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In 2000, the institute began a NATIONAL DIALOGUE ON EDUCATING WOMEN
FOR LEADERSHIP to provide a forum for sharing information and exploring
progress. The National Dialogue is the subject of this series of occasional papers.

Pictured on the cover are the four conference speakers. Standing from left to
right: Helen Caldicott, Susan J. Carroll, Charlotte Bunch, and seated, Deborah
Gray White.



PREFACE

The papers presented here are from a panel discussion titled Power
for What? Women’s Leadership: Why Should You Care? held on April 24,
2001, at the Institute for Women’s Leadership at Rutgers, The State
University of New Jersey. In this second publication in the series
National Dialogue on Educating Women for Leadership, four eminent
spokeswomen examine the issue of women’s leadership through
their own disciplinary lenses in human rights, history, political sci-
ence, and medicine. They take up key questions about women’s
leadership. Do women lead differently than men? Why should we
care about women’s leadership? What is decision-making power?
Should women claim it and for what purposes should they seek it?
‘What is needed to take women’s leadership to the next stage?

The panel highlights three Rutgers scholars and a visiting
scholar: Charlotte Bunch, director of the Center for Women’s
Global Leadership and professor in the Department of Women’s
and Gender Studies; Deborah Gray White, professor and chair of
the Department of History; Susan J. Carroll, professor of political
science and senior research associate at the Center for American
Women and Politics at the Eagleton Institute of Politics; and Aus-
tralian author and pediatrician Helen Caldicott, occupant of the
Laurie New Jersey Chair in Women’s Studies at Douglass College in
spring 2001. The panel is introduced by Mary S. Hartman, director
of the Institute for Women'’s Leadership at Rutgers, historian, and
former dean of Douglass College.

The authors of these papers agree that there are powerful
and compelling arguments for why women'’s leadership makes a
difference and why we should care about the dearth of women in
leadership positions, both in the United States and globally. First,
they argue that women’s leadership can be a vital source of change
in a world that desperately needs it. “The world needs women to
take more leadership,” Charlotte Bunch states. “Women at this
moment in history bring new perspectives and values to the table
that can revitalize and transform debates and options in a globe that
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is threatened with self-destruction based on past — predominantly
male — leadership.” Helen Caldicott’s perspective as a physician
deeply concerned about environmental degradation and the threat
of nuclear war leads her to believe that “women hold the key to the
future ....We actually hold creation in the palm of our hands,” she
asserts. “We are about to destroy it. The only solution that I can see,
the only solution that has never been tried, is that women take over.”
The second reason we should care about women’s leadership,
the panelists demonstrate, is that women bring something different
to the leadership table: they make different kinds of leaders than
men. Using the perspective of politics, Susan Carroll argues that
women are different political leaders than men because they feel a
special responsibility to represent women and their interests. They
have a different angle of vision, based not on biology, but on their
differing life experiences and social roles. Drawing on interviews
done by the Center for American Women and Politics with women
who served in the 103t and 104th Congresses, Carroll states,
“Regardless of whether the issue is foreign aid, the budget, or the
environment, women public officials frequently examine the issue
through a gendered lens, and consequently more often think about
the possible impact of the policy on the lives of women and chil-
dren.” In other words, the presence of women in political office
makes a difference in public policy. Bunch agrees that there is a
difference to women’s leadership, describing it as more “coopera-

” .

tive,” “integrated,” and “holistic.” “Women’s experiences generally
bring the public and the private together more than do men’s, and
women usually have had to work in a way that sees how things are
interconnected ....there is a pattern to suggest that women have a
more inclusive view of the need for bringing everyone into the
process,” she writes.

The scholars and activists highlighted here agree, however, on
the need to consider both definitions and underlying motivations
when discussing women’s leadership. Charlotte Bunch points out
the importance of being precise and contextual when we define
this term. “There is not just one type of ‘women’s leadership,”” she
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argues. “The context in which one is talking about which women
taking leadership on which issues in which arena and country and at
which moment in time is also important.” Leadership, in her view,

“involves making something happen in affecting how something is
done or viewed in the world — large or small. Leadership is both
about individuals who take initiative and it is about the collective
capacity of a group — whether a community, movement, organiza-
tion, or nation — to create change.”

The reasons women seek and assume leadership are impor-
tant to consider, as Deborah Gray White demonstrates. How much is
it for personal advancement, how much for larger causes like racial
advancement or social justice? In the early twentieth century, she
states, middle-class African-American women were expected to be
leaders, and chose careers with the idea of being “race women”

— leaders and representatives of the race. Today, in a different his-
torical context where racism is not as overt, individual middle-class
black women’s career options and leadership opportunities have
expanded dramatically, while black women’s collective organizations
have lost their vitality and strength. “Today, black women lead in
every aspect of American life,” she writes, “and self-satisfaction is a
major reward of that leadership. Ironically however, it’s not all
progress. Although there are probably more black women leaders
now than ever before, it is also true that black women have fewer
leaders than ever before.”

Finally, this dialogue makes clear that we should also care
about women’s leadership for reasons of democracy and justice.
Women, after all, are more than half of the world’s population, as
Helen Caldicott declares: “Women hold up 53 percent of the sky,
and it is inappropriate that we allow the men to run the world.... All
political policies are fundamentally about women’s issues.” Women’s
lives are impacted by leadership decisions — whether these decisions
are about welfare legislation, health care legislation, or foreign pol-
icy — and their voices should be part of the process. “Representa-
tion,” Charlotte Bunch points out, “is a fundamental matter of

democracy and justice. Even if having more women in recognized
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leadership at all levels of society did not make a difference in policy,
we can’t claim to have democracy in this country and most of the
world when the representation of people in power is so skewed
toward men.”

What might it require to take women’s leadership to the
next stage? Dogged persistence, passion, a collective rather than
individualistic vision, structural changes that encourage and validate
women’s participation in leadership, female-defined models of
leadership, leadership education, and a critical mass of women in
decision-making positions in the public sphere are all vital compo-
nents, according to this panel. In her introduction, Mary Hartman
describes the kinds of questions the panel will address as “the critical
set of issues in the subject area of women’s leadership.” Defining
women’s leadership as a subject area — one in need of research and

dialogues like this — is itself an important step forward.

Mary K. Trigg
Director, Leadership Scholars Program
Institute for Women’s Leadership
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elcome to the Institute for Women’s Leadership

¥ and to the second in our annual series titled
W_E National Dialogue on Educating Women. for Leader-
ship. Our first panel in 2000 addressed the question of
whether leaders are made or born — an obviously
important question for anyone engaged in leadership
education, including all six members of our institute
consortium! At that first session, we featured partici-
pants from outstanding leadership programs for college
women as well as an eminent scholar widely known for
her work on the experience and achievements of women
graduates from single-sex and coeducational institu-
tions.! The presentations were followed by a lively dis-
cussion with our audience and the session that awaits
you this afternoon promises to be equally spirited and
engaging. Our panelists today all enjoy national — even
international — reputations, but this time they come

to us from closer to home. All currently hold appoint-
ments at Rutgers and are affiliated with the Institute

for Women’s Leadership, although our visiting scholar
Helen Caldicott will soon be returning to Australia where
she plans to run for national office.

