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‘The moment is ripe for a reckoning, and Manne offers the language and theory I’ve found myself grasping for … She combines the hyper-articulateness of a philosopher and the energy and humor of a down-to-earth millennial, which is electrifying’ Regan Penaluna, Guernica Magazine

‘A must-read … should be in every feminist’s library … Down Girl is destined to become a feminist literary classic alongside the likes of The Beauty Myth by Naomi Wolf or Betty Friedan’s The Feminine Mystique’ Jennifer Taylor Skinner, The Electorette

‘Timely and intellectually rigorous … Manne put her finger on a dynamic that has been lurking beneath the surface but has come out very dramatically in the last year or so’ Nigel Warburton, Five Books

‘A powerful, eloquent, courageous and important book … an ideal of what philosophy can offer’ Sally Haslanger, Philosophical and Phenomenological Research

‘One of the most creative and interesting younger philosophers working today in feminism. Her work is ground-breaking’ Martha C. Nussbaum

‘Kate Manne provides a frame through which we can better understand the rise in public forms of misogyny and the current battles over our political future. Her concept of himpathy – the sympathy redirected from the victims of misogyny to the male perpetrators – is an essential tool for political analysis and social critique in these fraught times’ Sally Haslanger, Election Insights

‘Manne, very vividly and very powerfully, presents an important perspective on cruelty’ Paul Bloom, Five Books

‘Down Girl has had a profound effect on me, as on many others. It has shaped the lens through which I see much of the culture around me’ Rebecca Kukla, Philosophical and Phenomenological Research

‘Down Girl leaves the reader wanting more, and Manne eagerly invites both scholars and her general audience to fill in those gaps. Rich conversations and literatures will surely follow in this book’s wake’ Thomas E. Randall, Hypatia Reviews

‘Kate Manne has written a deeply moving and powerful book. It is politically engaged philosophical analysis at its best’ Sarah Song

‘Manne offers us a deep, insightful, and thought-provoking – if depressing – account of misogyny in America. This is a path-breaking book. It couldn’t come at a more auspicious time’ Ruth Chang

‘Down Girl brings out the misogynist logic of contemporary culture with wit and urgency. In this book “misogyny” emerges as the law enforcement branch of patriarchy … Combining conceptual clarity with passionate commitment, Down Girl is indispensable reading for anyone who wishes to understand the ugly strand of hostility to women that has surfaced in recent years in our so-called advanced Western societies’ Toril Moi

‘Kate Manne’s brilliant Down Girl is a welcome antidote to the view that philosophy is – or should be – detached and otherworldly. In it, philosophy meets reality and the stakes are nothing less than life and death. Drawing on literature, television, film, social media, current events, and scientific research, Manne’s unflinching and bracingly original account defines misogyny in terms of what it does: it polices and punishes women for not fulfilling their time-honored role of catering to men’s needs and desires’ Susan J. Brison

‘Manne’s important new book deploys the tools of analytic moral philosophy to construct an arresting account of the logic of misogyny. It is sure to become a key reference point for future discussions of this vital, but hitherto sadly neglected, topic’ John Tasioulas




Introduction

Eating Her Words


I felt very strongly that there’s been a backlash [to feminism] going on for some time. Why are we shocked? I wasn’t shocked. Patriarchy has not been deeply challenged enough and changed. It was just about patriarchy getting a publicly sanctioned voice and silencing a feminist voice, as if there was this war that was going on. And then patriarchy could feel like, “We are going to win this war.”

bell hooks, interview on the November 2016 electionfn1



SMOTHERING

Women who are strangled rarely cooperate with the police (Resnick 2015). Often incorrectly called “choking,” non-fatal manual strangulation is inherently dangerous. It can lead to death hours, days, even weeks afterward due to complications from the brain being deprived of oxygen.fn2 It also causes injuries to the throat that may not leave a mark (Snyder 2015). If you don’t know how to examine a victim’s throat, what to look for in her eyes (red spots, called “petechiae”), and the right questions to ask, it may seem no harm has come of it (Turkel 2008). The matter will often go no further. She may not seek medical treatment. The incident will be “shrouded in silence” (Dotson 2011, 244). Sometimes, she won’t wake up the next morning, or some morning hence. Moreover, victims of a non-fatal attack of this kind have also been found to be some seven times more likely to become the victim of an attempted homicide by the same perpetrator (Strack, McClane, and Hawley 2001). Yet many states in America do not have a specific statute making strangulation a crime (relegating it to a simple assault; typically a misdemeanor) (Turkel 2008).

Strangulation is a prevalent form of intimate partner violence, in addition to sometimes taking place within other family relationships. It doesn’t appear to be limited to certain geographical areas; its existence tends to be confirmed wherever data are available. But for many countries, especially poorer ones, they have not been collected (Sorenson, Joshi, and Sivitz 2014).

Strangulation may be performed either manually, i.e., using bare hands, or with a ligature, e.g., rope, belt, string, electric power cord, or similar (Sorenson, Joshi, and Sivitz 2014). In a recent case reported in local news outlets in Florida, a metal leash was used to strangle a seventy-five-year-old woman who was out walking her dog. The man who attacked her appears to have been a stranger, which is atypical.fn3

In a large majority of cases of strangulation, the victims are female intimate partners—although children and infants are also disproportionately vulnerable. And in the vast majority of cases, the perpetrators are men, according to meta-analyses (Archer 2002, 327). It of course doesn’t follow that more than a small, perhaps tiny, percentage of men strangle.fn4 The distinction between “(almost) only” and “(nearly) all” is obvious but can be obscured by generic claims such as “men strangle.”fn5

Another point to note: strangulation is torture. Researchers draw a comparison between strangulation and waterboarding, both in how it feels—painful, terrifying—and its subsequent social meaning. It is characterized as a demonstration of authority and domination (Sorenson, Joshi, and Sivitz 2014). As such, together with its gendered nature, it is a type of action paradigmatic of misogyny, according to the account of it I develop in these pages. Also characteristic is the indifference or ignorance surrounding the practice, as well as the fact that many of its victims will minimize—or may, as I’ll go on to discuss shortly, be gaslit (Abramson 2014; McKinnon 2017).

Because the victims of strangulation are so reluctant to testify against their abusers, some investigators are now lobbying for evidence-based cases to prosecute the offenders (Resnick 2015); the witness to the crime having been pre-intimidated or, so to speak, smothered. This last recalls Kristie Dotson’s (2011) term “testimonial smothering,” which denotes a kind of self-silencing on the part of a speaker. This is due to it being unsafe or risky to make certain claims, likely futile anyway, due to the audience’s lack of “testimonial competence” that results (or appears to result) from “pernicious ignorance.”fn6 It seems clear that strangulation within an intimate partner relationship will tend to give rise to testimonial smothering in Dotson’s sense, according to these criteria. If she speaks out, his demonstrated willingness to do what it takes to regain the upper hand makes the situation dangerous. And, as will shortly emerge, the lack of competence regarding the concept of strangulation is extremely widespread. This book as a whole will demonstrate that such incompetence is the result of the sort of pernicious ignorance misogyny feeds, and thrives, on.

