with “A Day with Feminism,” making a comparative 

narrative between the days before feminism and after. In doing so, it also makes a narrative of 

the continuous and accumulative impact of feminist history upon women’s progress.  

Feminism’s success is both proved and measured by mostly liberal feminist agendas such as 

women’s equal access to paid work, public offices, education, sports, and cultural institution (i.e. 

museum and gallery), women’s sexual liberation from reproductive sexuality, and media’s 

accountability to gender representation. Feminism now is “just life,” they conclude (321). 
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Feminism’s continuing futurity also, as the case of Manifesta exemplifies, is claimed by Third 

Wave feminists who acknowledge the connection between the Second Wave Feminism and 

Third Wave Feminism. Although some writers of Third Wave Feminism emphatically 

distinguish their politics from Second Wave feminism and therefore highlight the newness of 

Third Wave Feminism and its temporal break from Second Wave feminism, others willingly 

recognize and pronounce political commonality and historical continuance between the Second 

and Third Wave feminism. Stacy Gills, Gillian Howie, and Rebecca Munford, Jennifer 

Baumgardner, Amy Richards, Leslie Heywood and Jennifer Drake, to name some, belong to the 

latter group that construct their political and historical identity in continuous yet developmental 

relation to the previous generation of western feminism. In their construction of feminist 

genealogy, Third Wave Feminism does not necessarily terminate the history of Second Wave 

Feminism but selectively succeeds and continues on it, and build an evolving trajectory of 

feminist history and futurity. History of Second Wave Feminism, in this sense, continues to the 

next generation of feminist politics.  

While the first and second strands of feminist response to post-feminisms mainly operate in 

the temporal horizon of linear history, either looking back or forward, the third strand points us 

to a theoretical reformulation of feminist politics via spatial politics of “location” and 

“encounter.” The politics of location, first articulated by Adrienne Rich in 1984, signaled a 

postwar U.S. feminist turn to multi-racial feminism, and the consequent reformulation of 

“Women” as the unified agent of feminist politics. In her essay “Notes toward a Politics of 

Location (1984),” Rich moves away from the notion of universal sisterhood and toward a politics 

of location. The essay, written in response to the emergence of “women of color” feminist 

politics in the early 1980s, both situates the feminist speaking subject in its geopolitical partiality 
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(i.e. nation-state) and corporeal specificity (i.e. race). The feminist theory of women’s oppression 

is rendered multiple and diverse, in this essay, via a politics of location which marks the 

historical specificity of feminist writings.  

The politics of location, Susan Stanford Friedman acclaims in Mappings: Feminism and the 

Cultural Geographies of Encounter (1998), offers a new method, epistemology, and a politics for 

feminism in the time of globalization, multiculturalism, and post-structuralism. Faced with the 

challenges of post-structuralism, post-colonialism, and multiculturalism, feminist history now 

recognizes “that no single history can encounter the fully dimensionality of the Real, and for 

reflecting upon our own processes of mediation” (227). As she acknowledges the crisis and 

problem within the monolithic narrative of feminism, Friedman moves toward a spatial 

reformulation of feminist politics which she names “geographics,” “mapping,” “encounter,” or 

“narrative poetic.” These concepts not only help feminism adapt to the accelerating pace of 

globalization, Friedman suggests, but also enrich the narrative contours of “Women” by 

mobilizing feminist epistemology across borders, cultures, and politics. Contrary to a teleological 

narrative of women’s progress which assumes a monolithic unity of “Women,” Friedman 

suggests, these spatial and mobile hermeneutics of feminism open up political possibilities for 

multiplicity, flexibility, and relationality while not losing sight on the necessity of narrative unity 

of “Women” and feminist politics.  

To quote Friedman, “I attempt with the term geographics to crystalize momentarily a new, 

rapidly moving, magnetic field of identity studies. Interdisciplinary in scope, this new field 

represents a terrain of common concerns and rhetoric that crisscross boundaries between the 

humanities and social sciences, between so-called essentialists and constructivists, between 

identity politics and coalitional politics.  … This new geography involves a move away from the 
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allegorization of the self in terms of organicism, stable centers, cores, and wholeness to a 

discourse of spatialized identities constantly on the move” (18-19). Once mobilized via the 

hermeneutic of “encounter,” Friedman further suggests, feminism now eschews teleological 

temporality and reconfigures into a spatial politics of location. “Instead of the individualistic 

telos of developmental models, the new geographics figures identity as a historically embedded 

site, a positionality, a location, a standpoint, a terrain, an intersection, a network, a crossroads of 

multiply situated knowledges” (19).  

Spatial reconfigurations of feminist epistemology, notably, do not abolish but rather enrich 

the narrative unity of “Women,” which Friedman views to be imperative to the future of feminist 

politics. The futurity of feminist politics, Friedman argues throughout the book, cannot be 

sustained by fragmentation of narrative unity of “Women” but rather through a hermeneutic 

adoption of “encounter” that brings multiple locations of feminist politics into dialectic relation 

with one another. With the adoption of a spatial politics of encounter, Friedman suggests, both 

feminism and “Women” are rendered multiple, flexible, and capacious. In and through this 

spatial mode of “encounter,” the feminist “we” is rendered multi-dimensional, positional, 

flexible, and renewable.  

The spatial politics of “encounter,” in other words, constitutes a strategic reformulation of 

feminist epistemology within which the narrative subject of the feminist “we” repositions itself 

as a poetic, plural, and reflexive agent of feminist politics. Notably, such a “mobile figuration” 

also helps feminism to “adapt the landscape of accelerating change, the technologies of the 

information highway, and the globalization of migratory culture” (19). In other words, locational 

politics represent a new method and strategy of spatial reformulation of feminist epistemology 

and the narrative position of the feminist “we” in Mappings. The crisis in the narrative unity of 
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feminism is mended by an adoption of spatial politics of encounter and mapping which provides 

the feminist “we” with an epistemology middle ground in between the narrative formulation of 

feminist history and lyrical fragmentation of feminist “we,” in which the now compromised 

feminist subject can negotiate its position of speech.  

The last strand of feminist response to post-feminisms engages in a critical rethinking of 

“history” and “time” in relation to and in context of feminist politics. Faced with the crisis of 

narrative unity of feminist history, feminist scholars engaged with non-linear forms of “history” 

and “time.” Judith Roof and Susan Friedman both cogently warn against a feminist desire of 

generational reproduction that homogenizes feminist histories, politics, and agencies. 

