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				BACKGROUND


	This is a most difficult topic to address.  So many hot buttons are involved.  Sexuality is so essential to our inner nature.  Anything touching us there is definitely sensitive.  That is especially true in our day, one marked by such struggles in the area of sex and sexuality.  Thirty years ago, if asked the question: "Sex?", the answer would have been male or female.  Today, it is either: "Yes or No".  Moreover, we tend to take sex as an activity.  Maleness/femaleness is a total way of being.  Each of us is sexually identified.  Furthermore, our masculinity/femininity which arises from that sexual identification determines our personal interactions with one another.

	Men and women find it difficult to understand one another.  We can't claim any particular uniqueness in this matter since the term, "Battle of the Sexes" has long been among us.  But it certainly seems our present living out of that extended tradition is, at least, as harsh as ever.  In one aspect, it is more virulent.  It has become strongly public.  In previous times, this battle was carried on between individual men and women, through side comments and, taken for granted, "wisdom" passed from man to man and woman to woman.  Now, the debate is blared on TV and radio, splashed throughout newspapers and magazines.  A whole mini-industry of pop psychology about this subject has been created.  This results from incredible sociological changes which have taken place in the Western World, in the past century to century and a half.  The frustrations in the man/woman relationship have been stored up and are now bursting forth.

	Sexuality is now out in the open.  That is good.  There could be no significant improvement, until it became a matter of discussion.  It had been buried too long and the agony had become too intense for it to stay interred any longer.  The way we face it, however, leaves much to be desired.  While understandable, since it is such an emotional subject, so much heat is being generated, it has, in many cases, added to the pain and confusion.  A good number of much needed changes have been brought about, mostly in the public sector, but they seem more external than internal.  Hearts have not been touched.  It is addressed from an adversarial position.  We seem to talk at one another instead of with one another.  The main spokespeople seem to be narrow minded males, living in the dark ages, and angry feminists.  The anger, probably, is an unfortunately necessary first step to get it on our agenda.  A sad fact of human existence is our tendency not to notice someone else's pain until it causes us some discomfort.

	The time has come, however, to graduate from talking at one another to talking with one another.  Sexuality is equally important to men and women.  Anything affecting the one, necessarily has an impact upon the other.  As long as we fight over this bone, no one is fed.  It is a no win situation, leading to mutual misery and unhappiness.  Both sexes focus on issues instead of one another.  (What is more accurate is that many women focus on issues, while the men bunker in wishing it would all go away.  They are not listening to our women.  They give a little here and a little there, hoping that will be enough and that the women will settle down, with all returning to normal.  This is so infuriating and placating.  They are very much of the same mentality as Freud: "What do women really want anyway?".)  Men and women should not be hostile opponents but partners.  We were made for one another.  Our sexuality is a mutual experience.  Differences exist between men and women.  That we must admit.  Now we have to establish whether we want them to be differences from or differences for.  We can look on sexuality as mine or ours; something that separates or unites and draws us toward one another.  The only successful solution to this problem, which is a real one, is when both sexes come out with an increased sexual self appreciation, based on an awareness of and gratitude for the sexuality of the other..

	This booklet aims to assist us in understanding one another, in being compassionate and generous with one another.  We want to perceive and take on each other's pain as well as experiencing our own.  Until we do, we will never arrive at a mutually acceptable conclusion.  Men were made for women; women were made for men.  We, as sexual beings, cannot come to a full self definition, separate from one another.  Only in the context of a man's interaction with women can he come to a true awareness of his manhood.  There is no manliness without femininity to reflect it.  The same is true for a woman.  A man doesn't become more of a man, if women are less.  Quite the contrary.  The more we reverence and exalt in the sexuality of the opposite sex, the more we will experience our own and honor it.

	As we are increasingly aware, there is no such person as a complete male or female.  This is in no way to bring into question our masculinity/femininity.  Nor is it to suggest androgyny.  It simply is an honest recognition that each man has feminine dimensions and each woman masculine.  This in no way lessens us but expands our potential for communication with one another.

