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ica Lewinsky, congressional hearings that led to his impeach-
ment swamped pending legislative initiatives. Though not
forced from office, Clinton was so weakened politically that he
could not advance any further reforms for the balance of his
second term.

The Third Wave

With political change at a standstill, thoseswho sought further
reform turned to the cultural realm, and it was there, through
theater, film, education, the media, sports, and what a new gen-
eration of women began to call “third-wave feminism,” that
challenges continued to be launched to the way American soci-
ety conceived of gender. In contrast to the second-wave femi-
nism of the sixties, out of which it grew, the third wave focused
less on politics than on personal, and especially sexual, ful-
fillment. Older women had talked about birth control and
abortions. Younger women discussed body piercing, tattoos,
bulimia, and sex toys. The older gay/straight split gave way to
a more fluid understanding of sexuality, with new attention to
the transgendered, the bisexual, and the male to female (MTF)
and less often female to male (FTM) transvestite. What Gloria
Steinem referred to as the “down there” generation gave way
to the sexual explicitness of playwright Eve Ensler, whose
Vagina Monologues created a sensation in 1996, when Ensler
opened her one-woman show off-Broadway. © “Vagina.” There.
[ have said it. “Vagina’—said it again,” began her monologue.
The “ultimate forbidden zone,” the vagina represented for En-
sler the “last frontier” for feminists, the place most tabooed yet
most in need of public discussion if women were o recover
their bodies from shame, fear, and myths.

The Vagina Monologues resonated with women of all ages,
but especially with those in college. As women surpassed men
in college enrollment in the 1990s, attention to issues of gender
drew increasing notice in academe. In 1970 there had been no
women’s studies programs in the country: by the end of the
nineties there were nearly one thousand. In the early years,
these programs had been largely white and middle class. But
by the 1980s attention had shifted to issues of race and class,
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and in the 1990s attention expanded to include greater empha-
s1s on sexuality,

No group did more to challenge traditional ways of thinking
about sexuality than gays and lesbians, first in higher education
and then in the media. A short-lived group CEIIM*QUEEI Nation
(1990-92) addressed gay, leshian, bisexual, and transgender
concerns, It revived the guerrilla theater of earlier protest
movements, held same-sex kiss-ins at shopping malls, and de-
clared, “We’'re Here. We're Queer. Get Used to It Rather than

- denoting a particular sexual identity, gueer came to stand for

any number of possibilities opposed to oppressive social and
cultural norms and policies related to sexuality and gender.
Quce:r Nation groups, according to historian Susan Stryker, ul-
timately collapsed “under the weight of their own internal
cuntlradiclions—«'queer,‘ after all, means ‘diversity, whereas
‘nation’ implies ‘sameness.’ " Though short-lived, Queer Na-
tion provoked both new ideas and a powerful backlash. In 1992
Colorado passed an antigay initiative, and in 1996 Congress
passed the Defense of Marriage Act, which limited marriage to
unions between a man and a woman,

Not all news for gays and leshians was bad. In 1996 the U.S.
Silxpn:,me Court declared the Colorado antigay initiative uncon-
stitutional in Romer v. Evans, and beyond the political and le-
gal spheres—that is, in film, on television, and in the mediz
more broadly—gays and leshians made major strides, The
murder of the transgendered (FTM) Brandon Teena in Falls
City, Nebraska, in 1993 inspired the critically acclaimed movie
Blﬂ_‘f'.i‘ Don’t Cry in 1999, Ellen DeGeneres came out an her tele-
vision show Ellen in 1997 and was featured on the cover of
Ir’jzme magazine with the headline, *Yep, I'm Gay.” And maga-
zines and newspapers across the country published articles in
support of gay marriage. In the 1970s, few Americans knew
anyone who was openly gay or leshian. By 2000, virtually
everyone did. Among the younger generation, this growing fa-
JImlmnty made the homophobia of American institutions seem
increasingly dated, out of touch, and Wrong.