Feminism’s anxiety about difference, they argue, stems from a monolithic notion of feminist 

history that reproduces the self-same subject over and over. The anxiety about feminism’s 

(non)futurity, Wiegman argues, originates from a feminist attachment to the teleological, 

totalistic, and self-same notion of time and history in which the past, the present, and the future 

should orderly align but fail to do so. As she puts it, “teleological time covets the ideals of origin 

and succession, transforming the unruly and oftentimes unhistorical – or more accurately, 

omnihistorical – present of politics into narratives of coherence that make ‘movement,’ itself a 

referent for the future, temporally solid” (“Feminism’s Apocalyptic Futures”, 810). By this 

teleological logic of temporal sameness across the past, present, and future, academic feminism, 

for instance, unfairly becomes the site of “failure” when it in fact is thriving. To enable 

feminism’s futurity, one needs to be break out of this totalistic self-same-ness of linear teleology 

for “feminism is not self-identical, which means that her temporal order is not teleological; her 

subjectivity is irreducible to the emplotment of either mine or yours” (“Feminism’s Apocalyptic 
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Futures” 808-809). Feminist politics are plural, multi-dimensional, spontaneous, mobile, and 

non-continuous. And so are the times of feminist history.  

In thinking (feminist) futurity, Elizabeth Grosz turns to an alternative formulation of time and 

space that she anticipates as radically reconfiguring “a singular and universal neutrality” inherent 

to modern subject (“Feminist Futures?” 14). Critically drawing from and building upon Irigaray, 

Bergson, Deleuze, and Darwin, she proposes an alternative mode of subject formation that she 

describes to be “an ontology of becoming, whose central concern is the re-elaboration of a 

conception of time in which temporality is conceived, not in terms of the (perceptual and 

practical) privilege of the present, but rather in terms of the preeminence of an undeterminable 

future” (“Feminist Futures?” 15). From this alternative modality of subject formation emerges “a 

subject that is never what it is, a subject that is always in the process of becoming something 

else, perhaps even a subject becoming beyond subjectivity, which necessarily produces as its 

correlate and complement an object that is more than an inert, given passivity, but also becomes 

something else than it was” (“Feminist Futures?” 15). In other words, not only the subject but 

also the relation between subject and object radically reconfigures and revitalizes in and through 

the constant processual movement of becoming. Feminism’s futurity remains open, vital, and 

evolving. As she argues with Luce Irigaray, “the only time of sexual difference is that of the 

future” (“Feminist Futures?” 14). 

  In a similar yet different context, Wendy Brown and Joan W. Scott propose a post-

structural redressing of feminist history in the time of post-history. Wendy Brown turns to the 

radical philosophies of Marx, Freud, Nietzsche, Foucault, Derrida and Benjamin to formulate a 

non-linear temporality of progressive politics. Though the late modern fragmentation of 

teleological temporality generates feelings of “insecurity, anxiety, and hopelessness,” Brown 



138 
 

proposes, this “break up” of “seamless historiography” and metaphysics of modern subjectivity 

also initiates “new political and epistemological possibilities” of progressive politics (5). Derrida 

and Benjamin, for instance, offers critical insight into feminist futurity that retains progressive 

radicalism without resorting to teleological history. Derrida’s “hauntology” and Benjamin’s 

“angel of history,” in particular, are generative of a critical reconfiguration of temporal politics 

of progress as they both retain critical distance from the violence of modern progressive 

historiography. They also both aspire to ethical and political possibility for a redemptive futurity 

which does not arrive at the final stage of universal history but emerges out of the very temporal 

ruptures of universal history. As the temporal horizon of progressive politics increasingly grows 

tenuous, Brown suggests, the figure of ghost and angel of history urge us to standstill, turn back, 

and encounter the unruly remnants of time that refuse to be muted into the force of western 

modernity, so we can reimagine history at the time of end of history. Joan Scott proposes to read 

feminist history as psychoanalytic scenes of fantasy out of which a narrative subject of feminist 

politics emerges, saying that “what might be called the fantasy of feminist history secures the 

identity of women over time” (5). Feminist history, Scott argues, is rendered linear, coherent, 

and continuous when scenes of fantasy are narratively composed into a legible story of feminist 

politics. As the subject of psychoanalysis repeatedly returns to the past in order to gain a sense of 

self, the feminist subject likewise revisits these scenes of feminist history in order to compose a 

usable narrative of feminist politics. Feminist history, at the same time, entails non-linear 

temporality because “in fantasy, narrative operations are not straightforward, precisely because 

of the condensed way in which temporality is figured” (51). As a scene of fantasy, feminist 

history is made of residues of punishment and prohibition that break out of the stable unity of 

feminist speaking subject.  
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3. Conclusion 

In conclusion, I raise a question about the spatial politics of “multiculturalism” and its 

entanglement with post-feminisms which locates both the end and futurity of postwar U.S. 

feminism at the arrival of multicultural feminism. The arrival of multiculturalism, I suggest, is 

neither the cause of nor the solution for the temporal crisis in feminist history. Rather, both the 

crisis of feminist history and the ascendance of multiculturalism are symptomatic of a late 

modernity in which futurity increasingly foreshortens, and of transnational capitalism in which 

racial others are mobilized and governed via spatial logics of cultural diversity. In the crisis of 

universal history, multiculturalism, I argue, offers a way to manage racial differences in non-

assimilative terms, by placing racial others in spatial relation to the citizen-subject. 

Multiculturalism, to follow the clue of Sara Ahmed, engenders a spatial logic of encounter that 

places immigrant racial others in spatial relation to the citizen-subject who have come to cohabit 

the space of nation-state with non-white subjects. Though the spatial co-inhabitation of the 

multicultural citizen-subject and racial others seemingly presents a horizontal relation between 

the western and the non-western, Ahmed suggests that the multicultural logic of “recognition” 

further manages the distance and proximity between racial and class differences rather than 

actually deconstructs the historical process of colonialism, racism, and transnational capitalism. 

As such, multiculturalism utilizes the spatial politics of managing inter-subjective encountering 

between the citizen-subject and others upon which the nation-state redefines itself in globalized 

context of transnational capitalism.  

Multiculturalism as a spatial logic of governing differences, I argue, is both reflective and 

symptomatic of a late-modern reconfiguration of temporality by which the temporal distance 

between the present and the future increasingly foreshortens and becomes “the extension of the 
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present” (11) as Helga Nowotny argues in Time: The Modern and Postmodern Experience 

(1994). If modernity makes an illusionary claim of temporal simultaneity across the globe while 

rendering racial others in “backward” time in late modernity, differences are rendered spatial 

render spatial  as the distance between the future and the present grows narrower and 

compressed. The narrowing of the distance between the future and present notably stems from 

the growing pressure on progress and the understanding that progress does not simply happen in 

time but needs to be achieved and advanced by speeding up of social changes (Nowotny 45). 

Such a pressure upon progressive temporality, Notowny suggests, stems from the accumulation 

of failures of western modernity such as the ecological crisis that engenders urgent need for 

different futurity. As a result, “the future no longer offers that projection space into which all 

desires, hopes and fears could be projected without many inhibitions because it seemed 

sufficiently remote to be able to absorb everything which had no place or was unwelcome in the 

present. The future has become more realistic, not because the horizon of planning has been 

extended. … The invocation of the future, in the name of which political action was justified for 

a long time, had to be reduced and at least partly transferred to the present” (50.) As futurity 

stops being a remote and unknown place where the possibility of progress resides, it nears the 

present in which the temporal domain now makes pro-active and preventative interventions upon 

the future. As a result of this futuristic intervention, the future “is already taking place now” and 

“is being determined in the extended present” (51). 