	When a society limits its women, specifically because they are women, in their opportunities to express their talents and potential, it not only halves its own possibilities for creative development and fulfillment, but equally reduces the potential of the male segment of its population.  Feminine characteristics, awarenesses, insights, values are part of the male psyche too.  The man will never fully be himself, until he gets in touch with his feminine side.  To do so, he needs women of equal stature and position with whom to interact.  If women are reduced to a lesser role in business, politics, the Church, it is not merely her loss, it is his.  The society he is immersed in is too exclusively male.  Masculine strengths become too pervasive as the only way to do things and masculine weaknesses become too acceptable and easily tolerated.  A large part of himself, his feminine, is buried within him, only to be brought out at home, if then.

	One reason a man fails in his home is by being put in the position of living a schizophrenic life style.  All day, on the job, he is expected to be analytical, objective, achieving, hard nosed, success dominated, impersonal, competitive.  Then, at home, he is called to be gentle, tender, communicative, personal, non judgmental.  Those two hats he is expected to put on and take off at will.  That calls for too much dexterity for most men, even the best and most sincere.  The change is too immediate and drastic to make.  We look for him to switch instantaneously from a male dominated culture to a more fully human one and be equally good at both.  If he takes on the culture of the home as his dominant orientation, he is likely to be looked upon, at work, as a wimp or, at least, unambitious.  Furthermore, his wife and children expect him to be a success at work or he is considered inadequate with them and their hoped for standard of living.  If his orientation is toward the overly male work place, he is liable to be the classic cold, withdrawing husband and father, which so defeats his wife and children.  The wife is loaded with the dual roles of father as well as mother.  She is burdened with having the main, if not the entire, responsibility for the home.

	The other side of the coin is the necessity for his wife to be tenderly compassionate and understanding of how her husband is torn by his responsibility as provider.  It is a lonely one.  She must internalize the cost to him and take on some sense of responsibility.  This is beyond the avoidance of irresponsible spending..  He works hard, long hours, frequently in an unfriendly environment.  When he comes home, he is expected to be fully on deck as father and husband.  Without doubt he should be first and foremost a husband and father.  His dilemma should call forth mercy and generosity on his wife's part.


					AT WORK


	Our women, in the present circumstances of our society, are increasingly immersed in the same Catch 22 situation.  We permit them to exercise their talents and capabilities to a greater degree.  We still have a long way to go in this, because women are not, by any means, receiving equal pay for equal work; some fields are closed to them, or practically so; promotions are slower; and it remains, all too true, that a woman frequently, has to be more qualified than a man to advance in many positions.  Nonetheless, we are finally coming to our senses and realizing it is a matter of simple justice to give talented and qualified women a fair chance in the market place.  This is, of course, to the benefit of the whole country.  It is definitely enlightened self interest.  We can't afford any longer to deprive ourselves of their capabilities.

	But, while we have opened doors, all too grudgingly, they are expected to enter on the same male terms which have been established over the years.  Now, we want to force the same deformation on our woman, which we have imposed for so long on our men.  We want the business environment to continue to be the dominantly male culture its has always been.  The woman is to adapt herself, more accurately, suppress herself and take on the two hat system the man has had to endure.  In other words, we have let her in, finally, but on the same old male terms.  If she wants in, she can't come in as a woman.  She has to be like everyone else.  She has to be competitive, success orientated and depersonalized.  In the first years of this reluctant openness to women who took jobs, previously considered a male preserve, she accepted those terms.  She went along, relieved, at last, to receive an opportunity to make use of her education and abilities.  The value system of the office and the business practices remained as male as ever.  Now, thanks be to God, she's standing up and saying: "No!".  It's only a beginning, but more and more women refuse to allow to be done to them what has been done to their men.  They are saying: "I shouldn't have to give up who I am in order to hold a job for which I am fully qualified.  It is not me who should change, it is the whole business.".  They are absolutely correct.

	This is a big step for both men and women.  In addition to the great talents our women bring to the business world, they are initiating the process of changing the climate.  This is long overdue, especially for the sake of our men who have been so badly damaged and deformed by it.  The job environment has made it almost impossible for our men to grow to full masculine maturity and, thereby, crippled him in his vocation as husband and father.  Our women are beginning to say: "Hey, we are not undifferentiated workers.  We are not asexual.  We are women and proud of it.  We have something to say around here beyond what would come from our degrees, energy, job experience, brains.  We want our feminine values integrated into the whole environment of this company.".  Women still, tragically, have to fight the battles of sexual harassment and locker room style insensitivity.  But, now, the first buds of broader life style changes are blooming.  Our women are leading the way in calling for sharp revisions in personnel policies, dealings with customers, ethics, effects of job decisions on the home, etc.  This will make the market place more human.