SILENCE

As Dotson’s (2011, 2012, 2014) work on epistemic oppression has shown, one can silence and be silenced in numerous different ways.fn7 For a metaphorical gloss on some of the possibilities for which she offers precise analyses: You can put words into her mouth. You can stuff her mouth and cheeks full of deferential platitudes. You can threaten to make her eat certain words that she might say as a prophylactic against her testifying or so much as recognizing what is happening to her and others. You can stonewall, and make her utterance doomed to fail, less than hollow.

You can train her not to say “strangle” but rather “choke,” or better yet “grab,” or best of all, nothing. It was nothing; nothing happened. When he boasts of grabbing women’s genitals, it becomes “locker room talk,” as if that was sufficient to silence comment.fn8 In consequence, for many people, it effectively became so. His ex-wife had testified to his raping her. This was “old news and it never happened,” according to his spokesperson. And it was, according to his lawyer, Michael Cohen, “not the word you’re trying to make it into.” Ivana Trump had “felt raped emotionally …. She was not referring to it [as] a criminal matter, and not in [the] literal sense, though there’s many literal senses to the word.” This was after Cohen had vehemently maintained (to a Daily Beast reporter, in 2015) that it couldn’t have been rape, because one cannot rape one’s own wife, according to well-established legal precedent. As it was soon pointed out, marital rape had in fact become illegal in New York State some years prior to the incident—shamefully late, but not late enough to exonerate Donald Trump automatically (Darcy 2015). So, other semantic evasions were needed. The upset took place on an “emotional” level, the problem being all in Ivana’s head, essentially. It was not a violation in a “legal or criminal sense,” as she herself was pressured (again, by Trump’s lawyers) to add as a disclaimer when Harry Hurt III’s The Lost Tycoon (1993) was published, in which the incident is narrated based on her testimony. Trump has denied the allegations in a general way, but only one detail of her story—which I’ll get to.

There are many forms such denials may take. “Not rape, not quite that, but undesired nevertheless, undesired to the core”—is how the character of David Lurie, a fifty-two-year-old professor, describes the sex he takes from his student, Melanie, in J.M. Coetzee’s novel Disgrace. “As though she had decided to go slack, die within herself for the duration, like a rabbit when the jaws of the fox close on its neck” (1999, 23). What does one call that? If not quite rape, then what?fn9

Trump’s lawyer, Michael Cohen, discouraged the Daily Beast reporter who approached him with the above story from making mention of it at all. Otherwise, he vowed:


I will make sure that you and I meet one day while we’re in the courthouse. And I will take you for every penny you still don’t have. And I will come after your Daily Beast and everybody else that you possibly know …. So I’m warning you, tread very f*cking lightly, because what I’m going to do to you is going to be f*cking disgusting. You understand me?



Cohen continued:


There is nothing reasonable about you wanting to write a story about somebody’s usage of the word “rape,” when she’s talking [about] she didn’t feel emotionally satisfied.



He reiterated:


Though there’s many literal senses to the word, if you distort it, and you put Mr. Trump’s name there onto it, rest assured, you will suffer the consequences. So you do whatever you want. You want to ruin your life at the age of 20? You do that, and I’ll be happy to serve it right up to you. (Darcy 2015)



Trump’s campaign moved to distance Trump from these threats. “Mr Trump didn’t know of [Cohen’s] comments, but disagrees with them …. Nobody speaks for Mr Trump but Mr Trump,” said his spokesperson (Santucci 2015).

Ivana now denies her previous account (and sworn testimony during divorce proceedings) vehemently enough for both of them, on the face of it. She maintains her own story was “totally without merit.” Upon the publication of the Daily Beast article above, she issued a press release:


I have recently read some comments attributed to me from nearly 30 years ago at a time of very high tension during my divorce from Donald. The story is totally without merit. Donald and I are the best of friends and together have raised three children that we love and are very proud of. (Santucci 2015)



This is the man she had once described as tearing out fistfuls of her hair in a rage for recommending the surgeon who botched his scalp operation—which was apparently unsuccessful, in addition to being painful. Thereafter, Ivana wrote that her husband “jammed his penis” inside her without warning (and ipso facto nonconsensually). She wrote of him smirking the next morning and asking, “with a menacing casualness:” “Does it hurt?” The implication being, he had wanted it to. It was payback for making his head hurt. Trump denies just one thing: having had the procedure to address a nonexistent problem—his bald spot (Zadrozny and Mak 2015).

Ivana’s press release concluded:


I have nothing but fondness for Donald and wish him the best of luck on his campaign. Incidentally, I think he would make an incredible president.



At the time of writing (May 2017), the first hundred days of Trump’s presidency have indeed strained credulity.

VOCAL CHANGES

In some cases, it is difficult to recognize the same voice in women who once spoke about the men who abuse them forthrightly and publicly. Lisa Henning was determined to keep her focus on herself and recommended other women do the same, rather than on changing her abusive husband’s ways. She realized she couldn’t change him, she said. So she left him, losing everything:


The focus for me, and I think for most women, we need to stop focusing on the men and what they’re doing and how we can change them. We have to begin to focus on ourselves. We can’t control them. It has to go back to ourselves.



This quote was from Lisa Henning’s appearance on The Oprah Winfrey Show in 1990, using a pseudonym, “Ann,” wearing huge glasses and a wig. The episode was called “High-Class Battered Women.” Henning spoke eloquently about the patriarchal forces she realized had left her without the prospect of legal help or the anticipated protections. She spoke of the problem of society not being on her side, especially with her husband a well-to-do and very successful lawyer. This was evident:


Particularly when you’re fighting the judicial system … It’s a very patriarchal system. These are good old boys. And they hang in there together and we are up against a major, major problem.



The major problem was partly her husband having legal impunity and knowing this too well. He could do what he liked without fear of legal consequences. And what he liked, Lisa Henning testified, was brutal. She testified during a deposition for their divorce proceedings in 1986 that he had beaten her badly, and, notably, choked her:


He attacked me, choked me, threw me to the floor, hit me in the head pushed his knee into my chest twisted my arm and dragged me on the floor, threw me against a wall, tried to stop my call to 911 and kicked me in the back.



Henning also testified to his having punched her in the car, and the police having been called to their joint home twice. Still, on The Oprah Winfrey Show, she said:


The most frightening thing was leaving because once I made that break and once I made it public, and remember my ex-husband was a public figure—everyone knew him and knew what he was doing—and once I made that public, he vowed revenge. He said, “I will see you in the gutter. This will never be over. You will pay for this.”



And did she?

Lisa Henning has since remarried, and changed her name. So it was Lisa Fierstein who received the news in 2016 that her ex-husband, Andrew Puzder, had been tapped as President Donald Trump’s pick for labor secretary. Everybody knew about the allegations. However, after the Oprah footage was released to members of the Senate for a private screening and subsequently made available to the media, it was essentially over. Puzder withdrew his name from consideration.

Why, though? Lisa Henning had recanted her account. Lisa Fierstein maintains that she made it all up—or rather, that Lisa Henning, her former self, did. The lawyer who represented Henning at the time says he believed her then, and doesn’t believe her now—partly on the basis of her medical records, as well as their discussions. He thinks she is now dissembling about the abuse (not) having happened. Or, perhaps better, he still believes the testimony of the former Lisa. “I thought her story was not only credible but true,” he stated (Fenske 2016).