The four extraordinary women on today’s panel
are superbly qualified to address what many would agree
is the critical set of issues in the subject area of women’s
leadership. Our title puts it bluntly: “Power for What?
Women’s Leadership: Why Should You Care?” From
their different disciplinary and activist perspectives,
Charlotte Bunch, Susan Carroll, Deborah Gray White,
and Helen Caldicott will share with you their views on
why it should matter to everyone that women are equally
represented with men in all the forums where policy is
being made that influences our daily lives. They will
also explain why this is an especially critical historical

moment to promote more women in leadership, to
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create a more positive climate for women leaders, and to ensure that
colleges and universities work more consciously to encourage women
— now the majority of college students in this country — to assume
leadership responsibilities.

I got a preview of what is in store for you in a planning session
with our speakers where two things became clear. First, all contended
that whether it owes more to genes or to experience — and they
don’t agree on that issue, by the way — women bring special things
to leadership that are critically needed in today’s world. Second, con-
trary to widespread opinion out there, none of these speakers takes
for granted that the steady, if slow, increase of women in positions of
leadership that we have seen in recent decades is bound to continue
or, for that matter, that it represents a totally positive development.

As many of you know, in developed countries such as the
United States, the upward trajectory in the numbers of women
leaders in both the public and private sectors has lately begun to
level off. In the U.S. Congress, for example, women’s representation
appears to be evening out at around 13 percent. Not only is this a
long way from equality, it is a good distance from the 25 to 30 per-
cent that is usually defined as the critical mass necessary to enable
women or any minority in an institution to make a real difference in
the decision-making process. Outside the political arena, moreover,
the percentages of women in top positions are often even lower. In
the U.S. corporate world, for example, despite significant growth
among middle and even upper-level managers, women CEOs con-
tinue to be less than one percent among Fortune 500 companies;
and everywhere the pace of women’s movement into top posts has
slowed demonstrably since the mid-1990s.

Some analysts are beginning to suspect that this “plateauing”
of the numbers of women in high-level positions is owing to the
combined effects of a defensive closing of the uppermost ranks —
as women have increasingly moved into the lower and middling ones
— and the continuing handicaps of women’s disproportionate family
and household responsibilities. Women — especially in developed
societies — may in fact now be reaching the outer limits of the
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familiar set of individual accommodations that have so far enabled
so many of them to enter the workforce while allowing only small
numbers to compete successfully for the highest positions. Most
working women at all levels, after all, have already had to make
personal adjustments that their male counterparts have not been
obliged to make. The higher up they go, the more they are obliged
to deal with the contradictions inherent in positions that were
designed for what economist Eileen Appelbaum calls the “unencum-
bered worker,” namely the worker who is presumed to have someone
at home minding any responsibilities beyond the job.

In practice, this has meant that women who would rise in such
settings have often decided to give up or postpone marriage, or
perhaps wait to pursue careers until children were grown or they
themselves were widows. More typically, women have foregone chil-
dren, postponed them, or had fewer than they really wanted, while
those with children have regularly surrendered huge chunks of their
incomes for childcare. The stalling in the movement of women to
the top, then, may finally reflect not the incapacity of more than a
handful of women to lead, which critics often charge, but instead the
limits of the individual solutions to which women still must resort to
address a collective problem.

The plateauing of women in top leadership, in other words,
may simply mean that there is no more “give” possible on their side
in a world where women are still the ones expected to assume pri-
mary domestic responsibility and where men still get celebrated
for merely “helping out” at home. Meanwhile, institutions of all
sorts that rest upon an ideal employee who turns out to be an unen-
cumbered male worker have yet to step up to the plate in a serious
way. It is time, say some commentators, to stop expecting women to
change — women have already stretched to the limits their capacities
in that area — and to start demanding more change from the institu-
tions, public and private, that continue to guard and defend their
tilted playing fields. Then and only then, these analysts argue, will
women break through to achieve the equal positions in leadership
that they deserve and that the whole world needs.
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It may be, of course, that regardless of what happens in these
formal leadership settings,ﬂ the more critical future developments
in women’s leadership will turn out to be the ones that are already
underway in less visible arenas of informal leadership where, as
Charlotte Bunch will surely point out in framing today’s discussion,
women have always led. At the present time, she sees that women all
over the world are experiencing new opportunities for expanded
leadership, in contexts both informal and formal, as a result of
novel crises on the global scene. These crises are drawing on
women’s established capacity for acting across boundaries of race,
class, and ethnicity to mediate conflicts and to create new possibili-
ties for transforming power. Bunch surely agrees with Helen
Caldicott in arguing that at a time when the globe is threatened with
self-destruction, much of it owing to past — predominately male —
approaches to leadership, we could do far worse than appeal to
female leadership; and we might even do better.

The work Susan Carroll presents on political leadership
already shows, after all, that women actually do behave differently as
leaders; at least in recent times. She explains that most women take
seriously a special responsibility to represent women and their inter-
ests, and that such advocacy has had demonstrable results in legisla-
tion and public policy. Women elected officials tend, for example, to
work more readily across party lines on many issues, and to display a
more inclusive approach to government, one that is more responsive
to the needs and interest of all citizens.

I mentioned earlier that our commentators recognize that not
all the effects of the recent rise in the numbers of women leaders
have been positive. Deborah Gray White, who will be surveying the
twentieth-century history of middle-class black women in leadership,
has some sobering reminders that for today’s black women, the
downside to an increase in their numbers in leadership ranks has
been the weakening of advocacy organizations in support of black
women. Earlier in the twentieth century, she reports, educated black
women were trained to think and act more broadly in behalf of their

race and to be “race leaders” regardless of any specific careers they
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pursued. Now, although there are significantly more black women
leaders in many more fields than ever before, black women them-
selves have fewer leaders they can call their own.

White explains this apparent paradox by noting that once the
more virulent forms of racism in this country began to be reduced,
the black organizations that had literally educated middle-class black
women to be “race leaders” saw their influence diminish. Her
insightful analysis is critical, I think, not only in understanding the
current position of black women but in explaining the peculiarly
isolated situation today of all women in leadership. To the extent
that women have succeeded in entering the many public and private
arenas still largely controlled by men, they have often been per-
ceived, and encouraged to perceive themselves, as living proof that
institutionalized sexism, and racism as well, are things of the past.
What we are beginning to realize in addressing the many issues
around women in leadership is the continuing strength of the largely
unchallenged structural barriers to women and people of color that
remain embedded in institutions that still get away with presenting
themselves as gender and race neutral.