As the distance between the present and the future foreshortens and the future nears the 

present, the temporal distancing between western and non-western transitions to a spatial placing 

of racial others within a multicultural nation-state. Multiculturalism does not necessarily demand 

racial others to catch up with the time of western modernity, but places them in spatial distance 
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from the citizen subject. Writing in the 1980s,when the logic of multiculturalism increasingly 

seizes the anthropological practice of writing racial differences, Trinh T. Minh-ha notes what she 

names “the policy of “separate development””(80). As she puts it, “the policy of ‘separate 

development’ means that we may all bloom in our garden. It also means that i am tolerated in 

may difference as long as i conform with the established rules” (87). The logic of “separate 

development” does not transform the relation between the western and non-western, but keeps 

them in separate paths of histories. Anthropological interests in the “authenticity” of the Native, 

for instance, reiterate essential difference between the western and non-western, and solidify the 

hegemonic formation of universality. Commenting on the discursive practice of writing 

“authentic difference” of racial others, Trinh notes that “Today, planned authenticity is rife; as a 

product of hegemony and a remarkable counterpart of universal standardization, it constitutes an 

efficacious means of silencing the cry of racial oppression. We no longer wish to erase your 

difference, We demand, on the contrary, that you remember and assert it. At least, to a certain 

extent” (89). The liberal logic of “separate development,” accordingly, “serves to reassure the 

conscience of the liberal establishment and gives a touch of subversiveness to the discourse ——

—delivered” (90). As a result, multiculturalism populates discourses of racial difference and 

cultural diversity, while leaving the power relation within the universalism unquestioned.  

Multiculturalism, in other words, does not radically deconstruct feminist history but rather 

replaces it with a seemingly horizontal model of cultural diversity which elides the historical 

specificity of neoliberal governmentality that mobilizes non-western women into the 

transnational circuit of labor, sexuality, and culture. Such a geopolitical mobility of non-western 

women, as I further discuss in my conclusion, raises yet another question about the 

epistemological mobility of “women of color” feminism that is often promoted by both “women 
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of color” feminist scholarship and the progressive narrative of postwar U.S. feminism. The 

ascendance of multiculturalism, I suggest, intersects with a late modern reconfiguration of 

temporality. As the futurity is increasingly preemptively seized and enacted in late modernity 

(Nowotny ; Binkley ; Jameson), the temporal politics of racial assimilation transits to spatial 

politics of cultural diversity. The critical account of late modern temporality and its spatial 

incorporation of radical differences, for this reason, is imperative to a feminist understanding of 

the future of postwar U.S. feminism. The futurity of postwar U.S. feminism is neither annihilated 

nor secured by the arrival of multiculturalism. Rather, the entanglement of post-feminisms with 

multiculturalism raises further questions about the spatiotemporal politics of feminist history in a 

time of late modern reconfiguration of racial relations.  
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Conclusion 

The purpose of this dissertation is to conduct a critical and close reading of postwar U.S. 

feminist narrative practices of making, writing, and sustaining feminist history, and their 

narrative figurations of “women of color” in manifestos and histories of postwar U.S. women’s 

movements and the discourse of post-feminisms. In doing so, I have explored the narratives of 

feminist history invoked by feminist manifestos written from the 1960s to the 1970s, written by 

histories of Second Wave feminism published from the mid-1970s to the 2010s, and 

reconfigured through the discourse of post-feminisms. Additionally, I have examined the 

narrative figuration of racial others in these works, which I argue to be presented via analogical 

portrayal of racial others within feminist manifestos, narrative emplotment of “black women” 

and “racial relations” within the histories of postwar U.S. women’s movements, and 

spatiotemporal placing of non-Western women and multiculturalism. All of these elements, I 

argue, point us to postwar U.S. feminist narrative practices of making, writing, and sustaining 

feminist history and their relation to racial others. Notably, these narrative practices of postwar 

U.S. feminism are not coherently organized across times and genres of feminist writings and 

discourses, but rather serve as narrative strategies that enable postwar U.S. feminists to compose 

feminist history, be it a story of women’s liberation, progress, and revolution, or a story of 

postwar U.S. women’s movements, or a story of feminist futurity. They figure, emplot, and place 

racial others in narrative relation to the historical imagination of postwar U.S. feminism, often 

doing so through a spatiotemporal relation to postwar U.S. feminism’s central subject: either 

“women,” or feminism itself. 

I also argue that such a narrative strategy of figuring, emplotting, and placing racial 

others within these narratives of feminist history is revealing of the connection between postwar 
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U.S. feminism and the subject of “women of color,” which does not simply reduce to a story of 

exclusion. While the story of “white middle-class” feminism bears important truths about the 

history and politics of postwar U.S. feminism, it nevertheless simplifies the complex formation 

of racial politics and racial relations therein. Racial others are not merely absent in the history of 

postwar U.S. feminism, but rather are figured, emplotted, and placed in various spatiotemporal 

relations to the main narrative of postwar U.S. feminism, enabling the postwar U.S. feminist 

construction of feminist history. I further contend that these practices of figuring, emplotting, and 

placing racial others constitute a narrative strategy that both writes racial others “into” the 

feminist history and retains them in a non-coeval relation to the main narrative of postwar U.S. 

feminism, by placing these others in pre-figuring (i.e. race-sex analogy, “black women” in 

Personal Politics), aggregative (i.e. The World Split Open), or futuristic (i.e. post-feminism) 

terms.  

With that said, in conclusion, I turn to a question about the spatiotemporal mobility of 

“women of color” which Rachel Lee argues to be constitutive and enabling of the progress 

narrative of postwar U.S. feminism. I use Lee’s cogent and insightful criticism of spatial 

mobility of “women of color” as a departure point for a critical examination of the spatial logic 

of multiculturalism that prevails within the late modern landscape of temporal acceleration and 

foreshortening futurity. Lee observes that the spatial mobility of “women of color,” originally 

formulated as a critical hermeneutic of resistance by Chela Sandoval, has come to inadvertently 

render the subject of “women of color” ungrounded, floating, and timeless, and in so doing, 

enables the progress narrative of postwar U.S. women’s studies. In being and remaining 

“mobile,” the concept of “women of color” operates as a “lost object” that haunts the present 
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field of feminist scholarship and drives the field of U.S. women’s studies to an “unknown” 

futurity (Lee 94, 97).  