Puzder denied the abuse both in a deposition for his divorce and in the Riverfront Times story, calling his ex-wife Lisa Henning’s allegations “baseless.”

“There was no physical abuse at any point in time,” Puzder asserted.

Lisa Fierstein now agrees with her ex-husband completely.

From an email she wrote, dated November 30, 2016, she states—point blank and, as the above story aptly put it, flatly: “You were not abusive.” She writes:


You know how deeply I regret many of the rash decisions I made at that time and I sincerely hope that none of those decisions will become an issue for you at this time. I impulsively filed for a divorce without your knowledge and was counselled then to file an allegation of abuse. I regretted and still regret that decision and I withdrew those allegations over thirty years ago. You were not abusive.

I will most definitely confirm to anyone who may ask that in no way was there abuse. We had a heated argument. We both said things to one another that we regret to this day. I have always been grateful that we have been able to forgive one another for the hurt we caused each other.



So many “regrets”—four (including cognates) in two paragraphs. The email continues, with mounting conviction:


You and I resolved this long ago. We put it behind us and now enjoy what I consider to be a loving and respectful relationship. That is a testament to your integrity and grace. This would not have been possible if you had been a violent or abusive husband. You were not. I wish you always the best of luck in any and all of your endeavors. I know you would be an excellent addition to the Trump team. (Fenske 2016)



You can see now why the Senators who watched that Oprah footage and read the letter might have drawn a line.fn10 The turnaround, back toward her ex-husband, is startling. It’s not an explanation, but what logicians call a possibility proof: the possibility that a woman could write such an email having appeared on Oprah in disguise—as “Ann”—to speak the words in the passages just cited. In addition to this, Lisa Henning (as “Ann”) had elaborated: “Most men who are in positions like that don’t leave marks. The damage that I’ve sustained, you can’t see. It’s permanent, permanent damage. But there’s no mark. And there never was.”

And there still isn’t. But the woman who said those words is gone, on the face of it. Read the earlier passages again. She tried so hard to hang onto a different focus and perspective: that of herself over her ex-husband. She found the words. She spoke the words. And, somehow, somewhere, she lost them—or was made to eat them.

This assertion and recanting: any given instance could have any number of explanations, including the original testimony having in fact been false. But put these and other such cases together and one begins to suspect a pattern. Part of male dominance, especially on the part of the most privileged and powerful, seems to be seizing control of the narrative—and with it, controlling her, enforcing her concurrence. It is not exactly deference: rather, it closely resembles the moral aim of gaslighting, according to Kate Abramson’s (2014) illuminating account of it.fn11 The capacity for the victim’s independent perspective has been destroyed, at least when it comes to certain subjects. She is bound to agree with him; she may not only believe, but take up and tell, his story.

In some ways, this is an extension of a general modus operandi of such powerful and domineering agents: issuing pronouncements that simply stipulate what will be believed, and then treated as the official version of events going forward. His world-directing claims (beliefs on the surface, commands underneath) target minds, and tell people to change theirs: to adopt the world-guided states (i.e., beliefs, at least ostensibly), which we are not ordinarily thought to be able to adopt voluntarily. To form beliefs, we usually need arguments or evidence or some such: something that bears on the truth of what is to be believed, and not just the practical benefits of so doing. Whether we can truly change our minds on demand in this way or not (and I suspect this is, sadly and puzzlingly, possible), not only is his will law, but his word will be gospel.

AIMS

It’s a familiar point, indeed arguably a cliché: morally loaded words matter in politics: “rape” and “strangulation” being among them. It is not, however, as simple as having a name for a problem (cf. Friedan 1963). When words have a serious moral or legal meaning, this can become a motive or pretext for those who refuse to apply them. It can’t be that. He’s not like that. Different senses of the term are posited; more than men dreamed of prior to being subject to such accusations. So there is a need to assert our entitlement to use them to name morally serious problems, given the risk of having this potentially genuine entitlement eroded.

The term “misogyny” is, I believe, a prime example; it is both a word we need as feminists, and one we are in danger of losing. This book is hence intended as a bulwark against gaslighting in this arena: the siphoning off of heat and light from the problem of misogyny, in both private life and public discourse, and the concomitant denialism.

There’s a question about the appropriate aims and ambitions to have in writing a book about as big and fraught a topic as misogyny—especially since this is the first book-length treatment by someone with my training, as discussed in the preface. A limiting factor for my authority is my own (highly privileged) social position and the associated epistemic standpoint or vantage point. I am also constrained by the kind of lens I can bring to bear on the subject matter, as someone trained in moral and feminist philosophy, rather than psychology, sociology, gender studies, anthropology, or history, for instance.fn12 I’ll often be expressing my own views about whether certain controversial cases count as misogyny, according to my conception. But bear in mind that there’s often room for reasonable disagreements here, and you don’t have to agree with any particular verdict I reach for my primary goal to be met. I want to offer a useful toolkit for asking, answering, and debating such issues, as well as to provide room for detailed, substantive accounts of misogyny as they affect particular groups of girls and women.

What I’ve aimed to do in the first part of the book is to construct what you can envisage as a sort of conceptual skeleton: a general framework which understands misogyny in terms of what it does to women. Namely, I argue that we should think of misogyny as serving to uphold patriarchal order, understood as one strand among various similar systems of domination (including racisms, xenophobia, classism, ageism, ableism, homophobia, transphobia, and so on). Misogyny does this by visiting hostile or adverse social consequences on a certain (more or less circumscribed) class of girls or women to enforce and police social norms that are gendered either in theory (i.e., content) or in practice (i.e., norm enforcement mechanisms).

Notice what this claim says and what it doesn’t: both the content of the norms themselves and the mechanisms of enforcement may vary widely, depending on the overall social position of differently situated girls and women. This may also have an important effect on either the experience or impact of misogyny, given forms of disadvantage or vulnerability that may be mutually compounding. I take this to be one of the key lessons of the method and approach to political thought known as intersectionality, pioneered by Kimberlé W. Crenshaw (1991; 1993; 1997; 2012). In chapter 2, I’ll say more about how my ameliorative analysis explicitly builds in space for these insights.

Hence you might think of this account as the bare outlines, which invite filling in by theorists with the relevant epistemic and moral authority to do so, should they so choose. This process would involve taking a given set of the social norms to which a particular class of girls and women are subject, and considering not only their content and how they are enforced (or over-enforced), but their specific subsequent impact and interaction with other socially mediated systems of privilege and vulnerability.

The implication for me, when I shift gears from the logic of misogyny to its concrete substance or nature, would seem to be that I should be particularly (though not exclusively) interested in the misogyny familiar to me in my particular social position. But in my case, as someone who is highly privileged, white, middle class, het, cis, non-disabled, and living in contemporary Anglo-American society (Australia included, originally), this focus might initially sound less than promising. Indeed, it might sound absurd or obscene to some readers. Middle-class het white women (in particular) have rightly been criticized for doing feminism in ways that illicitly over-generalize, even universalize, on the basis of our own experiences. (Audre Lorde’s [1979, repr. 2007] “The Master’s Tools Will Never Dismantle the Master’s House,” is a justly famous call to action in this connection.) But, although my limitations will have me daubing at the small corner of the overall canvas I can reach without overextending myself and inevitably (as opposed to potentially) making a mess of it, I do so partly because of what lies beyond my paintbrush.