Helen Caldicott frames her own analysis of the need for
women’s leadership around what she sees as the most profound
threat to the earth in a U.S.-led revival of the cold war and a revived
attention to Star Wars. Hers was the most passionate voice on behalf
of nuclear freeze in the 1980s; and her message now, more clearly
than before, is that “women hold the key to the future” in address-
ing what she sees as the impending global crisis around nuclear
weapons. Whichever arguments for women'’s leadership we find
most compelling, it will be difficult after this session to embrace
complacency that women’s leadership will simply expand of its own
momentum or to contend that women'’s leadership will not make a
difference. All our speakers give reasons for women and men alike
to recognize a new urgency to promote women in leadership. As
Charlotte Bunch puts it: “Our challenge is to take women’s leader-
ship to the next step. Women must do more than just clean up the

messes male leaders have made in the world and challenge their
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" policies; we must come up with alternative proposals and ways of

operating that might lead the world to a different place.”

Note: The program in which these panelists participated took place before the
tragic events of September 11, 2001. It is nonetheless striking to note that
their answers to the question of why we should care about women’s leadership
resonate even move strongly in light of those events. Ensuring that women are
equally represented in all forums where decisionmaking takes place, whether
local or global, is not only the fair and just thing to do, although it is surely
that. Nor is it simply a way of ensuring that different points of view are
brought to the table, although it is that too. But beyond these things, work-
ing to guarantee that women participate equally with men in leadership is

nothing less than a critical way to help secure our collective survival.

1 The papers were published in 2001 as the first volume in the series National
Dialogue on Educating Women for Leadership. This volume, “Are Leaders Made or
Born?” can be ordered by contacting the Institute for Women’s Leadership at
162 Ryders Lane, New Brunswick, New Jersey, 08901, or through our web site,
hitp://twl.rutgers.edu.
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. hat are we talking about when we say
women’s leadership?

“ I agreed to start this panel with reflections

on what we are talking about when we say “women’s
leadership.” This is a complex question that can be
approached from different angles. But the first point
to be clear about is whether one is talking about any
women who take leadership in any field or about a
particular political perspective, that is feminist, on lead-
ership. Both are important subjects, but often the two
get mixed up, and this can cause confusion. Sometimes
we say women’s leadership when we are really talking
about feminist perspectives on leadership, and then we
should name it as such. Other times we are talking about
women as leaders and what that reveals more generally,
but then we must also be clear that this is a very contex-
tual question. There is not just one type of “women’s
leadership.” The context in which one is talking about
which women taking leadership on which issues in
which arena and country and at which moment in

time is also important.

Much of women’s leadership over the centuries
has been invisible because the question of leadership
has been viewed from a traditional gender bias of male-
defined models and assumptions about what was impor-
tant and where leadership was happening — usually only
acknowledged in the public sphere. Ironically, even some
of the feminist critique of leadership has reinforced this
male bias because it often identifies the term “leader-
ship” only with domination and authoritarian models,
and therefore tends to reject the very concept as “anti-
feminist.” Thus some feminists have also failed to see
other ways that leadership is being exercised, even or

especially, by women.
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There have always been some women taking leadership some-
where. Often women leading or seeking to lead are confined to the
family or local community’s “private sphere,” but nonetheless they
are exercising leadership. Women have been resolving conflicts and
finding solutions to community problems. They have been pulling
people together to make something happen, whether that is getting
a street light at the corner to prevent children from being hit by cars
or working to defeat the building of nuclear power plants. Women
are always making priorities (hard choices), and stretching tight
budgets. For example, when one looks at what women do in situa-
tions of armed conflict, there is usually a process of some women
taking the responsibility of holding families together, helping the
community to survive, and talking across ethnic lines that pride often
prevents men from doing. Yet this leadership is often invisible at the
formal level. )

The problem is that women have often not had the power and
formal recognition that went with the tasks that they were doing. So
the question of acknowledging what women are doing and giving it
more attention and power is central to women’s leadership. We need
to look at how to move women leaders into a position of more power
and impact on the world; how to move the leadership that women
take, the ideas and experiences that women have into the public
sphere in a more forceful way; and how to give women more recog-
nition, more power, and more opportunity to influence the public
sphere. The problem is not that women haven’t been leading, it is
that they haven’t been allowed to lead in enough of the public are-
nas where decisions are made that determine the larger context of
all our lives.

In looking at women’s leadership, we need to recognize that
there are many different types, styles, and arenas of leadership.
Often our images of leadership are narrow — focusing only on the
elected political person or the charismatic advocate who rides off on
a horse and “saves” everybody. But there are many kinds of leaders.
Public advocates and politicians are perhaps the most visible, and

that type of power is important for feminist goals to progress. But
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there is also organizational leadership; leadership in managing insti-
tutions and moving forward various structures of our society. There
is intellectual leadership; artistic, cultural, and spiritual leadership;
technical and scientific leadership; etc. There are many varieties of
leadership in different places and for different purposes. Often
what a leader does is also determined not only by personality but

by the opportunities she has'and by the community she lives in

and its needs — all of which affect what is seen as most important
and possible to do.

Are Leaders Born or Made?

Whatever the field and style of a leader, leadership involves making
something happen or affecting how something is done or viewed

in the world —large or small. Leadership is both about individuals
who take initiative and about the collective capacity of a group —
whether a community, movement, organization, or nation — to
create change. But even for collective leadership to emerge, there
are individuals who take leadership either alone and/or together to
make it happen. So who are these leaders? Are they born or made?
The debate over whether leaders are born or made is perhaps most
important to those who work in the leadership development business
like us, but I think that leaders are both born and made. As in most
debates over culture and nature, we need to look at both aspects of
the process. ’

Certain characteristics, traits, and talents for leadership are
natural to some people, much like musicat ability is to some. For
example, if you look at your family or your community, you can see
that there are females (and males) who exhibit certain traits of lead-
ership, who just organize their group or stand out in another way,
sometimes even when they are only four or five years old. We should
not deny that there are certain skills and characteristics that are par-
ticularly useful to leading that certain people have, much like some
people are good at singing and some are not. It would be a disaster if
you said everybody could sing equally well and you tried to make me
a singer. You would be in big trouble. Similarly, I don’t believe every-
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body can be a leader. But there is also no reason everybody should
be a leader. Part of the problem is that society has tended to mystify
leadership skills as somehow belonging only to a few people who are
then seen as better than everybody else. But if we view leadership
skills as something that many people have to varying degrees — skills
that can be built upon, supported, and enhanced because they are
needed in the world, not in order to make one person superior —
then we might have a better way of dealing with leadership.

There are natural leaders everywhere, in every ethnic/racial
group, class, family, neighborhood, workplace, etc. — both female
and male. But multiple factors affect what people can do with their
leadership potential and whether, or how, it gets developed. It is in
this sense that leaders are made — some are supported and given
many opportunities to develop their leadership abilities and others
are limited, discouraged, or even killed for asserting leadership. In
some places today, as in the past with witches, some women get killed
for taking leadership, as do some men. Sex, race, and class and the
intersection of these, as well as other factors of location and timing,
play a big role in how one’s leadership evolves, whether it is recog-
nized and supported or thwarted. In the U.S., for example, one is
often allowed to be a “special interest” leader of one’s particular
identity group — be that on the basis of sex, race, religion, sexual
orientation, or other factors. Yet, somehow only the dominant group
(white male heterosexual Christians) is usually seen as “objective” or
generic human beings who are therefore qualified to lead on behalf
of the whole society.