Lee’s cogent criticism to the spatial mobility of “women of color” points us to the 

narrative entanglement of “women of color” with the progress narrative of postwar U.S. 

feminism. Lee argues that the place and function of “women of color” within the institutional 

and pedagogical field of postwar U.S. women’s studies remain ambiguous and dualistic. On the 

one hand, the subject and field of “women of color” is increasingly recruited into the pedagogical 

practice of postwar U.S. women’s studies through curricula, hiring, and student services. On the 

other hand, “women of color” still remains “outside” of the institutional domain of postwar U.S. 

women’s studies and maintains radical alterity with respect to the “hegemonic” formation of 

feminist scholarship, as Chela Sandoval argues in her influential essay “U.S. Third World 

Feminism.” Lee observes that this seemingly contradictory yet coterminous duality of “women 

of color” as an “outsider within” serves postwar U.S. women’s studies “in multiple fashions, . . . 

as the idea of a triumphal endpoint and as a resented (envied) lost object that has wrested from 

women's studies its own phantom mobility” (97). First, it provides women’s studies with the 

“racial alibi” that the present pedagogical field of postwar U.S. feminism now includes racially 

diverse bodies of knowledge, instructors, and students (Lee 86). Second, in doing so, it enables 

progressive narratives of postwar U.S. feminism. While the subject and field of “women of 

color” feminism is now present within the institutional territory of postwar U.S. women’s 

studies, therefore proving the progressive move of postwar U.S. women’s studies away from its 

own past of ethnocentrism, it nevertheless continues to encompass the “unknown” and what is 

“not here yet,” and thus projects a futuristic possibility of postwar U.S. feminism. As a mobile 

site of “oppositional consciousness,” as Sandoval frames it, “women of color” feminism 
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maneuvers both the “dominant” field of postwar U.S. feminism and its crisis that the discourse of 

post-feminisms presents. In other words, “women of color” feminism becomes a subject that is 

both inside and outside, here and not-yet-here, everywhere and nowhere. As Lee explains, 

“women of color thus are peculiarly positioned in our contemporary moment, hailed as a 

phantasmatic ‘pure space’ outside domination but within women's studies. They have the 

dubious distinction of being celebrated for not speaking and not occupying – for the capacious 

space of the ‘not yet realized.’ Simultaneously they are expected to act as a palliative agent, 

assuaging women’s studies’ anxieties over its uncertain ends and objects by their reassurance 

that the (inter)discipline has achieved something definite, because, according to this viewpoint, 

women of color are, indeed, central” (Lee 97). In other words, the ironic yet functional duality of 

“women of color” undergirds progressive narratives of postwar U.S. women’s studies while itself 

remaining phantasmatic. Third, and accordingly, the subject and field of “women of color” 

feminism offers postwar U.S. women’s studies a phantasmatic object of fetish that drives it 

further into the future possibility of feminist inquiries, research, and writings about “women” in 

its un-exhausting diversity. The future of postwar U.S. feminism remains open-ended, in this 

sense, as long as the subject and field of “women of color” maintains its alterity and 

unknowability. 

It is Lee’s critical argument that these narrative functions of “women of color” within the 

historical imagination of postwar U.S. feminism stem as much from the non-territorial and 

“guerilla” mobility of “women of color” feminism as from the desire of postwar U.S. women’s 

studies to retain its progressive temporality through the ironically simultaneous presence and 

absence of “women of color” (Lee 99). The politics of “women of color” aspires for non-

territorial mobility, as it is cautious of being co-opted, assimilated, and rigidified within the 
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institutional domain of women’s studies. The spatial mobility of “women of color,” in this sense, 

stems both from the subject’s historical marginality within the institutional field of postwar U.S. 

feminism and from the strategic choice of “women of color” feminism as a hermeneutic mode of 

“oppositional consciousness” capable of critically reflecting upon its own locations of speech. As 

Sandoval states, the mobility of “women of color” feminism originates from a political 

“imperative” to generate “the new activities of a new citizen-subject,” which emerges out of the 

odds of the hegemonic inscription of difference (42). Throughout her essay “U.S. Third World 

Feminism,” Sandoval also argues that the hermeneutic mobility of “women of color” arises from 

the “kinetic and self-conscious” positioning of the “women of color” subject against the 

hegemonic narrative within the ideological domain of U.S. feminism that both omits and speaks 

of differences (54). As such, the mobility of “women of color” stems less from a spontaneous 

rupture of difference than an ideological struggle against the hegemonic formation of knowledge 

and identity, as the Althusserian subject initiates its resistance from within the ideological 

process of interpellation (43-44). To quote Sandoval: “Its powers can be thought of as mobile — 

not nomadic, but rather cinematographic: a kinetic motion that maneuvers, poetically 

transfigures, and orchestrates while demanding alienation, perversion, and reformation in both 

spectators and practitioners” (44). In this way, the “oppositional consciousness” of “women of 

color” is generative of “tactical subjectivity with the capacity to de- or recenter” the hegemonic 

formation of feminist knowledge (59). Accordingly, “women of color” feminism, in Sandoval’s 

view, does not so much signify a set of political ideas, but rather a self-critical hermeneutic mode 

of articulation that is capable of critical and topological “recoding” of hegemonic feminist 

politics (54-55). The politics of “women of color” feminism forms when it is consciously 

opposed to the developmental narrative of feminist consciousness that privileges white middle-
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class women’s gender politics.25 It constitutes and exists as a mobile site of “oppositional 

consciousness” that articulates within, yet also against the hegemonic narrative of postwar U.S. 

feminism. Such a mobility of “women of color,” as inspiring as it has been, nonetheless risks 

depriving “women of color” of material grounding upon which the historical and epistemological 

territory of “women of color” feminism may be rendered both positive and delimited (Lee 98). In 

eschewing territorial ground and hovering over other disciplinary territories, “women of color” 

becomes “all eye and no-body” (101). In contrast, by seizing a territory of its own, Lee suggests 

that “women of color” gains clearer discursive contour from which standpoint it also can identify 

its own blind-spots, such as the suspicious parallel between the intellectual celebration of the 

mobility of “women of color” feminism and the geopolitical mobilization of non-Western 

women into a transnational circuit of labor, sexuality, and culture.  

The spatial mobility of “women of color” remains uncritical to the capitalist logic of 

neoliberalism, which increasingly resorts to the geopolitical mobility of non-Western women. 

Neoliberal capitalism not only mobilizes “women’s work” into global capitalism but also 

specifically targets the labor power of Third World women— a power which now also includes 

the bio-political capacity to reproduce lives (Goodman; Moghadam; Lindio-McGovern and 

Wallimann; Vora). Such a mobilization of Third World women also generates “disposable” 

women whose capacity to produce valuable commodities oddly enforces their own valueless-

ness as workers and human beings, and whose lifetimes sustain global capitalism yet dissipate 

                                                           
25 Sandoval identifies four phases of feminist consciousness established by 1980s by feminist scholars such as 

Alison Jaggar. These are schematized as “women are the same as men,” “women are different from men,” 

“women are superior,” and “women are a racially divided class” (51). These developmental phases of feminist 

consciousness also correspond to liberal, Marxist, cultural and socialist feminism, respectively. Sandoval argues 

that although this typology of feminist consciousness is claimed to be heterogeneous, it in effect operates within 

the domain of white women’s politics that both “sublimated and dispersed the specificity of a differential U.S. 

third world feminist theory, method, and practice (53).” 
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behind the epistemic threshold of neoliberal intelligibility (Wright: Tadir). The labor-time and 

life-time of Third World women, in this sense, do not bring them to the progressive temporality 

of class mobility, but rather to a status of surplus, excess, and “waste.” While the geopolitical 

mobility of transnational migration seemingly represents the economic vitality of global 

capitalism, it simultaneously stagnates Third World women in repetitive, reproductive, and 

temporary labor positions such as assembly work, domestic help, and transnational surrogacy. 