I am interested in the misogyny dominant social actors visit on girls and women—which encompasses most if not all of us, albeit in potentially radically different ways—given other facets of social position (as I go on to discuss shortly). But in a way, I do want in particular to understand what white women face at the hands of white men not only because it is a moral problem in its own right, though that is part of it, but because I believe it feeds directly into moral problems still more serious: the misogyny faced by more vulnerable women, in being, for example, nonwhite, trans, and otherwise less privileged. To put it simply and crudely at the outset, the misogyny of the most powerful white men—who are the least subject to moral and legal sanctions and, indeed, may inflict harm with impunity—clearly harms the most vulnerable women disproportionately. But it is we, as white women, who tend to enable it, in ways that may be more or less connected with the aim of self-preservation. The misogyny white women face arguably does disproportionate damage of one kind: moral damage (cf. Tessman 2005). I hence believe we need to get clear on this form of misogyny partly to understand how we err—and how to do better.

The magnitude of the problem in the US context became clear following the general election, when just over half of the white women who voted cast their ballot for Trump over Hillary Clinton. This was despite Trump’s long history of misogyny, sexual assault, and harassment, which I’ll be considering in some detail later on. But for now, the question as concerns white women is this: What were we thinking? Why were so many of us prepared to forgive and forget the misogyny of someone like Trump? Are we pre-gaslit? Are we self-gaslighting?fn13

NONAPPEARANCE

Andrew Puzder was not the only person with a history of violence toward women who was destined for Trump’s White House. Along with Trump himself, Steve Bannon was charged with domestic violence in 1996, a decade more recently than Puzder. Yet Bannon was tapped as Donald Trump’s chief strategist a few days after the November 2016 presidential election, having been his campaign manager in the lead-up to Trump’s upset victory over Clinton. He is still serving in that role, at the time of writing (May 2017).

The incident began with Bannon getting angry with his then wife, Mary Louise Piccard, for being too noisy. She had gotten up to feed their seven-month-old twin daughters. She made some noise in the process and woke up Bannon, who had fallen asleep on the sofa. It was New Year’s Day, 1996 (Gold and Bresnahan 2016). They had been married seven months earlier, three days before the twins were born, after amniocentesis confirmed that they were “normal” (the condition for Bannon’s going through with the marriage) (Irwin 2016).

Piccard then asked Bannon for the credit card to buy some groceries. It was his money, he maintained, telling her to use the checkbook. As he made to leave the house, Piccard followed him out to the car, where they argued through the driver’s side window. She threatened him with divorce and he laughed at her, saying he would never move out. She spat at or on him (the police report doesn’t specify), whereupon he reached up to her from the driver’s seat, grabbing her by one wrist, and then by her neck. He tried to pull her down into the car, toward him. She fought back, and struck at his face, so as to get free. After a short time, she got away and ran into the house to call 911. He followed.fn14

She ran with the portable phone into the living room. She dialled 911, as he jumped over the twins to his wife and snatched the phone out of her hand. He threw it across the room, screaming: “You crazy fucking cunt!” she subsequently testified. After he left the house and drove off, she found the phone smashed into several pieces, useless.

The police came anyway, following a 911 hang-up call, as is standard practice. The officer saw red marks on Piccard’s wrist and neck, and the police photographer took pictures to file with the report. Piccard later described Bannon as “choking” her, as did the media after the story came out in 2016 on Politico (Gold and Bresnahan 2016; Irwin 2016). The word is not in the police report, but they may not have known what questions to ask; many officers still don’t.

For anyone with some familiarity with the research on intimate partner strangulation, however, the fact that Piccard complained of soreness in her neck, that he pulled her down toward the car by her neck, which he had grabbed along with her wrist in such a way that she moved to struggle and scratch at his face (with her free hand, presumably) would seem consistent with what one would expect during the ten- to fifteen-second window when an adult being strangled will usually instinctually fight hard before losing consciousness.

That the officer saw red marks on her neck that were visible so quickly and pronounced enough to be photographed for the file, is significant, too—again, if it was indeed a strangulation. Only 15 percent of strangulations result in visible marks that show up in photographs to file with a police report; most of the damage is internal (Snyder 2015). Research has shown that the more intense the attack, the more pronounced the marks tend to be, among other physical symptoms (Plattner, Bolliger, and Zollinger 2005). Another such are petechiae, red spots in the whites of someone’s eyes. The police report opens by noting Piccard’s eyes were “red and watery,” and that she “seemed very upset and had been crying.” When she met the officer at the front door, she said, “Oh, thank you, you’re here. How did you know to come?” He explained he had come because of a 911 hang-up from that address. For three or four minutes, Piccard could not speak to explain what happened—because she was crying, wrote the officer.

Based on conversations with Gael Strack, the CEO of the Training Institute on Strangulation Prevention, the journalist Rachel Louise Snyder explains that, in cases of strangulation:


[Police] officers often downplayed the incidents, listing injuries like “redness, cuts, scratches, or abrasions to the neck.” And emergency rooms tended to discharge victims without CT scans and MRIs. What Strack and the domestic-violence community understand today is that most strangulation injuries are internal, and that the very act of strangulation turns out to be the penultimate abuse by a perpetrator before a homicide. “Statistically, we know now that once the hands are on the neck the very next step is homicide,” Sylvia Vella, a clinician and a detective in the domestic-violence unit at the San Diego Police Department, says. “They don’t go backwards.” (Snyder 2015)



So, when people wanted to raise objections to Steve Bannon’s position as chief strategist to the White House, why didn’t they take the above incident more seriously? Why is there so much ignorance about strangulation in general, despite excellent pieces like Snyder’s appearing in prominent venues (in this case, The New Yorker) in recent memory? Even among medical professionals, ignorance—and sometimes sheer hostility—remains a problem. “Maybe you should stop screaming at your husband,” one ER doctor in San Diego opined to a woman who had been strangled not long ago (Jetter, Braunschweiger, Lunn, and Fullerton-Batten 2014).

Mary Louise Piccard was taken more seriously than most victims. Steve Bannon was charged with domestic violence with traumatic injury and battery, and misdemeanor witness intimidation. Bannon pled “not guilty,” and the case was eventually dismissed when Mary Louise Piccard did not appear in court to testify against him. This was because she had been threatened by Bannon, she later explained, and was told by his lawyer to leave town until the case went away. Otherwise, Bannon had threatened, she would have no place to live and no money to care for their daughters. Piccard added, “He told me that if I went to court, he and his attorney would make sure that I would be the one who was guilty.” She didn’t, and he didn’t make good on his threat. And now, “The bottom line is he has a great relationship with the twins, he has a great relationship with the ex-wife, he still supports them,” according to his spokeswoman.

Silence is golden for the men who smother and intimidate women into not talking, or have them change their tune to maintain harmony. Silence isolates his victims; and it enables misogyny. So, let us break it.