One area in which gender and sexuality posed striking chal-
lenges for women was sports. Although women'’s rights advo-
cates had championed physical exercise for girls since the
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middle of the nineteenth century, and educational leaders had
included basketball, tennis, golf, and archery as part of educa-
tion for women since the 1890s, sports were principally asso-
ciated with boys and men until the middle of the twentieth
century. Sports were so strongly associated with the develop-
ment of masculine characteristics that much of the public re-
garded girls’ participation in sports as unnatural. One 1967
article warned that “the female breasts and other organs can be
injured seriously by a sudden blow. The danger of scars, bro-
ken teeth, or other results of injury probably is more of a psy-
chological hazard for girls than for boys.” Some feared that the
physical freedom of sports would encourage sexual promiscu-
ity, but that the muscles and aggressiveness that went with
athletics would make women unattractive to men, thus foster-
ing leshian desires. Indeed, the homophobia in women'’s sports
was s0 intense that lesbian athletes, including such women
as golf legend Babe Didrikson and tennis stars Billie Jean
King and Martina Navratilova, strove to hide their sexual ori-
entation.

Writers who sought to downplay the masculine image of fe-
male athletes portrayed them in exaggeratedly feminine terms,
A 1968 article in Sports Hlustrated on the Olympic track team,
titled “Dolls on the Move,” praised women’s participation
in track because it did “great things for the legs.” But change
was coming. In 1972, feminists working with Congresswoman
Edith Green pressed for passage of Title IX. This legislation,
aimed at overcoming discrimination in higher education, never
mentioned athletics, but its demand for equality of federal
funding in all aspects of education guaranteed that athletics
would be included. As discussions over its implementation
played out in the 1970s, coaches of big-money athletics—
football and basketball—complained that women could not
draw the spectators or revenues that men’s sports did. Title IX,
they warned, would destroy them. That never happened. By
2000, big-time men’s sports were grossing more than ever
before. At the same time, women made up 42 percent of col-
lege athletes in Division I schools, and women'’s teams claimed
33 percent of sports budgets, up from 2 percent in 1972,

Moreover, women were showing that they had the ability to
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be superstars. The best-known American soccer player in the
1990s was a woman; Mia Hamm, twenty-seven yc;m ald in
1999. The world’s all-time scoring leader in international play
qum shared a Gatorade commercial with the basketball sts:u:
Michael Jordan, in which she chanted, “Anything you can do, I
can do better.” In the 1999 Women’s World Cup of soccer heid
in the United States before ninety thousand spectators thé final
game, with China, was decided by penalty kicks. 7Hamm‘s
teammate Brandi Chastain scored the winning kick, pulled off
her shirt in jubilation, and was pictured in her sports bra on the
cover of every major newspaper and Sports Hlustrated. Hamm
and Chastain taught girls that they could sweat, have muscles

_aud aggressively compete. They could even tear off their s}:iﬁ;
in triumph and be considered feminine and attractive. More-
over, _ﬁ:male athletes proved that they could draw huge crowds

even |1i they were not white, In the late nineties, Venus and Selr—,
ena Williams, the first African-American women to make it to
the top of professional sports since Althea Gibson in the 1960s

took the tennis world by storm. In 2001 the sisters weré
matched for the title in the U.S. Open. Before twenty-three mil-
lion TV viewers they displayed a combination of strength
speed, and charisma that transformed women's tennis and uha]:
lenged prevailing ideas about what it meant to be a woman,
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"I_"he twentieth century brought extraordinary changes to the
Iwrl_-s of American women. In 1900 most women lived on farms
or m small rural towns. By 2000, most lived in cities and sub.—
urbs. They achieved higher levels of education, entered the
wlm'kfurtl:e in growing numbers, delayed marriage and child-
birth, divorced more frequently, headed households more
]'Eglﬂ&l\:]:—v‘, zu:.d lived longer than ever before. As women'’s op-
portumities increased, their reliance on family ties declined
More than ever, they were on their own. ‘