The labor-time and life-time of non-Western women, in other words, fragment as they 

economically rubricate the transnational circuit of neoliberal capitalism.  

With this concern about the uncritical celebration of spatial mobility of “women of 

color,” I turn to the temporal politics of “women of color” feminism presented by Sandoval and 

Mohanty. Notably, Sandoval defines “oppositional consciousness” as not only “mobile,” but also 

“retrospective.” In her account, “women of color” feminism’s capacity to recode the 

developmental narrative of feminist consciousness into a topological map of feminist 

“consciousness-in-opposition” (55-56) stems not only from spatial mobility, but also from its 

temporal relation to the hegemonic feminism that in effect relates to the very “belatedness” of 

non-white feminism. Sandoval suggests that, in arriving “late” in the historical time of the 

hegemonic formation of postwar U.S. feminism, “women of color” feminism is endowed with an 

epistemological vantage point from which one can turn backward and draw a topological map of 

ideological formation. Looking back, “women of color” feminism recodes the teleological model 

of feminist politics into a topological map in which multiple ideologies coalesce. As such, 

“women of color” feminist politics operates in a “non-narrative” mode (63), but not necessarily 
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under ahistorical terms. Rather, it understands the historical specificity of hegemonic feminism, 

as well as its temporal relation to the hegemonic narrative of postwar U.S. feminism.26 

Mohanty has long been engaged in formulating what she calls “cartographies of struggle” 

in which the historical and geopolitical interconnections between First World women and Third 

World women are brought together in comparative commonality or “common differences.” 

Mohanty suggests that histories of colonialism, racism, sexism and capitalism coagulate into a 

geopolitical topology of the transnational feminist struggle. For this reason, “cartographies of 

struggle” resist the stereotypical and static representation of both Third World women and the 

relation between the Third World and the First World. Instead, these cartographies work toward 

“the feminist solidarity or comparative feminist studies model,” which, unlike the “tourist” or 

“explorer” mode of feminist pedagogy, is inductive of feminist solidarity that crosses the 

geopolitical borders of nation-states so as to bring out the interconnected histories of the First 

World and the Third World. The comparative model attends to both the specificity of Third 

World women’s struggle and the “historical and experiential connections between women from 

different national, racial, and cultural communities” (Mohanty 242). In this way, the comparative 

model of feminist pedagogy resists the multicultural proliferation of differences that puts stories 

of “women of color” into disparate, isolated, and floating terms. Rather, it seeks to situate these 

stories within the larger context of geopolitical histories of transnational capitalism, which has 

historically and culturally generated differences and commonalities among women across the 

borders of nation-states. 

                                                           
26 Retrospective turn, as Heather Love notes in Feeling Backward (2007), is inductive of an affective reading of the 
history that goes against the narrative grains of modern progressive temporality. It leads the subject to the scenes 
of failure and loss that one is encouraged to leave behind, for the sake of progress and the futurity. Love claims 
that such a futuristic optimism drives the minority subject forward, but remains blind to the affective remnants of 
historical progress. 



151 
 

Works Cited 

Ahmed, Sarah. Strange Encounters: Embodied Others in Post-Coloniality. New York: 

Routledge, 2000. 

Alcoff, Linda. “Racism.” A Companion to Feminist Philosophy. Eds. Alison M. Jaggar and Iris 

Marion Young. Oxford: Blackwell, 1998. 475-484.  

Al-Kassim, Dina. On Pain of Speech: Fantasies of the First Order and the Literary Rant. 

Berkeley:  University of California Press, 2010. 

Amatniek, Kathie. “Funeral Oration for the Burial of Traditional Womanhood.” Notes from the 

First Year. Ed. New York Radical Women. New York. 1964. 20-22. Retrieved from the 

Women’s Liberation Movement Print Culture Collection, David M. Rubenstein Rare Book 

& Manuscript Library, Duke University. 

Asad, Talal. “Reflections on Violence, Law, and Humanitarianism.” Critical Inquiry 41 (Winter 

2015): 390-427.  

Atanasoski, Neda. Humanitarian Violence: The U.S. Deployment of Diversity. Minneapolis: 

University of Minnesota Press, 2013.  

Atkinson, Ti-Grace. “Radical Feminism.” 1969. Rpt. Radical Feminism: A Documentary 

Reader. Ed. Barbara A. Crow. New York: New York University Press, 2000. 82-89.  

Bakhtin, M.M. “Forms of Time and of the Chronotope in the Novel.” The Dialogic 

Imagination: Four Essays by M.M. Bakhtin. Ed. Michael Holquist, Trans. Caryl Emersion 

and Michael Holquist. Austin: The University of Texas Press, 1981. 

Banerjee, Amrita. “Race and a Transnational Reproductive Caste System: Indian Transnational 

Surrogacy.” Hypatia 29.1 (Winter 2014): 113-128. 

Barthes, Roland. “Historical Discourse.” Trans. Peter Wexler. Social Science Information 6.4 

(August 1967): 63-75. Rpt. in Structuralism: A Reader. Ed. Michael Lane. London: 

Jonathan Cape Ltd, 1970. 145-155.  

Bauman, Zygmunt. Liquid Modernity. Cambridge: Polity Press, 2000. 

Baumgardner, Jennifer and Amy Richards. Manifesta: Young Women, Feminism and the 

Future. New York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 2000. 

Baxandall, Rosalyn. “Re-visioning the Women’s Liberation Movement’s Narrative.” Feminist 

Studies 27.1 (Spring 2001): 225-245.  

Beal, Frances. “Double Jeopardy.” 1970. The Black Woman: An Anthology. Ed. Toni Cade 

Bambara. New York: Washington Square Press, 2005. 

Bender, Thomas. “Strategies of Narrative Synthesis in American History.” The American 

Historical Review 107.1 (February 2002):129-153. 

Berger, James. After The End: Representations of Post-Apocalypse. Minnesota: University of 

Minnesota Press, 1999.  

Bhabha, Homi. “‘Race,’ Time and the Revision of Modernity.” Oxford Literature Review 13.1-

2 (1991), 193-219. 

Binkley, Sam. Happiness as Enterprise: An Essay on Neoliberal Life. Albany: State University 

of New York Press. 2014.  

Bindel, Julie. “Shulamith Firestone Obituary.” The Guardian Sep. 6 2012: n. pag. Web. 25 Jan. 

2016.  