OVERVIEW

This book begins by canvassing a common, dictionary-definition-style understanding of the notion of misogyny. On this “naïve conception,” as I call it, misogyny is primarily a property of individual misogynists who are prone to hate women qua women, that is, because of their gender, either universally or at least very generally. On this view, agents may also be required to harbor this hatred in their hearts as a matter of “deep” or ultimate psychological explanation if they are to count as bona fide misogynists. Misogyny is as misogynists are, then. And misogynists are agents who fit a certain psychological profile.

In the remainder of chapter 1, I go on to argue that the naïve conception of misogyny is not helping its victims, targets, or those accused of misogyny who are genuinely innocent. It makes misogyny a virtually nonexistent and politically marginal phenomenon, as well as an inscrutable one. On the victim side, the naïve conception makes it very difficult to justify the claim that some practice or action is misogynistic. And on the agent side, a successful defense against charges of misogyny ceases to have much meaning. It places one in some very dubious company with agents who appear to target women specifically, though not necessarily exclusively. But, as I go on to argue, it’s not at all clear why it would be exclusive. Different forms of bigotry often have a high comorbidity.

According to the positive proposal about misogyny I go on to develop in chapter 2, we should instead understand misogyny as primarily a property of social environments in which women are liable to encounter hostility due to the enforcement and policing of patriarchal norms and expectations—often, though not exclusively, insofar as they violate patriarchal law and order. Misogyny hence functions to enforce and police women’s subordination and to uphold male dominance, against the backdrop of other intersecting systems of oppression and vulnerability, dominance and disadvantage, as well as disparate material resources, enabling and constraining social structures, institutions, bureaucratic mechanisms, and so on.

There is hence no supposition of some notional universal experience of misogyny on my view. It is rather meant to be a name for whatever hostile force field forms part of the backdrop to her actions, in ways that differentiate her from a male counterpart (with all else being held equal). She may or may not actually face these hostile potential consequences, depending on how she acts. That is how social control generally works: via incentives and disincentives, positive and negative reinforcement mechanisms. She can escape aversive consequences by being “good” by the relevant ideals or standards, if indeed any such way is open to her. Sometimes, there will not be. Double binds—and worse—are common.

Notice then that on my proposed analysis misogyny’s essence lies in its social function, not its psychological nature. To its agents, misogyny need not have any distinctive “feel” or phenomenology from the inside. If it feels like anything at all, it will tend to be righteous: like standing up for oneself or for morality, or—often combining the two—for the “little guy.” It often feels to those in its grip like a moral crusade, not a witch hunt. And it may pursue its targets not in the spirit of hating women but, rather, of loving justice. It can also be a purely structural phenomenon, instantiated via norms, practices, institutions, and other social structures.

All told, on my way of thinking, misogyny should be understood from the perspective of its potential targets and victims—girls and women. Misogyny is then what misogyny does to some such, often so as to preempt or control the behavior of others. Misogyny takes a girl or a woman belonging to a specific social class (of a more or less fully specified kind, based on race, class, age, body type, disability, sexuality, being cis/trans, etc.). It then threatens hostile consequences if she violates or challenges the relevant norms or expectations as a member of this gendered class of persons. These norms include (supposed) entitlements on his part and obligations on hers. She may also be positioned as the type of woman who is representative of those who are not playing their assigned parts properly or are trespassing on his territory.

In chapter 3, I argue that, given that the terms “sexism” and “misogyny” can be usefully employed to mark an important contrast, we should do so. I propose taking sexism to be the branch of patriarchal ideology that justifies and rationalizes a patriarchal social order, and misogyny as the system that polices and enforces its governing norms and expectations. So sexism is scientific; misogyny is moralistic. And a patriarchal order has a hegemonic quality.

Over the course of these three chapters, which theorize the ‘logic’ of misogyny, I argue that my analysis has several important theoretical and practical advantages. Here are the main benefits I argue accrue to my analysis, in the order in which I tout them:



	It enables us to understand misogyny as a relatively unmysterious, and epistemologically accessible, phenomenon, as compared with the naïve conception, which threatens to make a mystery of misogyny—epistemologically, psychologically, and metaphysically speaking.

	It enables us to understand misogyny as a natural and central manifestation of patriarchal ideology, as opposed to being a relatively marginal, and not inherently political, phenomenon.

	It leaves room for the diverse range of ways misogyny works on girls and women given their intersectional identities, in terms of the quality, quantity, intensity, experience, and impact of the hostility, as well as the agents and social mechanisms by means of which it is delivered. Misogyny may also involve multiple compounding forms of misogyny if she is (say) subject to different parallel systems of male dominance (depending, again, on other intersecting social factors), or required to play incompatible roles in virtue of multiple social positions which she occupies simultaneously.

	It enables us to understand misogyny as a systematic social phenomenon, by focusing on the hostile reactions women face in navigating the social world, rather than the ultimate psychological bases for these reactions. Such hostility need not have an immediate basis in individual agents’ psychologies whatsoever. Institutions and other social environments can also be differentially forbidding, “chilly,” or hostile toward women.

	It yields an extension for the term “misogyny” broadly in keeping with recent “grass-roots” semantic activism, which has already pushed the term’s usage, and to some extent its dictionary definition, in this more promising direction. It also helps to explain what various apparently disparate cases have distinctively in common.

	It delivers plausible answers to many of the questions about misogyny that have been controversial recently, in the wake of some such cases.

	It enables us to draw a clean contrast between misogyny and sexism.





In chapter 4, I go on to consider one central substantive dynamic of misogyny under a white heteropatriarchal order in the milieux on which I focus. In this economy of moral goods, women are obligated to give to him, not to ask, and expected to feel indebted and grateful, rather than entitled. This is especially the case with respect to characteristically moral goods: attention, care, sympathy, respect, admiration, and nurturing. The flipside of this is his being entitled to take much in the way of these moral goods, including—it would seem—the lives of those who can no longer give him what he wanted in terms of moral succor. He may love and value her intrinsically—that is, for her own sake—but far too conditionally, that is, not on her identity as a person (whatever that amounts to) but her second-personal attitude of good will toward him.

I then pause in chapter 5 to consider and argue against a popular rival approach to “man’s inhumanity to man”—or, rather, in this case, to women—which one might take to understanding misogyny. On this view, which I call “humanism,” misogyny has its psychological source in a failure to recognize women’s full humanity. I argue that, often, it’s not a sense of women’s humanity that is lacking. Her humanity is precisely the problem, when it’s directed to the wrong people, in the wrong way, or in the wrong spirit, by his lights. So, rather than thinking of recognized human beings versus subhuman creatures or mindless objects, we should explore the possibility of locating the key contrast in the second part of the idiom. Women embroiled in the giver/taker dynamic of chapter 4 are human givers as well as human beings. Her humanity may hence be held to be owed to other human beings, and her value contingent on her giving moral goods to them: life, love, pleasure, nurture, sustenance, and comfort, being some such. This helps to explain why she is often understood perfectly well to have a mind of her own, yet punished in brutal and inhumane ways when that mind appears to be oriented to the wrong things, in the wrong ways, to the wrong people—including herself and other women.