Who gets support and who gets honored or killed for their
leadership depends on a society’s values, prejudices, hierarchies,
and structures. If we want more democratic and inclusive leadership
in our society, we must look at whether and how various leaders are
recognized and supported, and seek to make changes in those struc-
tures and values. Women’s leadership development programs can
address this. We don’t make women into leaders, but we can provide
opportunities to enhance and support women’s leadership and to
make it more visible and viable. We can work to change the climate
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of the society toward greater acceptance of women'’s leadership so
that women leaders are taken more seriously and have more oppor-

tunities to be heard and to exercise power.

Why Should We Care?

Why should we care if women leaders get more recognition and
power in society? What difference will it make? If you care about
what is going on in the world around you, locally and globally, you
should care about women’s leadership as a potential source of
change. The world needs women to take more leadership. Women
at this moment in history bring new perspectives and values to the
table that can revitalize and transform debates and options in a
globe that is threatened with self-destruction based on past —
predominantly male — leadership. Quite frankly, it is hard to
imagine that women could do worse. So we might as well give it

a try. This is not a biological but a historical argument based on
women’s different experiences from men’s for many centuries and
their general exclusion from power. At least at this moment in time,
women’s leadership offers opportunities for change.

Women are positioned in an important way to bring different
experiences to the table that could lead to different options for our
globe. While none of this is inevitable or necessarily biological, there
do seem to be tendencies for women to create more cooperative
modes of leadership. Again, looking at ethnic conflict, whether in
the Middle East, Rwanda, Somalia, or the former Yugoslavia, it is
primarily women who have crossed the ethnic lines and have tried
to create conversations that would break through some of those
intractable conflicts. This is not all women, nor is it no men; but it
is mostly women’s leadership that is making the way for peace and
working to create new possibilities in places where conflict is great.

Women’s leadership may also address the need for a more
integrated and holistic approach to the social issues of our day.
Women’s experiences generally bring the public and the private
together more than do men’s, and women usually have had to work

in a way that sees how things are interconnected. This is something
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that our over-fragmented, specialized world needs. Of course, I also
hope that women who have been excluded from power will have
more sensitivity to the task of working for the inclusion of everyone.
But this is not inevitable. Margaret Thatcher wasn’t good at it and
some other women leaders haven’t been. But overall, there is a pat-
tern to suggest that women have a more inclusive view of the need
for bringing everyone into the process. The male domination model
of one person or group needing to feel superior to another is part of
the crisis of domination based on differences that we face in the
world today. We can hope that women will adopt less dominating,
more collective and cooperative models of leadership. Such models
tend to bring more people into the process on a more equal footing,
and thus get more ideas on the table and give more people a stake in
the solutions devised.

Finally, you should care about women’s leadership because
representation is a fundamental matter of democracy and justice.
Even if having more women in recognized leadership at all levels
of society did not make a difference in policy, we can’t claim to
have democracy in this country and most of the world when the
representation of people in power is so skewed toward men. This
is a question of sex, as well as of race, class, and other factors. If we
believe in democracy, the full diversity of the population affected
should have more voice. This is increasingly recognized internation-
ally by countries that are experimenting with a whole range of ways
to create quota systems in different parts of the electoral process,
from Scandinavia to Argentina to India to East Timor to France.
The United States is behind in recognizing that democracy is simply
not realized if much of the population is excluded from the process

of decisionmaking.

Women’s Global Leadership

The Center for Women’s Global Leadership has spent the last
decade working to enhance women’s leadership and to bring
more women’s voices onto the global agenda, particularly around

human rights. When we look at the changes that women have
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achieved in the public arena, we see that there is now somewhat
wider acceptance of women as leaders on the so-called “soft” issues.
In the United Nations for example, women are heads of the agencies
dealing with population, refugees, children, and now even human
rights. But women are not seen as leaders on most of the “hard core”
issues like disarmament and national security, or of financial institu-
tions like the World Bank and International Monetary Fund. I want
to see women as heads of these agencies in order to challenge them
to be different; and part of challenging them is breaking through the
notion that these positions involve too much power for women to
handle. This is one of the tasks ahead for women to move further
into the “hard” areas like finance, trade, defense, and disarmament.
We also need to address the question of changing the climate
for women to lead. What would it really mean to create a climate in
which we assume that women’s leadership is a natural, normal phe-
nomenon at all levels of society? This has happened a couple of
times in Scandinavian countries, which have had even more women
than men in their cabinets. We know that for women’s leadership to
be different and to make a policy difference, it has to be more than
just isolated individuals who get power. Political studies show that
when women are a critical mass (usually defined as 25 to 30 per-
cent), then the climate changes such that women can make a bigger
difference and not have to be just like “one of the boys” to survive.
This is a time of opportunity for more women’s leadership,
an opportunity that comes in many ways with the crises of our times
that are creating a new context in which.women can lead. The end
of the cold war and the expansion of globalization both have chal-
lenged many of the old systems and created the need for new think-
ing and new ways of acting. Similarly, intensive civil conflicts and
wars in the past decade that have been fought on civilian territory
have involved women in peace making and brought calls for new
approaches to these crises, which has led to growing attention to
women in peace making. This issue even reached the U.N. Security
Council in October 2000. But these opportunities have to be taken
up and agendas transformed for women to have the kind of power
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not just to respond to crises, but to change the conditions that lead
to them. Our challenge is to take women’s leadership to the next
level. Women must do more than just clean up the messes male
leaders have made in the world and challenge their policies; we
must come up with alternative proposals and ways of operating that
might lead the world to a different place. The stakes are great and
this seems reason enough to care about the potential of women’s
leadership, locally and globally.
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am going to examine the questions “Power for

S

what?” and “Why should we care about women’s

leadership?” from the perspective of politics
and political leadership, focusing specifically on women
who hold public office. In responding to these questions,
I want to make three points. First, I want to argue that
most women who serve in public office believe that they
have a special responsibility to represent women and
their interests. Second, I want to argue that the actions
of women public officials suggest that many women are
different from men as political leaders precisely because
they do take seriously this responsibility to represent
women. And third, I want to suggest that those of us who
want women public officials to continue to represent our
needs and interests should support these women in a
politically pragmatic manner; we need to ask what we
can of them, but we also need to be sensitive to the con-
straints they face as political leaders.

In making these points, I am going to draw on
research conducted by Rutgers’ Center for American
Women and Politics at the Eagleton Institute of Politics,
especially interviews we did between 1995 and 1998 with
about three-fourths of the women who served in the
1034 and 104" Congresses.