Bowlby, Rachel. “‘The Problem with No Name’: Reading Friedan’s “The Feminine 

Mystique.”” Feminist Review 27 (Autumn 1987): 61-75. 



152 
 

Breines, Winifred. The Trouble between Us: An Uneasy History of White and Black Women in 

the Feminist Movement.  New York: Oxford University Press, 2007.  

Brenner, Johanna. “The Best of Times, The World of Times: US Feminism Today.” New Left 

Review I/200 (July-August 1993): 101-159. 

Browne, Victoria. Feminism, Time, and Nonlinear History: A Polytemporal Approach. New 

York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2014. 

Brown, Wendy. Politics Out of History. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2001.  

Burris, Barbara, et al. “The Fourth World Manifesto.” 1971. Rpt. Radical Feminism: A 

Documentary Reader. Ed. Barbara A. Crow. New York: New York University Press, 2000. 

238-264. 

Butler, Jess. “For White Girls Only?” Feminist Formations 25.1 (Spring 2013): 35-58. 

Cady, Kathryn A. “Labor and Women's Liberation: Popular Readings of The Feminine 

Mystique.” Women’s Studies in Communication 32.3 (Fall 2009): 348-379. 

Campbell, Karlyn K. “The Rhetoric of Women’s Liberation: An Oxymoron.” Quarterly Journal 

of Speech 59.1 (1973): 74-86. 

Chakrabarty, Dipesh. Provincializing Europe: Postcolonial Thought and Historical Difference. 

Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2008.  

---. “Postcoloniality and the Artifice of History: Who Speaks for “Indian” History?” 

Representations 37 (Winter 1992): 1-26. 

Chesler, Phyllis. The Death of Feminism: What’s Next in the Struggle for Women's Freedom. 

New York: St. Martin’s Griffin, 2005.  

Chow, Rey. Woman and Chinese Modernity. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1991. 

Clawson, Mary Ann, “Looking for Feminism: Racial Dynamics and Generational investments 

in the Second Wave.” Feminist Studies 34.3 (Fall 2008): 526-620. 

Coontz, Stephanie. A Strange Stirring: The Feminine Mystique and American Women at the 

Dawn of the 1960s. New York: Basic Books, 2011.  

Cooper, Mick. Existential Therapies. London: Sage Publication, 2003. 

Davis, Angela. Women, Race and Class. New York: Vintage Books, 1983. 

Davis. Joseph E. “Narrative and Social Movement: The Power of Stories.” Introduction. Stories 

of Change: Narrative and Social Movements. Ed. Joseph E. Davis. Albany: State University 

of New York Press, 2002. 3-30. 

Dean, Jonathan. Rethinking Contemporary Feminist Politics. Palgrave MacMillan, 2010.  

Densmore, Dana. “A Year of Living Dangerously: 1968.” The Feminist Memoir Project: Voice 

from Women’s Liberation. Ed. Ann Snitow and Rachel Blau Duplessis. New Brunswick: 

Rutgers University Press, 2007. 71-89.  

Derrida, Jacque. Writing and Difference. Trans. Alan Bass. London: Routledge, 2001. 

Deutscher, Penelope. “Repetition Facility: Beauvoir on Women’s Time.” Australian Feminist 

Studies 21.51 (November 2006): 327-342. 

Dubois, Ellen. Woman Suffrage and Women’s Rights. New York: New York University Press, 

1998.  

Dunbar-Ortiz, Roxanne. Outlaw Woman: A Memoir of the War Years, 1960-1975. San 

Francisco: City Lights Books, 2001. 

Dunmire, Patricia L. Projecting the Future through Political Discourse: The Case of the Bush 

Doctrine. Amsterdam: John Benjamin Publishing Company, 2011. 

Elliott, Jane. “Stepford U.S.A.” Cultural Critique 70 (Fall 2008): 32-62. 



153 
 

---. Politics Out of Time: Feminism, Futurity, and the End of History. Diss. Rutgers University, 

2004.  

Enke, Anne. Finding the Movement: Sexuality, Contested Space, and Feminist Activism. 

Durham: Duke University Press, 2007. 

Epstein, Barbara. “The Successes and Failures of Feminism.” Journal of Women’s History 14.2 

(Summer 2002): 118-125.  

Evans, Sara. Tidal Wave: How Women Changes America at Century’s End. New York: Free 

Press, 2003.  

---. Personal Politics: The Roots of Women’s Liberation in the Civil Rights Movement and the 

New Left. New York: Random House, 1980. 

Ezekiel, Judith. Feminism in the Heartland. Columbus: The Ohio State University Press, 2002.  

Fabian, Johannes. Time and the Other: How Anthropology Makes its Object. 1983. Trans. Matti 

Bunzl. New York: Columbia University Press, 2002.  

Faludi, Susan. “Death of a Revolutionary.” The New Yorker Apr. 15 2013: n.pag. Web. 23. Jan. 

2016.  

Faludi, Susan. Backlash: The Undeclared War against Women. New York: Crown Publishers 

Inc., 1991.  

Ferree, Myra Marx and Beth B. Hess. Controversy and Coalition. New York: Twayne 

Publishers, 1994.  

Firestone, Shulamith. The Dialectic of Sex: The Case of Feminist Revolution. 1970. New York: 

Farrar, Straus, and Giroux. 2003. 

---. “The Jeannette Rankin Brigade: Woman Power?” Notes from the First Year. Ed. New York 

Radical Women. New York. 1964. 18-19. Retrieved from the Women’s Liberation 

Movement Print Culture Collection, David M. Rubenstein Rare Book & Manuscript 

Library, Duke University. 

Flannery, Kathryn. Feminist Literacies, 1968-75. Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 2005.  

Fraser, Nancy. “Feminism, Capitalism, and the Cunning of History.” New Left Review 56 

(March-April 2009): 97-117. 

Freeman, Elizabeth. “Packing History, Count(er)ing Generations.” New Literary History 31.4 

(Autumn 2000): 727-744. 

Freeman, Jo. The Politics of Women’s Liberation: A Case Study of an Emerging Social 

Movement and its Relation to the Policy Process. 1975. Reprint Edition. USA: 

iUniverse.com, Inc., 2000.  

Friedan, Betty. The Feminine Mystique. 1963. Reprint Edition. New York: W.W. Norton and 

Company, 2001.  

Friedman, Susan Stanford. Mappings: Feminism and the Cultural Geographies of Encounter. 

Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1998.  

Gadol, Joan K. “The Social Relation of the Sexes: Methodological Implications of Women's 

History.” Signs 1.4 (Summer 1976): 809-823. 

Gallie, W. B. “The Historical Understanding.” History and Theory 3.2 (1963): 149-202. 

Geng, Veronica. “Requiem for the Women’s Movement.” Harper’s Nov 01 1976: 49. Proquest. 

Web. 20 July 2015.  

Genz, Stephanie and Benjamin A. Brabon. Postfeminism: Cultural Texts and Theories. 

Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2009.  

Gewirth, Alan. Self-Fulfillment. Princeton: Princeton University, 1998. 