Much of the remainder of the book concerns misogyny’s (in my view) undernoticed attendant biases, resources, methods, and enabling/self-masking mechanisms. I believe these are reflected in the form of dominant cultural products ranging from moral narratives, social scripts, artworks, and patterns of group activity, and are influenced by the giver/taker dynamic at work in the background.

Chapter 6 considers the exonerating narratives that hyperprivileged men tend to be the beneficiaries of. I also discuss the flow of sympathy away from female victims toward their male victimizers—which I call “himpathy.” And, by way of a contrast to the much-discussed Isla Vista killings, I consider the far less publicized recent case of the serial rapist in Oklahoma who preyed on black women. He was betting on the fact that his victims wouldn’t report him and that, even if they did, they wouldn’t be able to bring him to justice—his being a police officer. His bet didn’t come off in the end; but it was a canny move, considered purely from the perspective of getting away with it. And that seems telling with regard to misogynoir, Moya Bailey’s apt term (2014) for the distinctive intersection of misogyny and anti-black racism, in America.

In chapter 7, I turn to another predictable result of privileged women’s social position as moral “givers”: the hostility and suspicion shown toward the victims of misogyny and male aggression when it comes from her no less privileged male counterparts. Whereas, if it emanates from male threats to white supremacy, that is, locally dominant nonwhite agents, the opposite sympathies predominate. This is because such narratives involve casting its subjects in the role of victims, and hence putting her in the moral spotlight, as the designated locus of care, concern, sympathy, and attention. But this is contraindicated by misogynistic mechanisms, and modulated by racist ones, both of which uphold the norm that women, especially women of color, should bestow such attentions on others, not ask for them.

Finally, in chapter 8, I apply my theory to explaining Hillary Clinton’s loss of the 2016 presidential election. This case illuminates the way misogyny often targets women who trespass on men’s historical turf and threaten to take something from him, by targeting her in a moral “giver” capacity. This may involve transforming a collective problem of which she is part into her problem, in particular; and, as well as getting personal, there are re-descriptions of her intentions or behavior so as to assume the perspective of one who is her rival in all things, and who deserves all the spoils which are in finite supply. So possession becomes greed; aspiration becomes grasping; winning equals theft; and omissions are erasing.

These kinds of conceptual transformations are common. But they may not be good inferences; indeed they are, on the face of it, non sequiturs. Omissions may be negligent and insulting. Or they may be due to a morally and epistemically healthy humility, and involve the recognition that one is just one member of a community of moral agents or inquirers. And even when this community is lacking in diversity, as is sadly the case in philosophy all too often, there are limits of the extent to which one can single-handedly correct for this. There may still be value in what one can contribute.

With that in mind, let me explain some of the many important subjects this book will not cover, or will cover only within limits, and the thinking behind this.

REGRETS

Perhaps the biggest omission (although there are many) in this book is a discussion of transmisogyny. This is a deeply important, indeed urgent, issue, given that trans women—trans women of color in particular—are an extremely vulnerable population in the United States, among many other parts of the world, today. Welcome increases in visibility have sadly, yet all too predictably, led to backlash. And trans men are also highly vulnerable.fn15 Given the prevalence of transphobic and transmisogynistic violence, harassment, and both individual and structural forms of discrimination, I regret not being able to speak to its nature. That being said, it seemed evident to me I didn’t have the requisite authority to do so. Recent controversies in philosophy at the time of writing (May 2017) have highlighted the need for lived experience to speak on these matters.fn16 For readers who wish to learn more about trans feminism, my bibliography contains some of the works that I have found most helpful and illuminating on the subject: work by Talia Mae Bettcher (2007; 2012; 2013; 2014), Rachel V. McKinnon (2014; 2015; 2017), and Emi Koyama (2003; 2006), as well as Julia Serano ([2007], 2016), being among them.

I’ve also tried to frame what I say about misogynoir (as indicated above) with even more epistemic caution—and humility—than usual. I have moral qualms about writing as a white woman in ways that graphically position black women’s bodies as the subjects of degradation and violence; this can have a problematically prurient quality that adds insult to the injury of historical and ongoing indifference and exploitation on our part. But I do spend some time on the case of Daniel Holtzclaw, in order to shed light on the way an authority figure preyed on black women who were highly vulnerable, in being poor, legally compromised (in having, e.g., outstanding warrants for their arrest), being sex workers, or having drug addictions. I couldn’t help but be struck by the way the white women on the jury cried sympathetic tears for the perpetrator, despite convicting him of egregious sexual crimes against black women. And white women in the mainstream feminist media were also largely silent. Together, this illustrates one form of the misogynoir of complicity and ignorance white women are guilty of all too often. I include myself in the class of those who can, must do better.

These are just a few of the decisions on which I came to the conclusion there was no morally perfect way to proceed. Even “moving over” is something that is done from a position of privilege, as Linda Martín Alcoff (1991–92) has pointed out. Yet, as she then goes on to say, it is still sometimes called for (24–25). That does not mean there aren’t things to be regretted about one’s subsequent silences.

I have tried to strike a balance here between making each of the eight chapters and the conclusion self-contained enough to read as an essay in its own right (knowing that readers will find different ways into, and out, of the material) and trying to show how each contributes to a systematic if far from comprehensive approach to the subject matter. Again, I say the former rather than the latter because, while the framework I develop for thinking about misogyny is intended to be general, the work of filling it in will require a village of different theorists. And the detail work that I do here myself, in the later chapters, is focused deliberately on cultures in which I’ve been a political participant—the contemporary United States and Australia. This is not owing to a misplaced ethnocentrism (I think; I hope), but because my methodology combines elements of cultural criticism, ideology critique, and philosophical analysis. So I need insider knowledge. And it’s also important to diagnose misogyny in a context in which it’s often denied, instead of pointing the finger—sometimes in racist and xenophobic ways—to other, othered cultures. This is typically not my place, as a white Australian ex-pat. I welcome others to amend and to generalize.

Another caveat I want to make explicit at the outset, and another reason why this book carries the subtitle it does, is that I regard the gender binary system—where people are divided into two mutually exclusive and exhaustive categories, of boys and men, on the one hand, and girls and women, on the other—as inaccurate and pernicious. Some people are intersex; some people are agender; and some people are genderqueer, moving back and forth between different gendered identities, among other non-binary possibilities. So I certainly do not mean to endorse the gender binary, and indeed I emphatically reject it. But I intermittently proceed as if such falsehoods are true, in order to see what follows. For the logic of patriarchy, hence misogyny, very much includes a commitment to gender binarism (see Digby [2014]), as well as an anti-trans metaphysics of gender (see Bettcher [2007, 2012]), a heteronormative view of human sexuality (see Dembroff [2016], for an alternative conceptual framework to the usual distinctions between homo-, hetero-, and bisexuality), as well as ideals of love which make monogamy compulsory. (See Jenkins [2017] for a feminist defense of polyamory.)

Investigating the logic of misogyny often involves exploring what is entailed by such problematic or indeed flatly false assumptions, which exclude many people, and assume away legitimate and salutary ways of being embodied, living, and loving—and even some people’s very humanity or existence. But it can be useful to understand the inner workings of a system that upholds the status quo in intricate, and sometimes even morally gory detail, in order to see how best to combat it. This is my intention when I intermittently grant certain objectionable assumptions, for the sake of argument—and, ultimately, trying to expose and disrupt misogyny’s operation (Haslanger 2012).