					AT HOME


	Advances have been made.  They are great ones with much hope for the future.  Nonetheless, we have a long, long way to go.  There is so much unhappiness between the sexes and among the sexes.  Granted the business world is a great source of that misery; it is, by no means, the sole or even, the main root of our pain.  While our women have endured great injustice in the restrictions which have, only recently, and partially at that, been lifted from them in regards to job opportunities, their greatest suffering has been in the home.  Their experience of their husbands, brothers, sons, more than their bosses, has inflicted the most pain.

	Some of that pain comes from the irresponsibility of husbands when it comes to the chores around the house: the cooking, cleaning, shopping, caring for the kids.  The burden has been placed upon the woman.  The man has seen himself as the provider.  He's done that, now she is to do her job.  In some homes, great improvements have been made.  By no means, is it a fair shake, yet, but it is better.  Fathers spend more time with their children, playing with them, bathing them, even, wonder of wonders, changing diapers.  Some men help out in the kitchen and with the shopping.  But the mind set is more on doing the right thing, keeping peace, being fair than taking on responsibility.  He's helping her out.  The marriage and the parenting still remain, primarily, her responsibility.  While these alterations of deep seated customs have come about because of the agonized cries of our women, the men will profit most, in the long run.  They have been limited to the least satisfying areas of human existence.  The really fulfilling and satisfying life experiences: love, personal relationships, being in touch with feelings, growing with your children, nurturing and nesting, have been lost to them.  As they become more invested in the home, the focus will transfer from their participation as a civil rights matter for their wives, mothers, daughters to one of personal fulfillment in their masculinity.  It is a matter of simple justice for the woman but it is an emergence from coma for the man.

	While the equitable distribution of household chores is of significance, the greater agony women endure is deeper and harder to address.  Women have suffered by being cut out of their men's lives.  Family life should be intimate and close.  Many women, no matter how hard and lovingly they try, simply cannot get through personally to their men.  They know their men love them but he is not in touch with his feminine side, since his personhood has been retarded by his training and the macho culture in which we were raised,.  So he can't or won't talk about feelings.  That is so destructive in a woman's life.  She wants to know him as he is, in all his facets.  She wants him to take an interest in all that is within her.  So often, she can't get to him, which makes her feel isolated and alone.  That's not the marriage she bargained for; it is not the marriage she wants.  It definitely is not the marriage both of them deserve.

	This withholding of his inner nature is even more unfair to a woman than being burdened with the lion's share of the work around the house.  She is cut off and almost begins to believe she is living with an alien.  She feels she is married to a stranger, someone she doesn't really know and, worse, she is unknown to him.  She gets to believe she is married to a stone, an iron man, who doesn't have the human feelings she has.  It leaves her empty and resentful.  Most of all she feels powerless.  This is not the marriage she bargained for when they fell in love.  She chose him because she could talk to him and she believed he understood her.  Now, that doesn't seem important to him.

	This is a mutual problem, even though she may be the only one to recognize it.  He is just as lost as she is, even more so.  He is cut off from his own inner being.  An essential part of him, his feminine side is not operative.  So much joy and fulfillment in life is taken away from him.  The good wife realizes the problem is within him.  She is doing nothing wrong, her need for deep, intimate verbal communication is not a sign of weakness, nor is it just something for women.  This is a deep human need for both men and women.  We need to be fully understood by those we love.  This recognition should not lead to any superiority on her part but a deep sorrow and compassion for him.  It is most understandable, when her response is one of frustration and anger.  The loneliness is deep, the sense of betrayal strong.  But she has to constantly remind herself that he has been crippled in his upbringing.

	Take someone who had polio as a child.  We cannot expect that person to be physically agile, capable of doing things everyone else does without thought or effort.  It calls for much gentle patience to do more than my share or to wait for the painfully slow effort.  Men have not been taught to be in touch with themselves, much less to reveal their inner beings.  We cannot give up on them.