154 
 

Giddings, Paula. When and Where I Ender: The Impact of Black Women on Race and Sex in 

America. 2nd ed., New York: Harper and Collins, 2006 [1984].  

Gilmore, Stephanie. Groundswell: Grassroots Feminist Activism in Postwar America. New 

York: Routledge, 2013. 

Goodman, Robin. Gender Work: Feminism after Neoliberalism. New York:  Palgrave 

Macmillan, 2013.  

Gornick, Vivian. “What Feminism Means to Me.” Feminist Memoir Project. Ed. Ann Snitow 

and Rachel Blau Duplessis. New Brunswick: Rutgers University Press, 2007. 372-376. 

Grosz, Elizabeth. “Feminist Futures?” Tulsa Studies in Women’s Literatures 21.1 (Spring 

2002): 13-20.  

Hartmann, Susan. The Other Feminists: Activists in the Liberal Establishment. New Haven: 

Yale University Press, 1998.  

Harvey, David. The Condition of Postmodernity.  Malden: Blackwell Publisher, 1991. 

Hawkesworth, Mary. “The Semiotics of Premature Burial: Feminism in a Postfeminist Age.” 

Signs 29.4 (Summer 2004): 961-985.  

Hemmings, Claire. Why Stories Matter: The Political Grammar of Feminist Theory. Durham: 

Duke University Press, 2011.  

Herman, Ellen. The Romance of American Psychology: Political Culture in the Age of Experts. 

Berkley: University of California Press, 1995. 

Hogeland, Lisa. “Invisible Man and Invisible Women: The Sex/Race Analogy of the 1970s.” 

Women’s History Review 5.1 (1996): 31-53.  

Hogeland, Lisa. Feminism and Its Fictions: The Consciousness-Raising Novel and the Women’s 

Liberation Movement. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1998.  

Horowitz, Daniel. Betty Freidan and the Making of the Feminine Mystique. Amherst: 

University of Massachusetts Press, 2000. 

Hyde Park Chapter of Chicago Women’s Liberation Union. “Socialist Feminism: A Strategy for 

the Women’s Movement.” 1971. Retrieved from the Women’s Liberation Movement Print 

Culture Collection, David M. Rubenstein Rare Book & Manuscript Library, Duke 

University. 

Jameson, Fredric. “The End of Temporality.” Critical Inquiry 29.4 (Summer 2003): 695-718. 

Kalter, Christoph. “A Shared Space of Imagination, Communication and Action: Perspectives 

on the History of the “Third World.”” The Third World in the Global 1960. Eds. Samantha 

Christiansen and Zachary A. Scarlett. New York: Berghahn Books, 2013. 23-38. 

Kesselman, Amy. “Women’s Liberation and the Left in New Haven, Connecticut, 1968-1972.” 

Radical History Review 81 (Fall 2001): 15-33. 

King, Katie. Theory in its Feminist Travel. Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1991. 

King, Mary and Casey Hayden. “Women in the Movement.” 1964. Rpt. Personal Politics. Sara 

E. Evans. New York: Random House, 1980. 232-235.  

Koselleck, Reinhart. The Practice of Conceptual History: Timing History, Spacing Concepts. 

Trans. Todd Samuel Presner and Others. Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2002. 

Kristeva, Julia. “Women’s Time.” Trans. Alice Jardine and Harry Blake. Signs 7.1 (Autumn 

1981): 13-35.  

Kristeva, Julia. About Chinese Women. Trans. Anita Barrows. New York: Marion Boyars, 1986. 

Lee, Rachel. “Notes from the (non)Field” Meridians 1.1 (Fall 2000): 85-109. 

Leslie, Heywood and Jennifer Drake, Introduction. Third Wave Agenda: Being Feminist, Doing 

Feminism. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1997. 



155 
 

Lindio-McGovern, Ligaya and Isidor Wallimann, eds. Globalization and Third World Women: 

Exploitation, Coping and Resistance. New York: Routledge, 2009.  

Lynch, Roberta. “Is the Women’s Movement in Trouble?” 1976. Reprinted on and retrieved 

from Chicago Women’s Liberation Union (CWLU) Herstory Project. Web. October 28 

2015.  

Lyon, Janet. Manifestoes: Provocations of the Modern. Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1999. 

Massey, Doreen. “Politics and Space/Time” New Left Review I/196 (November – December 

1992): 65-84. 

Mather, Anne. “A History of Feminist Periodicals, Part III.” Journalism History 2.1 (Spring 

1975): 19-31. 

---. “A History of Feminist Periodicals, Part II.” Journalism History 1.4 (Winter 1974): 108-

111. 

---. “A History of Feminist Periodicals, Part I.” Journalism History 1.3 (Fall 1974): 82-85. 

Mayeri, Serena. Reasoning from Race: Feminism, Law, and the Civil Rights Revolution. 

Cambridge. Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 2014. 

---. ““A Common Fate of Discrimination”: Race-Gender Analogies in Legal and Historical 

Perspective.” Yale Law Review 110.6 (March 2001):1045-1087.  

McRobbie, Angela. “Top-Girls?” Cultural Studies 21. 4-5 (July-September 2007), 718-737. 

Meyerowitz, Joanne. “Beyond the Feminine Mystique: A Reassessment of Postwar Mass 

Culture, 1946-1958.” The Journal of American History 79.4 (March 1993): 1455-1482. 

Millett, Kate. “Women: The Feminist Time Forgot in 1970, Kate Millett Wrote Sexual Politics, 

a Groundbreaking, Bestselling Analysis of Female Oppression. And what is She Doing 

Now? Read Her and Weep.” The Guardian June 23 1998. Web. May 15 2015.  

Mink, Louis. “Narrative Form as a Cognitive Instrument.” The History and Narrative Reader. 

Ed. Geoffrey Roberts. London: Routledge, 2001.  

Moghadam, Valentine M. Globalizing Women: Transnational Feminist Networks. Baltimore: 

The Johns Hopkins University Press, 2005.  

Mohanty, Chandra T. Feminism without Borders: Decolonizing Theory, Practicing Solidarity. 

Durham: Duke University Press, 2003.  

Morgan, Robin. “On Women as a Colonized People.” 1977. Rpt. Radical Feminism: 

Documentary Reader. Ed. Barbara A. Crow. New York: New York University Press, 2000. 

471-472. 

National Organization for Women. “Statement of Purpose.” 1966. Now.org. n.d. Web. April 20 

2015.  

Newman, Louise. White Women’s Rights: The Racial Origins of Feminism in the United States. 

Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999.  

Nguyen, Mimi. “The Biopower of Beauty.” Signs 36.2 (Winter 2011): 359-383. 

Nowotny, Helga. Time: The Modern and Postmodern Experience. Trans. Neville Plaice. 

Malden: Polity Press, 1994.  

Nunan, Timothy. Humanitarian Invasion: Global Development in Cold War Afghanistan. New 

York: Cambridge University Press, 2016.  