First, most of the women who serve in Congress
and the state legislatures, regardless of their party, politi-
cal ideology, or race and ethnicity, feel a special obliga-
tion to represent the interests of women within the
institutions in whiéh they serve. In some cases the
women bring this commitment into office with them.
One such example is Congresswoman Eleanor Holmes
Norton (D-DC), who, of course, had a long history of
advocacy on behalf of women before she was elected to

Congress. She noted in our interview with her:
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[B]y the time I got to Congress, my view on women and my
feeling of responsibility for pressing forward their demands
was very well formed ... This was just another place, another
forum, to act on them. (August 24, 1995)

Similarly, Representative Cynthia McKinney (D-GA) noted:
Tam an African-American woman who has a certain set of life
experiences that differentiate me from the typical male mem-
ber of Congress. Therefore, I bring that to the institution,
and the institution is changed and enhanced because of the
difference I bring. (October 29, 1997)

Some women, however, do not run for office with the intent of
representing women and women’s interests. Rather, they become
advocates for women as a result of serving in these offices and their
advocacy is a response to the neglect of women’s interests that they
see within the political institutions in which they serve. For example,
Congresswoman Patsy Mink (D-HI) recalled:

When I first came to Congress in 1965, I had a notion that
my basic responsibility was to my constituents and my state.
And gradually as I took my place here, I realized that [ had a
far greater role to play and that it extended far beyond just
caring for the constituents’ needs — that I had to speak for
all the women in America. (October 19, 1995)

Similarly, Congresswoman Marge Roukema (R-NJ) insisted in
our interview with her that she initially hadn’t wanted to take on
women’s and family issues, and she described her evolution as an
advocate for women'’s interests as follows:

When I first came to Congress.....I really didn’t want to be
stereotyped as the woman legislator....I wanted to deal
with...things like banking and finance. But I' learned very
quickly that if the women like me in Congress were not going
to attend to some of these family concerns, whether it was
jobs or children or equity....then they weren’t going to be
attended to. So I quickly shed those biases that I had, and
said, “Well, nobody else is going to do it; I'm going to do it.”
(July 20, 1995)

But elected women officials do more than just express a desire
to represent women’s interests within the political institutions in

which they serve. They translate this commitment into action, and
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the end result is that they are different kinds of leaders than men.
Their presence in office does make a difference, especially on public
policy, and I want to offer just a couple of examples to illustrate some
of the ways in which the presence of women in public office makes

a difference.

The first example is about the leadership of women members
of Congress in the area of women’s health care. Almost every week
we hear about the findings of some new medical research study con-
ducted with funding from the U.S. government, specifically from the
National Institutes of Health (NIH). NIH is a major source of fund-
ing for medical research and for many years all the medical research
that was funded by NIH — research on things like heart disease and
cancer — was conducted on only men. In fact, until recently, incredi-
ble as this may sound, even the breast cancer studies sponsored by
NIH were based largely on research on men!

In recent years National Institutes of Health has changed its
policy, and current government-funded research studies are based
on clinical trials with women as well as with men. But what led the
NIH to change their longstanding policy of including only men as
subjects in medical research?

The answer is relatively straightforward: the efforts and com-
mitment of women members of Congress. Back in the mid-1980s,
Congresswoman Pat Schroeder (D-CO) was reading the results of
several NIH-funded studies when she noticed that these studies
kept referring to “men.” She assumed that they must be using
“men” generically to refer to both “women” and “men,” but just in
case, she and Olympia Snowe (R-ME), who were at the time cochairs
of the Congressional Caucus on Women’s fssues, asked for a profile
of participants in the health care studies. When they received the
profile, they discovered that only men were included in those stud-
ies. Congresswomen Schroeder and Snowe, who were quite upset
about this, then enlisted the help of Congresswoman Connie Morella
(R-MD) and Senator Barbara Mikulski (D-MD), who represented
the district and state, respectively, where the National Institutes of
Health are located. Schroeder, Morella, and Mikulski asked to meet -
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with representatives of NIH who eventually agreed to change their
regulations to mandate the inclusion of women in future studies.
The women members of Congress, assuming they had won the bat-
tle, then went back to work on other issues.

A couple of years later, however, the congresswomen noticed
that various press stories on medical research funded by NIH were
still referring only to men, so they requested another profile on
participants in these newer studies. They discovered that NIH
had changed its regulations to say that women must be included
as participants in clinical trials, but had chosen not to enforce the
regulations. Pat Schroeder, who served in Congress for more than
two decades, wrote a book on her experiences in the U.S. House of
Representatives with a very clever title, 24 Years of House Work... and
the Place Is Still a Mess. In this book she claims that at this time NIH
“was in such total fear of females that even the lab rats were male”
(1998, p.78). '

When the congresswomen found out that NIH wasn’t even
enforcing its own regulations about including women, they con-
vened the Congressional Caucus for Women’s Issues and drafted
a package of legislation known as the Women’s Health Equity Act.
Among other things, the act mandated the inclusion of women as
subjects in medical studies, the establishment of an office of women’s
health at NIH to review every study before it received funding, and
appropriations for gender-related diseases such as breast cancer,
ovarian cancer, and osteoporosis. It took years of work to get
much of the legislation passed, but as a result of the efforts of Pat
Schroeder, Olympia Snowe, and their colleagues in the Congres-
sional Caucus for Women’s Issues who were just doggedly persistent,
there is much more research and attention to women’s health con-
cerns today than 10 or 15 years ago.

However, it is not just on clearly gendered issues, such as
women’s health, that having women in public office makes a differ-
ence. Women public officials also often make a difference and act as
agents of change on issues that are not explicitly or obviously gen-

dered. Regardless of whether the issue is foreign aid, the budget, or
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the environment, women public officials frequently examine

the issue through a gendered lens, and consequently more often
think about the possible impact of the policy on the lives of women
and children.

The example I will use to illustrate this point is a story told by
a well-known New Jersey political woman, Hazel Gluck. Gluck is a
Republican who has held several elected and appointed positions in
New Jersey, but the story concerns her work as commissioner of the
New Jersey Department of Transportation during the administration
of Governor Tom Kean. It illustrates that even in an area such as
mass transit policy, women’s presence at the decision-making table
makes a difference.

As we all know too well, traffic congestion is a major problem
here in New Jersey. In order to ease traffic congestion, the Depart-
ment of Transportation under Gluck’s administration tried to
encourage more people to use public transportation through
cxpanding the state’s park-and-ride system, so that people could
leave their cars in a lot for the day while they took a train or bus to
work. Gluck, writing while she was still commissioner of transporta-
tion, described differences in the way men and women decision-

makers approached this public policy problem:
The men working on the system are looking at opportunities
for new sites, expanding old sites, and determining how
many cars can be accommodated. The women working on
the system are promoting more than j{ist a place to park a
car and hop a bus or train. They’re thinking along the lines
of logistics and eliminating unnecessary errands faced daily
by working men and women — e.g., Could we have a dry
cleaners, a convenience store and/or a gas station located
in the same park-and-ride facility? Then you could get off
your train, pick up the groceries you need, gas up your car
and head for home — not only saving time and effort, but
also easing traffic. (“The Difference,” Journal of State Govern-
ment, p.225)

Because their life experiences and responsibilities still differ
in some significant ways from those of most men despite the many

changes we have seen in gender roles, women are likely to examine
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and evaluate public policy proposals through a different set of lenses
than the lenses that mén use. In this example, because women more
often bear the responsibility for laundry, grocery shopping, and meal
preparation, they were, not surprisingly, the ones who came up with
the idea of locating a dry cleaners and a convenience store in the
park-and-ride lot. This example, however, demonstrates more than
the fact that women more often than men think about how policies
will affect women’s lives. It also demonstrates — and I think that this
is the truly crucial point — that the process of thinking about how
policies may affect women’s lives can lead to better and more effec-
tive solutions to whatever public policy problem is at hand, in this
case traffic congestion.