	This problem is not easily solved.  We cannot simply state the problem and provide a solution.  Most good men are sincerely convinced that they should put their wives and children as their first priority but the aura of our society, which insists upon success, overrides his conviction.  Furthermore, his role as the prime provider of the family is salted within him.  In practical terms, that means, when he is pressured at work, his natural tendency will be to finish up, even if it means missing dinner with her.

	This deficiency on the part of the man is not his fault.  It is, however, their problem.  This closing himself off from his feminine side has not been by his own choice.  This goes back for generations.  As an effect of the industrial revolution, the man was removed from the home.  Instead of earning his living on a farm or in a small shop attached to or very close to where he lived he went to a factory, mill or office, far removed.  He was excised from the home environment to his detriment and that of the whole family.  (The woman, up until that time, was part of the economic support of the family.  Under the new conditions, she was reduced to being a consumer.  The man was the whole support of the home.  This took away much of her perceived self worth.)  There has been for the better part of one hundred and fifty years, a sad lack of male presence in a boy's life, growing up.  No matter how good a man the father was, he simply wasn't around.  Neither boy nor girl saw much of the father during the day.  They only saw him after he was worn out by work.  They did not see his talents and capabilities but the tired remnants.  This has left a gigantic scar on both our men and women's personhood.

	Without doubt, today, we are becoming increasingly aware of the absence of men in the home.  This is not only true in cases where there has been divorce, abandonment or other single parent situations.  It is equally true in many, if not most, of the intact homes.  Even when a man is in the home, he is not personally there.  He lives there, he supports them, but has very little influence.  He is simply not involved or underinvolved.  He might pitch in now and then, when the burden is too heavy for the wife; he might be the court of last resort, when it comes to discipline but in the day to day running of the home, he takes a back seat.  We can thank our women for bringing this reality forward.

	The term used: "the father wound" is most appropriate.  Women have suffered badly growing up in a home where the father is not a gentle, nurturing presence.  They have no one to play off their femininity.  She can learn womanly roles from her mother but the inner nature of her femininity, she only comes to through her relationship with her father.  The masculine totality of the office culture is countered by the absence of masculinity in the home.  The result for the woman is no experience of intimacy with a man until she dates or marries.  That is a terrible deprivation.  She needs his approval and encouragement to prepare her for success in the outside world.  Even more importantly, she needs his understanding and responsiveness in order to know how to interact with a man.


					BOYS


	The effect on the boy growing up, in such a father absent home, is equally powerful.  He has no role model.  His experience of manhood is that of someone who goes off to work everyday, whose whole life seems to center around that fact.  The man puts the food on the table, abstractly, since the mother actually cooks and serves it; physically, he is there but personally, he is distant.  The mother is the one fully present.  The boy hardly ever hears his father talk about anything except the job, money, sports, and, possibly, a demand for better marks, in order to get a decent job.

	Thus, crippled manhood is passed from generation to generation.  We are still training our boys to be job holders.  Worse, we are continuing to teach them, overtly and covertly, that the standard of living they will provide is what they most have to offer a woman.  We have opened up job opportunities to our women.  But this is for the sake of their personal fulfillment.  We do not tell them that no man will have them, unless they can earn a certain amount of money.  We might tell our boys, until we are blue in the face, that their personal, human qualities are most important to women.  Their job status is not of the essence.  All the other signals in our society, however, teach him not to believe us.  Right from puberty, it begins.  He could be the nicest, most sensitive and understanding guy in the world but he notices the pretty and popular girls going with the one with the new car or who can take them to the "in" places.  They could be blobs and the girls will go out with them.  The boy growing up hears his sisters being told she can't marry the blue collar worker, even if she is in love and he is the greatest man God ever created, while the guy with the MBA, or on his way to one is suitable, even with a lot of personal deficiencies.

	Women, tragically have been reduced to sex objects, in many cases.  That is why they seek so plaintively to be loved for their minds.  Men know that what is (or, potentially, will be) in their wallets, is very determinant of who will marry them.  No wonder they grow up to find their identity in their jobs.  Their sisters have been given the right to work.    She is not told that a man will only marry her, if she is capable of bringing in a certain level of annual income.  The boy is taught it is his responsibility and obligation.  This is how both men and women will measure him.