Osborne, Peter. The Politics of Time: Modernity and Avant-Garde. New York: Verso, 1995. 

Prakash, Gyan. “The Impossibility of Subaltern History.” Nepantla 1.2 (2000): 287-294. 

Puchner, Martin. Poetry of the Revolution: Marx, Manifestos, and the Avant-Gardes. Princeton: 

Princeton University Press, 2006.  



156 
 

Rhodes, Jacqueline. Radical Feminism, Writing, and Critical Agency: From Manifesto to 

Modem. Albany: State University of New York Press, 2005.  

Rich, Adrienne. “Notes toward a Politics of Location.” Blood, Bread, Poetry: Selected Prose 

1079-1985. U.S.A.: W.W. Norton & Company, Inc. 1986. 211-231. 

Ricoeur, Paul. “Narrative Time.” Critical Inquiry 7.1 (1980): 169-190. 

---. “The Human Experience of Time and Narrative.” Research in Phenomenology 9 (Jan. 

1979):17-34. 

Roof, Judith. “Generational Difficulties; or, The Fear of a Barren History.” Generations: 

Academic Feminists in Dialogue. Eds. Devoney Looser and E. Ann Kaplan. Minneapolis: 

University of Minnesota Press, 1997. 69-87.  

Rose, Nikolas. The Politics of Life Itself: Biomedicine, Power and Subjectivity in the Twenty-

First Century. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2007.  

Rosen, Ruth. The World Split Open: How the Modern Women’s Movement Changed America. 

New York: Penguin, 2001.  

Roth, Benita. Separate Roads to Feminism: Black, Chicana and White Feminist Movements in 

America’s Second Wave. New York: Cambridge University Press, 2004.  

Sandoval, Chela. Methodology of the Oppressed. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 

2000.  

Scharff, Christina. Repudiating Feminism: Young Women in a Neoliberal World. Burlington: 

Ashgate Publishing Company, 2012. 

Scott, David Scott. Omens of Adversity: Tragedy, Time, Memory, Justice. Durham: Duke 

University Press, 2014.  

Scott, Joan W. The Fantasy of Feminist History. Durham: Duke University Press, 2011.  

Sharma, Aradihana. Logics of Empowerment: Development, Gender, and Governance in 

Neoliberal India. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2008. 

Simons, Margaret. “Feminism and Racism: A Schism in the Sisterhood.” Feminist Studies 5.2 

(Summer 1979): 384-401. 

Snyder, R. Claire. “What is Third-Wave Feminism? A New Directions Essay.” Signs 34.1 

(Autumn 2008): 175-196.  

Soja, Edward. Postmodern Geographies: The Reassertion of Space in Critical Social Theory. 

London: Verso, 1989.  

Springer, Kimberly. “Divas, Evil Black Bitches, and Bitter Black Women: African American 

Women in Postfeminist and Post-Civil-Rights Popular Culture.” Interrogating 

Postfeminism. Eds. Yvonne Tasker and Diane Negra. London: Duke University Press, 2007. 

249-276.  

---. Living for the Revolution: Black Feminist Organizations, 1968-1980. Durham: Duke 

University Press, 2005.  

Spivak, Gayatri. “French Feminism in an International Frame” Yale French Studies 62 (1981): 

154-184.  

Staggenborg, Suzanne. “Beyond Culture versus Politics: A Case Study of Local Women’s 

Movement.” Gender and Society 15.4 (August 2001): 507-530. 

Stanley, Sandra K. Introduction. Other Sisterhoods: Literary Theory and U.S. Women of Color. 

Ed. Sandra Kumamoto Stanley. Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1998. 

Stimpson, Catharine. “‘Thy Neighbor’s Wife, Thy Neighbor’s Servants’: Women’s Liberation 

and Black Civil Rights.” Woman in Sexist Society: Studies in Power and Powerlessness. Ed. 

Vivian Gornick and Barbara K. Moran. New York: Basic Books, 1971. 453-479. 



157 
 

Tadiar, Neferti X. M. “Life-Times of Disposability within Global Neoliberalism.” Social Text 

31.2 (Summer 2013):19-48.  

Tasker, Yvonne and Diane Negra, “Feminist Politics and Postfeminist Culture.” Introduction. 

Interrogating Postfeminism: Gender 1and the Politics of Popular Culture. Eds. Yvonne 

Tasker and Diane Negra. London: Duke University Press, 2007. 1-25. 

Taylor, Verta and Leila Rupp. “Women’s Culture and Lesbian Feminist Activism.” Signs 19.1 

(Autumn 1993): 32-61.  

Tetrault, Lisa. The Myth of Seneca Falls: Memory and the Women's Suffrage Movement, 1848-

1898. Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Press, 2014.  

Third World Women’s Alliance. “Women in the Struggle.” 1971. Rpt. Radical Feminism: A 

Documentary Reader. Ed. Barbara A. Crow. New York: New York University Press, 2000. 

460-465. 

Thompson, Becky. “Multiracial Feminism: Recasting the Chronology of Second Wave 

Feminism.” Feminist Studies 28.2 (2002): 337–60.  

Trinh, Minh-ha. Woman Native Other: Writing Postcoloniality and Feminism. Bloomington: 

Indiana University Press, 1989.  

Vora, Kalindi. Life Support: Biocapital and the New History of Outsourced Labor. 

Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2015.  

Walby, Sylvia. The Future of Feminism. Malden: Polity Press, 2011.  

White, Hayden. The Content of the Form: Narrative Discourse and Historical Representation. 

Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1990 [1987].  

Whittier, Nancy. Feminist Generations: The Persistence of the Radical Women’s Movement. 

Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1995. 

Weigand, Kate. Red Feminism: American communism and the Making of Women’s Liberation. 

Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 2001.  

Wiegman, Robyn. Object Lessons. Durham: Duke University Press, 2012. 

---. “Feminism’s Apocalyptic Futures.” New Literary History 31.4 (Autumn, 2000): 805-825.  

---. “Feminism, Institutionalization, and the Idiom of Failure.” Differences 11.3 (1999-2000): 

107-136. 

Williams, Raymond. “History.” Keywords: A Vocabulary of Culture and Society. Revised Ed. 

New York: Oxford University Press, 1985.  

Willis, Ellen. “Radical Feminism and Feminist Radicalism.” Social Text 9/10 (Spring-Summer 

1984): 91-118. 

Winkiel, Laura. Modernism, Race, and Manifestos. New York: Cambridge University Press, 

2008.  

Wright, Joanne H. Origin Stories in Political Thought. Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 

2004.  

Wright, Melissa. Disposable Women and Other Myths of Global Capitalism. New York: 

Routledge, 2006. 

Wu, Judy Tzu-Chun. “Journeys for Peace and Liberation: Third World Internationalism and 

Radical Orientalism during the U.S. War in Vietnam.” Pacific Historical Review 76.4 

(November 2007): 575-584. 

 

 

 
 


	001_cover.pdf
	002_front matter.pdf
	003_body.pdf