I have admittedly painted with very broad strokes here.
Although most women public officials perceive a responsibility to
represent women in the public policy process, the manner in which
they fulfill this perceived responsibility is, of course, affected by their
personal ideologies, by their political party, by their race and eth-
nicity, and perhaps most importantly by the political composition
of the districts or jurisdictions they represent. Some women public
officials are so personally conservative, or represent such ultra-
conservative districts, that they are almost never going to side with
those of us who have feminist predispositions (although I could tell
you about a couple of instances where they have). However, the vast
majority of women public officials, Republicans and Democrats, are
potential allies for feminists on many issues. They feel a commitment
to represent women, including women who _do not necessarily look
like them, and they often follow through on that commitment.

Of course, women public officials are going to be more likely
to act on the responsibility they feel to represent women if they
believe someone out there is watching, someone who cares about
their actions and is appreciative. That’s where those of us who may
never run for office ourselves — although I hope many of you do —
come into the picture. We need to let women public officials know

that we are counting on them and that their efforts are appreciated.
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The leadership of public officials, to be sure, is constrained
leadership. Women serving in elected offices have to be re-elected
every few years or they will lose the positional power that they have.
All elected officials will tell you that their first and foremost responsi-
bility is to represent their constituents, and it better be so, or they
won’t be in office very long! There are times, though, when the need
to represent the constituency that elected a woman public official
comes into conflict with her own views on a public policy issue or
with what you or I might want her to do. For example, there was a
woman named Jolene Unsoeld (D-WA) who served in Congress from
1988 to 1994 and was generally a great champion of feminist causes.
But Unsoeld always was on the opposite side of most feminists when-
ever an issue related to gun control came up for a vote. The reason?
Her constituents were adamantly against gun control. So we have to
be pragmatic in our support and recognize that elected women may
not always be able to be with us on every single issue. Nevertheless,
we must be willing to work with them when we can.

In conclusion, let me go back to the questions I posed at the
beginning of my remarks that are the two central questions for this
panel: “Power for what?” and “Why should we care about women'’s
leadership?” — in this case, women’s leadership in the political
arena. Because many of the women involved in politics are using
power and exercising leadership to help bring about a system of gov-
ernment and public policy making that is moere responsive to, and
reflective of, the needs and interests of all its citizens. We are a long
way from reaching that goal, but the political leadership provided by
women and other traditionally underrepresented groups is moving

us closer.
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istory is full of ironies, one of which is the

nature of the transformation of black women’s

leadership in the twentieth century. In the
early part of the century, middle-class black women were
trained to be leaders or “race women.” In fact one didn’t
choose a career with the idea of self-satisfaction in mind.
One chose a career — as nurse, teacher, or social worker
— with the idea of being a leader of the race, which also
meant being a representative of the race. Today, black
women lead in every aspect of American life and self-
satisfaction is a major reward of that leadership. Ironi-
cally, however, it’s not all progress. Although there are
probably more black women leaders now than ever
before, it is also true that black women have fewer
leaders than ever before.

This is not difficult to understand. The turn of the
century was a time in African-American history known
as the nadir, a time of severe repression. Lynching pre-
vailed. Disenfranchisement, segregation, and unmiti-
gated violence against black people were the order of
the day. An African American could not contemplate
personal advancement without thinking about how it
would affect the race, how one would contribute to racial
advancement, or how one would improve the lives of the
masses of black people. Black girls who could afford an
education were literally trained to work for the race. The
clubs of the National Association of Colored Women
(NACW), a federated organization of women'’s groups
founded in 1896, made it their business to organize girls
clubs that would teach girls their responsibility to the
race. Spelman College, the first black woman’s institu-
tion of higher learning, and the numerous other single-
sex and coeducational schools also made this their
principal goal. So too did the first black women’s sorori-
ties, Alpha Kappa Alpha and Delta Sigma Theta. As Janie
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Porter Barrett, a young co-ed at Hampton Institute discovered, “race
training” could be tiringly intense. Drilled every day on her duties to
her race, she confessed to her diary in 1881 that she looked forward
to Sundays because “on Sundays, I didn’t have to do a single thing
for my race.”!

This had both a down and an up side. As Barrett’s comment
suggests, it did not take a twenty-first century, western sensibility
to find such training an imposition on one’s privacy and individu-
ality. But ironically, a very positive sense of self could result from
the immersion in racial self-sacrifice. At a time when most white
women were encouraged to choose between a career and home-
making, young black women were encouraged to be leaders and to
defend black women’s right to lead. For example, Anna Cooper, a
founder of the NACW and an educator, writer, and school founder,
declared that it was up to women to mold “the strength, the wit,
the statesmanship, the morality, all the psychic force, the social and
economic intercourse” of the era. Said Cooper, it was the “colored
women’s office to stamp weal or woe on the history of her people.” 2
Addie Hunton, another club leader, and mover in the National
Association for the Advancement of Colored People, boasted that
“the Negro woman has been the motive power in whatever has
been accomplished by the race.”® While Fannie Williams, a Chicago-
based club leader, claimed that “the Negro is learning that the things
that our women are doing come first in tlie lessons of citizenship,”
Josephine Silone Yates, an early president of the NACW, insisted that
this national black women’s organization was for black people “the
first step in nation-making.”

Black female leaders also defended black womanhood. They
wanted the world to know that all the allegations impugning the
black women’s character were false, that black women had gone for
hundreds of years able to “cry for protection to no living man,” and
yet, through the travail of slavery they had “maintained the ideals
of womanhood.” They celebrated black mothers for their “painful,
patient, and silent toil...” and their heroic struggles “against fearful
and overwhelming odds that often ended in death.”5 Rather than
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being ashamed of their history, they offered it to young black women
as a source of pride. ,

Young black women clearly needed this kind of pride and
encouragement. Theirs was a double burden. They had to fight both
racism and sexism. They organized separately because white women
in the suffrage and birth control movements were racist and kept
black women out of their organizations. Similarly, although some
black men gave encouragement to black women many felt threat-
ened. Black men vigorously kept women out of leadership positions
in the black church and fought against women’s leadership at every
turn in secular organizations. Beset on every side, black women did
what made sense. They formed and led their own organizations,
spoke from platforms of their own creation, and bit their tongues
for no one.%

In contrast to yesteryear, things have changed. For sure, black
women still face racism and sexism. But because black women’s lead-
ership takes place in a different context than it did at the turn of
the century, black women’s organizations are not on the front lines
of the battle against discrimination. Gone is the overt repression that
molded black people and black women into a united community.
Gone with it is the urgent incentive to indoctrinate young black
women with a sense of duty to the race and its women. Of course,
systemic discrimination persists; but it is not as open, nor as violent,
nor as obvious as it was at the turn of the century. It was the blatent-
ness and completeness of discrimination that forced black women
to organize and lead with such strength and determination. In the
absence of the congealing force of violence, black women'’s organiza-
tions have weakened and have lost their vitality.