	The average American boy, for the past century and a half, has grown up in a totally feminine environment.  The people in charge of him, throughout his formative years, are all women: his mother, his teachers.  They set the values, establish the norms, create the atmosphere, in both home and school.  In such circumstances, being a boy is an aberration, much like a woman was in an office, in a job other than secretary) thirty five or forty years ago.  He is not really allowed to exercise his masculinity anywhere, except on the street with his friends.  The adults in his life, those who determine the quality of his life, are all women.  He has no or little experience of a male with any say or influence, much less one who interacts personally with a woman.  No wonder the shock to him, after marriage, to find he is expected to reveal his real self.  All his training was that a woman did that, not a man.

	In school, masculine boisterousness and physicality is looked upon as disruptive.  His creativity and initiative are suppressed in favor of orderliness; boys are the discipline problems in school; in grammar school, especially, the prizes go to the girls.  Girls are ahead of boys in their class, not only emotionally and socially but also in physical coordination.  What is established as a successful student is done in accordance with feminine values, since the teachers are largely women.  Games are the one area where boys can be boys.  No wonder, they don't want girls playing with them and why sports remain so important all their lives.  That is their field; this is where they are in charge and set the rules, values, and norms of success.  In previous generations, they made the business world their turf, in adult life.  Many, quite bright boys, don't do well in school because the manner of teaching is so "un" male.  It is much like it used to be with girls, at a little older age.  They backed off from doing well in their studies because it wasn't considered smart to be smart.  You didn't get a boy that way.  What a terrible waste!

	No wonder, when boys get to the adolescent rebellion stage, they become extremely, even revoltingly male.  They back off from women.  They see independence as getting away from women.  Later on, in their marriages, when their wife asks them to do something they hear it from an authority figure and resent it.  They hear their mother again.  Any interest the wife shows in his activities or what he did during the day is looked upon as prying.  They see themselves as little boys, again, getting checked up upon by mother.  They consider themselves to be useless around the house because that was what they were judged to be when growing up.  The home was feminine.  It was the women's domain.  What could a boy contribute other than not mess it up?

	A phenomenon, much commented upon of late, has been the absence of male bonding.  Most men don't have close, intimate relationships with other men.  They don't share themselves, when in the company of men.  They are buddies, comrades; their interactions focus around business, jokes, sports, politics but not their personhoods.  Men seem only to be able to bring themselves to open up to a woman.  The only experience of deep and personal conversations they had growing up was with their mother.  The father wasn't personal with his son.  So he learned that intimacy was feminine.

	What has just been said could be seen as an attack on women and the way they raise their boys.  To put the blame on her would be most unfair.  The problem is not what the woman is doing; it is what the men are not doing.  The mother cannot be expected to be anything other than a woman.  So, naturally, she sees things from a feminine perspective.  That is fine, good and important for the son to experience.  The problem is the exclusivity of that feminine influence because of the vacuum the man's absence, either total or personal, inflicts.  He has not been taught how a man becomes a contributing member of the household, so he withdraws as his father did before him.

	Besides, we are not interested in blaming anyone , at all.  That would be counter productive.  The purpose of this Booklet is look at the present situation of marriage and family life, to evaluate our circumstances and to make suggestions for a better future.  The problem is a societal one not a personal failing.  Both men and women are victims of a culture that restricts and damages each of them.

	A father has to exercise his full manliness by being a model to his son.  We have taken that away from him.  We recognize the value in his being be good to his son.  We want the father to have a relationship with him.  We would like him to be available for good advice and support. All this, though, with the understanding that the boy has his own life to live.  We are apt to be horrified, if a father were to say to his son: "I want you to be like me.".  At best, we are most uneasy with that. Yet, that is precisely what the father should do.  If the son doesn't model himself after his father, he will look to someone else.  We are not talking about the boy following his father's line of work but of becoming like him personally.  If he doesn't believe what his father believes, value what his father values, he will accept someone else's.  A father does his son a great disservice by not asking that boy to be like him.  It is the boy's free response, but the invitation should be extended by the father.  He should ambition to be his father's son and not an orphan.  We should not seek to become isolated entities, separate and alone.