A fej.v statistics reveal the extent of the change. Improve-
ments in medicine and nutrition increased women’s life EX-
pectancy from forty-eight to eighty years and greatly reduced
the chances of their dying in childbirth or losing an infant,
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The country’s shift away from agl‘ir::ullu'i"e and heavy mdpstr:,r
toward a service economy led to greatly increased educatmnral
opportunities. Whereas in 1900 few women had rtsﬂre Ehzlnr}hdr;
eighth-grade education, by 2000, ﬂlghi;,hf:lght percent finishec
high school. Girls, who had long avoided math and science,
began to outperform boys in all high school math and fcmnce
classes except physics and calculus. In those courses aloﬂr;e
boys continued to hold a slight, but narrowing, edge. At the
beginning of the twentieth century, m}ly 2 percent o£ wn.men
graduated from college; by the end of the century, 32 percent
did. Indeed, women graduated from mllege’ in greater numhers:
than men. In 1970 men won six bachelor’s degrees for every
four won by women. By 2000 those figures were reversed:
women won six bachelor’s degrees for every F::rur won by men.
Even more dramatic was the leap in women's percentages of
graduate and professional school degrees: from 31[!. to 5133' per-
cent in graduate study; 8 (o 43. percent In mgedn:me,hﬁ ][c.'
47 percent in law; 3 to 33 percent 1n gm_duate bum_m_ass 5C D(:j 5
1 to 20 percent in engineering. Barred from tt_:c military aca ;.:—
mies in 1970, women made up 15 percent of all cadets by the
- 2000. ;
Fﬁ?:'lart of this success came from immigration. By 2000 one-
fifth of the population was made up of the fr:m:_:gn bprn and
their children, a greater percentage than at any time since th
early twentieth century. As always, many immigrants lac;ceu
skills, especially those from Mexico, who were a quarter o fa]
immigrants (and a majority of those who were illegal). Butll;
lowing the Immigration Act of 1965, which famrf:d ski -
workers, a significant number came from h1gh!y Ieducat._e
backgrounds. Immigrants from East and South Asia, in partic-
ular, raised the educational level in the country overall. Of all
Asian-American women over twenty-five, more than 41 per-
cent earned at least a BA, compared to 24 percent of white
2.
WUEH;tter educated than ever before, women entered the work-
force in steadily increasing numbers. The change was espe-
cially dramatic for married women: more than 60 percent of
married women were in the workforce by 2[!90, comparedx 1o
40 percent back in 1970 and only 5 percent in 1900. These fig-
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ures held even for immigrant women, most of whom came
from cultures that were more patriarchal than America. In Ko-
rea, for instance, wives were not expected to work outside the
home, but once in America they entered the labor force in the
same numbers as did their native-born American peers, a shift
that did much to undermine traditional gender roles in Korean-
American families,

Not only were women better educated and more likely to be
employed, they also earned more money. By 2000, women
who worked full time made ahout 76 cents to men’s dollar.
compared to roughly 50 cents in 1900. Women’s gains came,
in part, at men's expense. With the long-term decline of tradi-
tionally male blue-collar work and the expansion of the tra-
ditionally female service sector in America, the workforce
participation of men declined to 75 percent of all men. while
that of women rose to 60 percent.

Changes in education and work were closely intertwined
with changes in sexuality, so much so that it was virtually im-
possible to sort out cause and effect. The results, however,
were clear. By 2000, only one in five women waited until mar-
riage before becoming sexually active, and almost 90 percent
of all fertile, sexually active women who did not want to be-
come pregnant used contraceptives. Abortion was safer than
betore, though the right to abortion was threatened. Apart from
a period of dramatically increased childbearing after World
War I, women’s fertility continued its long decline. By 2000,
mothers bore an average of just under two children.

More likely to pursue higher education, spend most of their
lives in the workforce, earn more than their mothers had, and
enjoy greater sexual freedom, women married significantly
later than earlier generations had. By 2000 the average age of
marriage for women had reached twenty-five (three years
higher than the average in 1900 and five years higher than the
average in the 1950s). Improved opportunities also increased
the number of divorces. Whereas only one in ten marriages
ended in divorce at the beginning of the twentieth century, by
2000 one in three did. As a result of all these changes, domes-
tic responsibilities took up less of women’s time., and gender
roles relaxed at every economic level and across the many cul-
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tures that made up American society. In all these ways, women
cast off the traditional restraints of gender.