This is obviously mixed news. It is good that black people do
not live with the fear they did earlier in the century, and that black
women'’s work and career options are broader. Besides not being
limited to nurse, teacher, or social worker, black women can choose
work that does not translate into race leadership. A turn of the cen-
tury black woman did not even have the option to be a sales clerk;
and if by chance she had been so blessed, she would automatically
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have become a leader by virtue of being the “representative” of her
race, an example of what others could do if they put their minds to
it. Today, black women choose careers and do things that have noth-
ing to do with either their race or their gender. They can choose to
be an astronaut like Mae Jemison or a congresswoman like Corrine
Brown, Julia Carson, Eva Clayton, or Sheila Jackson Lee. Today, they
can strive to be like Ruth Simmons, president of Brown University, or
like Condoleezza Rice, National Security Advisor to the president of
the United States. Today, black women can choose not to be “repre-
sentative” black women. They don’t have to be self-sacrificing for
their people. They can choose a career with selfssatisfaction in mind.
They can express their individuality in a way they could not do ear-
lier in the century.

Yet for all that has been gained, something has been lost. No
other women in this country, and no other minority women, have
the history that black women have in fighting both racism and sex-
ism at the same time. Black women have been more persistently in
the forefront of these struggles than any other American women.
Look at the lives of Sojourner Truth, Mary McLeod Bethune, Ella
Baker, Pauli Murray, Fannie Lou Hamer, Aileen Hernandez, Johnnie
Tillmon, and Shirley Chisholm. It is good that the times allow black
women to lead in walks of life other than the fight against racism and
sexism. But this is also a time marked by government policies that
hurt black women. The recent welfare legislation is a case in point.
In the Jast 50 years, the number of single black female-headed house-
holds has grown astronomically. Black womén raise more black chil-
dren alone than any other group of women. They have the worst
health care in the nation, suffering disproportionately from diseases
like AIDS, diabetes, heart failure, breast cancer, and hypertension.
Black women need leaders to deal with black women’s issues on a
national level, and yet with the dispersal of black women’s leadership
that has come with the opening of American society, there is less
focused attention on these issues than ever before.

Similarly, black women need their defenders. The last decade
of the twentieth century found black women attacked on every side.
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Anita Hill was ridiculed when she charged Judge Clarence Thomas
with sexual harassment; Johnetta Cole was lambasted as a left-wing
sympathizer when her name was mentioned as a possible candidate
for Secretary of Education under former President Clinton; Lani
Guinier was publicly slandered for her opinions on voting and con-
gressional districting; and Jocelyn Elders was summarily dismissed
when she advocated masturbation as a way to cut down on teen preg-
nancy. American history has shown that black women have had few
defenders as steadfast as themselves; and yet when Mike Tyson was
celebrated upon his release from jail for raping a black female teen,
there were no black women’s organizations to raise a cry of protest.
Gone is the repression of yesteryear, but gone too are the Anna J.
Coopers, the Fannie Williams’, the Addie Huntons — all those
women who defended black women and who trained young women
to do likewise. And we do need them, because for all the progress,
racism and sexism have not disappeared.

Hence the irony. We have today more black women leaders
than ever before. They are in all walks of life and they represent all
kinds of people. While we celebrate this progress, let us remember
that although there are more black women leaders than in yester-
year, black women still have fewer leaders than ever before.

1 Quoted in Stephanie J. Shaw, What @ Woman Ought To Be and To Do: Black
Professional Women Workers During the Jim Crow Era (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1996), p.69. This entire book details the kind of race training
young black girls received.

2 AnnaJ. Cooper, A Voice From the South: By a Black Woman of the South (New York:
Oxford University Press, 1988 [1892]), pp.143, 145.

3 Addie Hunton, “Negro Womanhood Defended,” Voice I (7):280 (1904).
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4 Fannie Barrier Williams, “The Club Movement Among Colored Women,”
in The Voice of the Negro, 1(3): 102 (1904); Josephine Silone Yates, “Woman’s
Clubs” in Du Bois, ed., Efforts for Social Betterment, p.47. Yates was NACW
president from 1901-1906.

5 Bert James Lowenberg and Ruth Bogin, eds., Black Women in the Nineteenth
Century, Their Words, Their Thoughts, Their Feelings (University Park, PA.:
University of Pennsylvania Press, 1976), pp.274-275, 329.

6 On this subject see Deborah Gray White, Too Heavy a Load: Black Women in
Defense of Themselves, 1894—1994 (New York: W.W. Norton, 1999).
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am speaking as a physician, deeply concerned

e %:% about the fate of the earth. The earth is dying.

e, When you have a patient who is dying, unless

you discover the cause of the disease, you cannot cure
the patient. ’

So why is the earth dying? There is one obvious
reason, and this is apparent from all of these wonderful
talks today — the men are in control. We’ve also heard
today that women make a difference. However the magic
number is 30 percent. Below 30 percent representation,
women behave to please the men. But in an organization
where the female representation is 30 percent or above,
women start voting for milk for children instead of
for bombs.

I would submit that we are biologically different.
Let me give some exampies. If a man has cirrhosis of the
liver because he is an alcoholic, he can’t metabolize his
estrogen. Consequently his hair falls out and he develops
very soft skin. His testicles atrophy and he becomes soft
emotionally. If you give a woman testosterone, as we used
to do for breast cancer, the woman becomes emotionally
aggressive, she develops more body hair, and her voice
deepens. In fact, there are genetic diseases manifested in
girls who cannot metabolize cortisone. Their hormonal
path becomes diverted and the cortisone precursors are
converted to testosterone. These women typically are
excellent at sport — in the past, before adequate testing
was performed, they were often Olympic champions. But
if this metabolic deficit is remedied by treating them with
the missing cortisone, they lose their muscular power
and they stop winning their races. I had a couple of sis-
ters in my general practice who were athletes. After the
appropriate diagnosis and treatment they became visibly
upset as their testosterone levels declined and they

stopped winning their school races.
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Essentially therefore, males and females are bioldgically
different. We are prisoners of our hormones which can, at times,
induce severe PMT, and also postnatal depression. (This particular
syndrome is induced when the woman loses the placenta which is a
potent supplier of estrogen and progesterone throughout the preg-
nancy.) The sudden drop in hormonal levels often leads to depres-
sion for several days post partum, but it can occasionally persist and
lead to postnatal psychosis.

I was one of the speakers at the National Women’s Conference
in 1977 in Houston, and I finished my speech by saying that women
are the nurturers. Margaret Mead followed me. She climbed onto the
stage, five feet tall with a staff and a cloak, and said “Yes, women are
the nurturers.” She added that in prehistoric times, women used to
stay in the caves feeding the babies, caring for the men, and cooking
the food, while the men when out and killed the saber tooth tigers
and the mammoth elephants to protect us women. In those days
testosterone was appropriate and necessary for biological survival.