					WOMEN


	Not only the boy has been effected by this but women also.  They have grown up in the same environment and equally been taught the home is primarily the woman's and that the man/woman relationship is to be on feminine terms.  There is no evidence of any other way of doing this.  This is the way it is, not only in their own homes but in those of everyone they know.  This is compounded, today, by the increasing percentage of single parent homes.  Just as many men do not know how to cope with women in the office, in a job which had previously been an all male environment, so too, it is hard for a woman who has never been exposed to masculine values, in the home, such as: standards of cleanliness, decision making, orderliness, schedule, discipline of the children, to accept their validity.  She's not being stubborn or controlling; she's totally taken aback, amazed there could be a totally different but equally valid approach.

	She takes for granted that the woman sets the tone for the home.  That's all she's seen.  Oh, she wants him to pitch in and do many more of the chores than she saw her father do or that her mother wished the father would do.  (Unfortunately, that is the level of many disputes in the home.  The wife brings up her burdens and how he is or is not helping her out.  That immediately puts him in a subordinate position.  The issue should not be how the jobs get done and who does them.  What we should focus on is his relationship, as father, with his children.  He should be doing much of what she asks.  He should be doing them, however, in order to get closer to the children, not merely to make her job easier.  If that is the goal, his personhood is not addressed.)  But assumes she is the one to determine the chores and in what order they are to be done.  She wants him to be a more active father but in accordance with her way of perceiving how a father should act.  That's understandable; she's never seen a real one in action.  The result is that she really wants her husband to be a male mother, to deal with the kids the way she would, except he has a scratchy face.

	Some small but telling examples of this.  Men are naturally physical with their children.  They like to toss them around and roughhouse them.  That's their way.  Yet the mother can say things like: "Don't get them all riled up now, we're going to eat in a few minutes.".  Or: "Don't get them sweaty, they've just had their bath.".  Or; "Don't play with them now, it's time for them to go to bed and I don't want them excited.".  These are natural and spontaneous things for a mother to say but it interferes with his paternity.  It can lead a man to check with his wife before he interacts with his kids.  Or cause him to model his fatherliness on her ideas rather than his own.

	Another example comes in the area of parental discipline.  Quite likely, husband and wife have different styles which leads both to believe the other is too strict or too lenient.  If the wife is the one who thinks the husband is too harsh, she may well have grown up in a home where things were kept from the father.  There was an unspoken alliance between the mother and the children.  Whether the father ever finds out the individual instances or not, he realizes instinctively the overall situation.  Or it could be the opposite.  She is the stricter parent.  He is more laid back  This irritates her and she pushes him to shape the kids up.  She wants him to act as she would.  In both circumstances, the natural result is that he sees himself as a secondary parent, and conducts himself that way, to her dismay.  Neither husband or wife are heavies, in any of these examples.  They are merely acting out the patterns they experienced growing up.

	The same type of limitation has happened to our women.  The question is being raised: "Can a man and woman have a real friendship, without sex entering in?".  The women want the answer to be yes, while most men consider it highly unlikely.  It so disappoints our, women when they find what they considered a real friendship so often turns sexual, without any intention on their part.  This has a two fold basis.  The woman has no or limited experience of intimacy with her father, which was deeply personal and bonding.  Her exposure to a relationship with men is thru the dating patterns.  She doesn't know how to relate to a man without giving off sexual overtones, she, often, doesn't even realize.  Also, the men she wants to be friendly with see sex and intimacy as inevitably connected.  The net result is a perfect example of men and women misunderstanding one another.


				   MAN/WOMAN


	We are facing a very complex situation, in the home today.  This has not just happened in our generation.  The revolt against it is occurring today.  That is healthy, a real sign of hope.  Nothing can or will be done until we see what is wrong and debilitating.  Then we will finally face and do something about it.  However, we have to realize it is inbred, in our men and women both, over quite a few generations.

	Husbands and wives have to talk honestly and sincerely with one another, first of all, to discover where each  comes from, in regard to attitudes towards men and women, which have been salted in them.  It is hard to be accurate on this, not because we are dishonest but, because being so close to the situation, we don't see our real attitudes and how they impact on our relationship.  We should listen very closely to the other party, who has to be gentle and non-judgmental in expressing them, if they wish to be heard.  After all, my spouse hasn't deliberately and consciously taken on these attitudes.  They have been fed to him/her over the years.  They have become instinctive by this time.