That brings me to the final reason I’ll mention here for the book’s “logic” subtitle. I try to understand misogyny throughout from the inside, not primarily as a psychological matter—but rather, as a social-political phenomenon with psychological, structural, and institutional manifestations. I present misogyny as a system of hostile forces that by and large makes sense from the perspective of patriarchal ideology, inasmuch as it works to police and enforce patriarchal order. Since I believe that patriarchal order is oppressive and irrational, and that it casts a long historical shadow, I also believe that misogyny ought to be opposed, and that individual agents often have reasons, and sometimes obligations, to try to resist it. (See, e.g., Hay [2013] and Silvermint [2013] for discussion.)

However, following the lead of the critical race theorist Charles Lawrence III (1987; 2008), this book primarily takes what he calls an “epidemiological” approach to matters of social justice. That is, I concentrate largely on moral diagnosis, or getting clear on the nature of misogyny, construed as a moral-cum-social phenomenon with political underpinnings. This is as opposed to making explicit moral prescriptions and characterological judgments, and effectively putting people on trial—and hence on the defensive. I think that such an approach to misogyny tends to be unhelpful by encouraging moral narcissism, among other things: an obsessive focus with individual guilt and innocence. Moreover, as we will see time and again over the course of these pages, misogyny frequently involves moralistic take-downs or the unforgiving shaming of women for their (real or supposed) moral errors. Misogyny also subjects women to what I have come to think of as a kind of tyranny of vulnerability—by pointing to any and every (supposedly) more vulnerable (supposed) person or creature in her vicinity to whom she might (again, supposedly) do better, and requiring her to care for them, or else risk being judged callous, even monstrous. Meanwhile, her male counterpart may proceed to pursue his own “personal projects,” as the English moral philosopher Bernard Williams called them (1981), with relative impunity. She is, in view of this, subject to undue moral burdens.

So trying to fight misogyny primarily using juridical moral notions is a bit like trying to fight fire with oxygen. It might work on a small scale—we do manage to blow out matches and candles, after all. But, when we try to scale up the strategy, it is liable to backfire. We would be trying to put out a fire while feeding right into it.

What are the alternatives? Following Williams, I like to draw a distinction between moral and political claims we may call “evaluative” versus those that are “prescriptive.” The former are claims about the goodness or badness of certain states of affairs in the world (or, alternatively, ascribing to them more elaborate, or “thick,” moral-cum-political qualities). Evaluative claims are hence claims about what ought (or ought not) to be the case. And they are often, in Williams’s view, the form answers should take when it comes to questions of social justice. Whereas claims that advance prescriptions (or, on the negative side of the same coin, issue prohibitions) are the bases for giving commands or instructions to an individual agent about what she ought (or ought not) to do. Williams also glossed the idea of these prescriptions as the basis for advice offered in the “If I were you …” mode, to a second party.

I am sympathetic to Williams’s “internalist” view that prescriptive claims, indexed to particular agents, depend for their very truth on that agent’s “personal projects” and values (Manne 2014a). But even if one rejects this controversial claim, the existence of the evaluative mode above shows that we do not have to choose between a morally accusatory or even inevitably prescriptive stance, which will often garner resentment, for reasons canvassed in the preface, versus a pointed moral neutrality that would be craven, sometimes offensive, in this context. Most of my work in the book will hence lie in describing states of affairs that it will be evident I regard as morally bad—for example, unjust and oppressive—and in need of reform. I invite you as a reader to draw the same conclusions—or, by the same token, to find reasons on which to base a potentially fruitful disagreement. There is nothing morally neutral about any of this. Still, I do leave it largely open how (much) to apportion blame, to whom, and how we might go about improving the situation. Sometimes, the question of how to combat misogyny is all too obvious: don’t participate in or encourage it, try to stop it, and so on. Sometimes, there are various possibilities, with risks and costs to be weighed against potential rewards and benefits. And sometimes it is not in the least clear what to do, and we will have to strategize, experiment, feel our way, and so on. Whatever the case, I suspect that combating misogyny is likely to be a messy, retail business that permits few wholesale answers, as in most long-term projects of moral and social overhaul.

Another reason to think that combating misogyny in particular will be a piecemeal process is that its mechanisms and methods are so opportunistic—or enterprising, depending on how you look at it—and so various. Girls and women may be down-ranked or deprived relative to more or less anything that people typically value—material goods, social status, moral reputation, and intellectual credentials, among other realms of human achievement, esteem, pride, and so on. This may happen in numerous ways: condescending, mansplaining, moralizing, blaming, punishing, silencing, lampooning, satirizing, sexualizing, belittling, caricaturizing, exploiting, erasing, and evincing pointed indifference.

This is another reason why I chose my title: that and the fact that it is a command and need not sound authoritarian—it can be said gently and obeyed with a sense of pleasure, purpose. My dog Panko proves it. But what for her constitutes a “liberating duty,” to use Joseph Raz’s notion (1989), would hardly be so for me. As human beings, our freedom lies in other kinds of rule-following, as well as revision, creation, breakage, and reformation.




Conclusion

The Giving She


Once there was a tree … and she loved a little boy. And every day the boy would come and he would gather her leaves and make them into crowns and play king of the forest.

He would climb up her trunk and swing from her branches and eat apples. And they would play hide-and-go-seek. And when he was tired, he would sleep in her shade.

And the boy loved the tree …. very much. And the tree was happy.

But time went by. And the boy grew older. And the tree was often alone.

Shel Silverstein, The Giving Tree



So goes the opening of The Giving Tree, a famous children’s book by Shel Silverstein. Originally published in 1964, The Giving Tree is still in print, and still selling.fn1 The book gets four and a half stars on Amazon. Some parents say their kids love it, and regard it as an endlessly touching portrait of unconditional love: the tree, a pretty transparent mother figure, gives everything she has for her beloved only son. Others worry that she doesn’t set firm boundaries, even when the boy starts asking for more than is reasonable. Also, he sounds pretty ungrateful. For example:


“I am too big to climb and play” said the boy. “I want to buy things and have fun. I want some money!” “I’m sorry,” said the tree, “but I have no money. I have only leaves and apples. Take my apples, Boy, and sell them in the city. Then you will have money and you will be happy.”



The boy comes back, asking for yet more—he needs a place to live, he blithely announces. So the tree offers him her branches, which he takes, and builds a house with them. Then the boy wants a boat, so she offers him her trunk, which he takes and uses for that purpose. He goes off and has adventures. Meanwhile, as for the tree, she is happy: “… but not really.” The last line of the penultimate stanza jars you; and eerily, conspicuously, it never gets expanded on.

And so, naturally, one is left with questions. For example: was the tree really happy all those other times? And if not, does it matter? Does the boy ever give her anything in return—or, indeed, anything whatsoever?

In any case, it’s too late for her to recoup her losses. She has been reduced to nothing; the boy took all of her. When he returns from his great voyage, feeling tired, she has nothing left to offer him but the amputated stump he has made of her. That is where the boy lays his head to rest. And that is where the story leaves them.