Times have changed, but men are still in control. I am
not being sexist as I say this. I am a physician trying to make a
diagnosis of why we are killing the earth. Let me elucidate the
planetary symptoms:

1. Global warming is definitely happening.

2. Ozone depletion is very severe. The sun is so toxic in Aus-
tralia that if you are exposed for five minutes you develop sunburn.

3. Toxic pollution is very serious. There are 80,000 chemicals in
common use. Bill Moyers, who was recently tested as part of a tele-
vised program on environmental pollution, was found to have 84 of
these toxic substances in his body. Many of the substances were car-
cinogenic, including dioxin and PCBs. We all have been exposed to
similar substances.

4. Trees and forests are being decimated all over the earth.
Trees reverse global warming but we “harvest” them for their timber.

It’s good for business!
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5. Species extinction is rampant. A hundred species a day are
becoming extinct. There are thought to be 30 million species on the
planet and within 50 years half of these could be rendered extinct.
The Free Trade Agreement of the Americas (FTAA) will enhance
access of multinational corporations to the Amazon, and this amaz-
ing natural wonder will probably be destroyed within a few years.

6. Over-population of homo sapiens is another major global
problem. If women are educated and their standard of living is
increased, the birth rate naturally declines.

Apart from these generic problems, we now have George Bush
in power as president of the United States. This is a condition which
as a physician I consider to be very serious.

To give some background, I spent one and a quarter hours
with former President Reagan in a private dialogue about the
nuclear weapons situation in 1983, and while I clinically assessed
his IQ to be low, from my current reading I consider that of George
Bush to be even lower; and he is also clearly dyslexic. That is not
meant to be an insult to those people who suffer from dyslexia; but
it is inappropriate for the president of America to be dyslexic
because at a time of heightened international tension, or an error
induced by a computer malfunction, the president has only three
minutes to decide whether or not to press the button and launch
the massive nuclear arsenal of the United States. There is now a tele-
phone hotline that connects the White House with the Kremlin. If
Bush speaks to Putin during this emergency, and he makes a mistake
in his language or syntax, he could be misinterpreted and by mistake
blow up the world. Language is terribly important.

Bush is also severely disadvantaged as president because he
seems to know virtually nothing about the rest of the world. His
appointees add fuel to the level of anxiety. Secretary of Defense Don-
ald Rumsfeld was described by Henry Kissinger as the most ruthless
man he has ever known. Rumsfeld is a major proponent of Star Wars.
In order to justify this massively dangerous weapons buildup, Rums-

feld is setting China up as the new cold war enemy. One of his chief
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advisors is Richard Perle, nicknamed the Prince of Darkness by his
colleagues in the Pentagon during the Reagan years. It was Perle
who was primarily responsible for Reagan’s massive nuclear weapons
build up.

The corporate-controlled Bush administration, for its part, has
thus far been deleterious to planetary survival. It has ignored the
Kyoto Protocol to impede global warming and is reversing many of
the environmental regulations that have taken decades to negotiate.

I am very exercised about these new dangers to planetary sur-
vival. I have three grandchildren. The earth is dying. In 50 years it is
going to be even warmer and the increased use of air conditioners
by their very operation will continue to aggravate global warming
and ozone depletion. The driving of cars will almost certainly
become restricted or even illegal as they add to global warming.
(SUVs, which get 12 to 15 miles per gallon, should be banned.)

What is the solution? Female passion. When I led the nuclear
freeze movement in the 1980s, I could feel the heat of the bombs.

I dreamt about them at night. I could see people being vaporized.

I could see that woman in Hiroshima running, holding a baby, being
converted into a charcoal statue. I've stood beside children dying of
leukemia, their bellies swollen and their heads with no hair. And I've
watched them die, knowing their parents would never, ever recover.
1 have delivered many babies — the miracle of a perfect new human
being slithering out of this fat belly. I am driven to maintain this
perfection of nature.

Women hold up 53 percent of the sky and it is inappropriate
that we allow the men to run the world and to potentially destroy
our children’s future. All political policies are fundamentally about
women’s issues. We are 53 percent of the population, we do two-
thirds of the world’s work for which we earn one third of the income,
we own one percent of the property, and we have all the babies. Thus
far we have not taken appropriate responsibility in the parliaments
and the congresses of the world. Often when I give a speech, every-
one will surround me, and I’ll say to a man, “You should run for
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Congress.” And he’ll say, “Yeah.” Then I’ll say to a woman, “You
should run for Congress,"” and she will step back and say, “Who me?”
That is a conditioned reflex. Many of the black women in the early
part of the century would have stepped right into their power, as we
have heard today, and probably still would. '

So we are pathetic — we are pathetic. I have never given a talk
like this before. But I have developed more confidence in my opin-
ions having worked only with women over the last three months and
having been surrounded by women.

I'was going to talk about my leadership and how I got to be a
leader. Well, I got to be a leader because at the age of 12, I decided
to do medicine. When I was 15, I read On the Beach by Neville Shute.
I never trusted an adult again. Being naturally curious, I read every-
thing I could find about nuclear weapons. I couldn’t understand why
people kept building and blowing up ever more bombs. Then I
entered medical school at the age of 17 and in first year biology
Ilearned about radiation genetics and fall-out and how it induces
random compulsory genetic engineering and cancer. I've just been
there ever since. My soul was branded when I was 15, like a hot iron
branding a cow. Maybe I’ve got mad cow disease! So I just turned
into a leader because I cared. That is how you get to be a leader. And
nothing stops me. Nothing. I go in to see President Reagan or any-
one else I need to see.

I have nothing else to say. Except that it’s been lovely to be
here. Thank you Mary, and everyone, for the privilege of being here
and working with women. It has been a formative experience and I
guess it has changed for me the way I conceive the world, changed
my frame of reference — even though I was there initially, I am very
much more there. I think women hold the key to the future. If we
don’t move, the world is dead and my grandchildren will not live out
their normal life span.

I believe that if we allow the Bush team to proceed to develop
a new cold war and Star Wars, these policies will cause vertical prolif-
eratiqn as America builds more nuclear weapons; lateral prolifera-

tion will eventuate as the rest of the world looks on and says, “We’ll
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do it too.” Even little Australia has been trying to develokp nuclear
weapons. I predict that if nothing changes, within 20 years, 20 more
countries will have nuclear weapons, and within 20 years there will
definitely be a nuclear war. Nuclear war means the end of life on
earth. Nuclear winter can be induced by only 1,000 bombs exploding
more than 100 cities. America has 5,500 bombs on nuclear hair-
trigger alert at this very moment.

We were almost annihilated in 1995 when Yeltsin came within
seconds of pressing his nuclear button and launching 3,000 nuclear
weapons heading towards the United States.

This impending global crisis that I have described is urgent.

I don’t think we’ve ever faced a situation on the earth in the three
million years that we’ve stood on our hind legs and used the oppos-
ing thumb that we’ve faced such danger as we do now. We actually
hold creation in the palm of our hands. We are about to destroy it.
The only solution that I can see, the only solution that has

never been tried, is that women take over.
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