The Persistence of Lives Divided

The figures on women's increased educational attainment,
workforce participation, entry into traditionally male occupa-
tions, earnings, and autonomy were impressive. They were
also deceiving. They obscured the disadvantages that gender,
race, and class continued to impose. Though occupational seg-
regation was lower than it had been at any time in American
history, full integration remained a distant goal. By the end of
the twentieth century, women were slightly more than half of
all bus drivers and bartenders, but they made up only 14 per-
cent of all police officers, 5 percent of all firefighters, and less
than 3 percent of all construction workers. As Elaine Ward, a
plumber in New York, complained to an interviewer in 1997,
“Women are still being harassed, threatened, and isolated. And
they're doing all this without the strong support from the
Women's Movement that underpinned their predecessors.”
Women with graduate and professional degrees made greater
progress in integrating traditionally male-dominated careers,
but they rarely made it to the top of their fields. The nation’s
top law schools had been graduating classes that were almost
evenly split between men and women for about a decade, but
only 15 percent of partners in major law firms were women by
the year 2000, Despite the politically galvanizing effect of
the Year of the Woman in 1992, women still composed only
21 percent of all state legislatures and 12 percent of Congress
by the end of the century. Graduate programs in science had
been gushing female PhDs for decades, but the pipeline after
the doctorate leaked at every stage along the career path. By
2000 roughly a third of all business school graduates were
women, but only two Fortune 500 companies had female
CEOs. Women had the qualifications, but they were not reach-
ing the top.
Studies of women in the business world pointed to the piv-
otal role of boards of directors and senior executives in block-
ing women’s progress up the corporate ladder. According to

Critical Mass 273

\_Curu] Bartz, one of the few women to run a large corporation
in the 1990s, “The men in the boardroom and the men at the
top are choosing and tend to choose who they are comfortable
wllh: other men.” To make a difference in recruiting women to
Senior corporate positions, a token female board member or
even two was not enough. Only on boards with three or more
women did the openness to recruiting women and minorities
rise dramatically. Those businesses that took sleps to increase
§he number of women in senior management profited from do-
ing so. A study by Catalyst, a consultancy firm, found that
Amla!'jr:an cumpanic.ﬁl with more women in senior management
‘pvr::};t}n;r;:;?gr;eni:rm gher rate of return on equity than those

The women who rose to the top invariably pointed to the
support of strong mentors. Bettina Plevan, a fifty-four-year-old
partner at the law firm of Proskauer Rose in New York. chose
F:'oskuuer in 1974 because the firm had a female punnf:n: a rar-
ity me_n. and because, Plevan later recalled, it was “prett;r clear
that this was a firm open to women.” The male partners worked
actively as her mentors: “I was given opportunities to be the
lead lawyer and demonstrate what I could do professionally
very early.”

But m::_ntmjing was not enough. In 1999, a group of senior
fema]_c scienlists at MIT published a report that detailed 5YS-
tematic differences between male and female faculty in the in-
sntutmp‘s awarding of space, honors, resources, and responses
to outside offers. Despite the steadily increasing number of fe-
male scientists being produced in the country, women made up
Ies:::. than 8 percent of the science faculty at MIT. The discrimi-
naton was unconscious, but the effects were real, MIT presi-
dent Charles M. Vest commended the study to the faculty with
these wnrld.-s: “Like most of my male colleagues, [I] believe that
we are highly supportive of our junior women taculty mem-
!:ers. - - . They generally are content and well supported
i many, though not all dimensions. However, T sat bolt up-
right in my chair when a senior woman, who has felt unfairly
treated for some time, said ‘I also felt very positive when I
wis young.' *