During the time I was researching this book, I became less optimistic about the prospects of getting people to take misogyny seriously—including treating it as a moral priority, when it is—unless they already do so. And there are fewer people in this category than I had been hoping. I have found it much easier to get people interested in trigger warnings, a relatively minor topic, as compared with misogyny. The fact that misogyny is killing girls and women, literally and metaphorically, clearly isn’t enough to grip that many people.fn2 I shouldn’t have been surprised by this. It has always been killing girls and women, literally and metaphorically—especially those who step out of line. So it goes. It is a bitterly sad state of affairs, but it is hard to see what would change it. Misogyny is a self-masking problem. Trying to draw attention to it is illicit by the lights of the phenomenon itself, since women are supposed to minister to others, rather than solicit moral attention and concern on their own behalf.

But then 2016 happened: Donald Trump was elected president. It surely cannot be doubted that, among the factors that account for this largely unforeseen and disastrous outcome, misogyny is one of the most important. And, for those who think misogyny and racism are not connected here, I would beg to differ. This is due not only to the intersecting systems of oppression that can compound vulnerabilities, but also because some hitherto dominant social actors, e.g., disappointed white men, will punch down fairly indiscriminately—for example, to nonwhites and immigrants, as well as white women—when they develop withdrawal symptoms or a deprivation mind-set vis-à-vis women’s social and emotional labor.

Given the likely impact of misogyny on the outcome of the election, you might think people across the political spectrum who likewise lament the result would now be waking up to the power of misogyny to distort our moral and rational judgments. You might think they would be willing to say mea culpa, inasmuch as many attacked Hillary Clinton relentlessly, viciously, disproportionately, misleadingly, moralistically, and sometimes, in my view, self-indulgently. But you would be wrong: this has largely not happened. Notice too that those who mounted these attacks thereby neglected to listen to women well-positioned to judge telling them that the build-up of toxic sentiment could cost Clinton the election. And even now, nobody seems to look back at the people who, whether or not they supported Clinton politically, defended her against a sustained misogynistic smear campaign, or pointed out notable double standards as well as those she was held to more stringently. There are notable commonalities among those who did—who included Brittney Cooper, Joan Walsh, Amanda Marcotte, Michelle Goldberg, Lindy West, and Rebecca Solnit, among others.fn3 They’re all feminist writers who are prominent online and also happen to be women. So it’s safe to say that they are all familiar with the flavor of misogynistic backlash—not least because they likely receive a disproportionately large amount of hate mail themselves, if recent studies are indicative.fn4

So you might think they’d be treated as authorities, as knowing of what they speak, when they testified that the treatment of Clinton had the feeling of a witch hunt. But that was not the case either: there was a general sense that the women who said as much were overreacting, as opposed to picking up on the social equivalent of risk factors for a bushfire (e.g., heat, wind, drought conditions). If you have lived in regions prone to them, you tend to be more skilled—though of course not infallible—at anticipating days when fire is highly likely to break out. It is then mostly a question of whether the fire can be brought under control before it becomes an inferno and does terrible damage.

If this seems epistemically suspect, even spooky, consider the following anecdote. When multiple commentators called Clinton’s voice “shrill” in late March (after she gave a victory speech the night she effectively became the presumptive nominee for the Democratic Party), there was an intense, week-long debate about whether it was about the quality and timbre of her voice. Or could it possibly, rather, be sexism? My own willingness to bet “yes” was based partly on having seen Gillard subject to the very same criticism on becoming prime minister of Australia. One vocal coach opined that her voice had changed somewhat in quality (slowing down, deepening and becoming more “twangy,” throaty, and grating) and that Gillard needed to lift her vocal game to keep pace with voters’ preferences.fn5 There was also the fact that, as a quick rifle through my ample stock of hate mail confirmed, people call my voice shrill without having heard it.fn6 That’s surely good evidence that we should be suspicious when someone raises this aural specter regarding a woman’s voice. Instead though, we often let them air their impressions uncontested, as if their desire to do so when there’s any room for doubt that it’s due to gender biases trumps our collective interest in not perpetuating them in the discourse. “I, and many other people, do find Hillary Clinton’s voice to be shrill. In fact, it sounds like a cat being dragged across a blackboard a lot of the time,” said one guest on Fox, during a debate in March about whether there was sexism in the “shrillness” complaints leveled against Clinton. (And when it comes to noises that many people find it more or less literally painful to hear, such as fingernails on a chalkboard or the high-pitched wailing of a cat, why settle for just one metaphor when you can mix them?) Chris Plante had just been shown footage of many male politicians yelling without garnering similar (or similarly widespread) reactions regarding their vocal qualities.fn7 Yes, but there was a difference, Plante explained: his impressions. He was just reporting the facts, which had spoken to him—or caterwauled.fn8

As I wrote in the introduction, and have tried to keep it clear throughout, my concern here has been chiefly with moral diagnosis, not condemnation. Individual agents’ guilt or innocence is not the main issue. But the above remark is just one among many examples of the kind we might try to render socially unacceptable, moving forward from this point onward. The same goes for blaming Clinton for everything under the sun that might have led to her defeat, instead of taking responsibility for it ourselves, as would be fitting in many cases. (As Trump said during the first debate, why not blame her for everything? It turned out, in retrospect, not to have been a rhetorical question—and certainly not a humorous one. Its answer was “no reason,” because we, the public, gave him none.)

Similarly pernicious is the under-recognized tendency to speculate idly in damaging ways about women’s motives (another common aspect of misogynistic portrait-painting), for example, calling Clinton selfish, ungrateful, narcissistic, malevolent, a “taker,” entitled, as well as a liar, corrupt, hypocritical, excessively privileged, and a member of the establishment.

These criticisms were invariably taken seriously and more or less at face value. But, again, many of the same criticisms (including that I’m a member of an unspecified “establishment”) were tweeted at me last week, at the time of writing.fn9 And this on no legitimate, nor even readily intelligible, basis I could discern—save for the fact that I had the temerity to suggest (in a single tweet replying to a friendly stranger) that white women may have voted for Trump despite his sexual misconduct because of strong norms of loyalty on their part to the white men they are typically partnered with (due to heteronormative as well as racist statistical and social norms governing romantic relationships). This was enough to not only garner the usual rapey, misspelled, and lately anti-Semitic, bilge water thrown in my direction but, more interestingly in this context, insults of the same general kind as were often levelled at Clinton.

These experiences are so far from unique to me that they are only worth mentioning insofar as I’m a nobody. I’m not famous, nor married to Bill Clinton, nor a politician, nor monied. All I am and all it takes to garner these kinds of moral reactions, seemingly, is being a woman who is perceived as taking up male-dominated space without pandering to patriarchal interests and vanities. That’s enough, as best I can tell, to get the kind of moral reaction one might expect if one had trespassed on someone’s property: because, in a way, one has done.

So why not shame this unacceptable behavior? Why not call it out, if people refuse to learn from their mistakes, and continue to blame Clinton for the effects of their own participation in a misogynist mobbing of her, which continues even to this day?fn10

That brings me to another reason I suspect misogyny is so persistent. As has emerged over the course of discussing various cases in this book, it often seems to be a shame-based phenomenon, at the level of the moral psychology of individual agents. Within a misogynistic worldview, women
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