Unconscious prejudice worked in many ways, and its effects
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accumulated over time. Studies first done in the 1960s were
confirmed and extended in the 1990s. According to Madeline
Heilman, a psychologist at New York University, female scien-
tists continued to be judged differently from their male peers:
“The same behavior that would suggest a man is collaborative,
judicious, or flexible would mark a woman as needy, timid, or
flighty.” Because aggressiveness in women was more often
judged to be brash or unpleasant than aggressiveness in men,
women tended to lose out in negotiations, and over time they
lost the resources that were essential to long-term success.
Prejudice continued in the evaluation of female researchers.
One experiment asked groups of male and female subjects to
rate the same résumés, professional articles, and artwork. For
some groups the work was ascribed to women, for others to
men. Repeatedly, researchers found that if a group thought a
man was the creator, they rated it more highly than if they
thought a woman had produced it. Researchers found the same
bias at work in letters of recommendation written for women
and men seeking academic appointments. An applicant’s per-
sonal life was mentioned six times more often if the letter was
about a woman.

More than gender prejudice was at work. Though the family
determined women’s lives far less than it once did, it remained
a central and for women a limiting institution. In 2000, as in
1900, nine out of ten women eventually married, and though
women spent less time with husbands and children than they
once had, they continued to devote more of their life to domes-
tic responsibilities than men did. Studies showed that men
tripled the time they spent on child care each day (from
21 minutes in 1965 to 57 minutes in 1998), but they still
lagged behind women overall in both child care and house-
work. At the end of the twentieth century, the average working
man spent only half as much time on child care and household
work as the average working women,

Although women significantly increased their access to
high-paying occupations long dominated by men, those occu-
pations changed very little to accommodate women's continu-
ing domestic responsibilities. The most pressing issue facing
women in 2000, and the most important obstacle to achieving
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equality wi_lhl men, was their greater responsibility for children
1nlﬁu'ﬂ»men raising children on their own had the most difﬁculi
time. Low life expectancy at the end of the nineteenth centur
meant that one in seven women faced this eventuality. But b}:
tf}e epc[ _of the twentieth century, higher divorce rates and thjé
high incidence .D.f single motherhood meant that one out of six
women was raising her family alone. The women who strug—
gled to do_ s0 were far more likely to be poor than those who
Wwere mmned, Almost 30 percent of all female-headed house-
holds, including 40 percent of black female-headed house-
holds, fell below the poverty line, which was $17.000 for 4
family of three, ‘ ‘

hngela “Angic” Jobe, whose life Jason De Parle relates in

American Dream, his study of welfare reform. was one s‘uch
womar. As of 2000, this thirly—four—year-o'ld preat-great-
granddaughter of slaves was struggling to raise four chﬁdrcn
on her own. Afier leaving welfare in 1996, she had secured a
an_ as a nurse’s aid, which she kept, despite working shifts in
which she either rose at 4:00 a.m. or returned home al mid-
night. She professed to love the job, and she earned more
money than she ever had on welfare. But after accounting for
work expenses, which did not include child care since the chil-
dren stayed home alone, Jobe came out only slightly ahead
Moreover, while she worked, chaos reigned at hl.'_'ll'l:ﬁ. The fam-
ily ﬂi"tgn ran out of food; the power was turned off: Jobe lost
health Insurance; her unemployed boyfriend was often violent:
the children’s absenteeism rose; the vbu;.rs got swepl up in rha:.
culture of the streets and stole cars. Most dispiriting to Jobe
her daughter was pregnant by seventeen, the age Jobe had I:rem;
when ‘sim bore her first child. As Jobe reflected on her experi-
ence, “T" ing "

g th?;.;ii?‘ ’hardwarkmg woman who can't seem to get

Poor women such as Angie Jobe suffered the most in the
struggle to ha{ancc work and family responsibilities, But even
much more privileged women faced difficult choices. In medi.
cine, where 4_5 percent of all medical students were women by

EUDD,I the anticipated pressures of mothering contributed to in-

creasing gender segregation within the medical profession

Young female doctors were far more likely to choose speciaI—I