	A great purpose of marriage is to bring out the best in each of us.  We are to complete one another.  A husband is called to bring out, to the fullest possible extent, the femininity of his wife.  The wife is to expand the potential of his masculinity.  This fulfillment is much broader than that which occurs through sexual activity.  It is a development of their personhood.  Through his wife, a man can discover his masculinity in the fullest possible way.  Through her husband, a woman can plumb the depths of her femininity.  That should be their joy in life together, a gift they bring one another.  They are more themselves together than they could ever be separately.

	When we speak about a man coming to full grips with his masculinity, we mean much more than his addressing his maleness and being content and happy.  A man isn't truly a man until he gets in touch with his feminine side.  There is no such person as an exclusively male or female being.  All have the characteristics of both, while at the same time being fully and unreservedly masculine or feminine.  A man has to recognize the feminine in him, if he is to be his real self.  When he just sees the masculine in him, he is incomplete.  Once he sees the feminine in him and revels in it, then he has to repossess his masculinity and integrate the feminine.  The same is true for the woman.

	Carl Jung made this breakthrough.  He went beyond the physical differentiations between men and women to the interior.  He called the feminine side, the anima and the masculine, the animus.  He pointed out very clearly that both the animus and the anima exist in each sex.  He showed, how it would be impossible for men and women to communicate meaningfully, without that mutual indwelling, that the intimate personal union in marriage could not occur.

	The man has to come to terms with his anima, accept it as a real part of himself, something which adds to his masculinity, in no way diminishing it.  The woman must do the same with her animus.  When this does not happen, in either or both, real barriers are created to their ability to accept and respond to one another.  He pointed out that the two sexes stimulate the hidden and suppressed sides of each other, when not at peace with the full dimensions of themselves, as composed of anima and animus.  Jung said: "No man can talk to a woman's animus for more than five minutes without falling victim to his own anima.".  We see the truth of that statement in the quarrelling between men and women, in home, office and Church.

	Von Hildebrand took this insight of Jung's and developed it further.  He pointed out that the positive masculine liberates women from the negative feminine and the positive feminine helps bring men out of the negative masculine.  A woman brings out a man's tenderness and responsibility.  John Paul II said: "A woman wants to be loved so that she can show love, a man wants to love so that he can be loved.".

	Women call men away from their immersion in competition, driving ambition, power seeking into personal relationship, intimacy and belonging.  They offer to their men a whole new world, an opportunity to be in touch with their full selves.  They bring to life the wonder of masculine gentleness, the power of manly understanding and empathy.

	Men have a particular difficulty in accepting the intertwining of the masculine and feminine within themselves because of the fear of being (or being considered to be) in any way homosexual.  This is a senseless fear.  The feminine dimension within them highlights and adorns their masculinity.  In no way does it make them at all effeminate, much less homosexual.  In fact, homosexuals are no more likely to be in touch with their anima than heterosexuals.  This has nothing to do with sexual conduct.  It is about personhood.

	In addition to the above mentioned concern, men are also afraid of the feminine.  They are likely to see any femininity within themselves as weakness, taking them out of control and leaving them open to ridicule and rejection.  In reality, though, the only way the discovery and embracing of the anima within him could be negative would be if he were not to continue his journey of discovery back to his animus.  Then, he would be incomplete and at war with himself.  His recognition of his anima should lead him to a deeper appreciation of his animus.

	Women also tend to have a problem with this.  They are not afraid of the masculine.  In fact, sometimes they are envious of masculine qualities.  In contradistinction to men, they have been raised to play both masculine and feminine roles in life.  This is probably because women have been expected to be widows for some extended period of their lives and have roles models to whom to look.  In a girl's school, you will see male and female roles being played out, while in a boy's school only the male is present.  This is not solely in theatrical productions but in dancing, sports, etc.  Women are allowed masculine characteristics, as long as they don't express them in their relationships with men.  Men are not allowed to be feminine, even privately, much less with one another.  It is in the male/female relationship that the woman's difficulty with her masculine side arises.  She sees the masculine as reducing her attractiveness, as a woman to men.  That is true, it will, unless her identification with her animus leads to a stronger reinforcement of her anima.

	It is important to address the masculine and feminine differences.  We will not know ourselves, otherwise.  In today's climate there is the tendency to down play, if not completely eliminate, any sexual differentiation, other than the physiological.  Despite the understandable attraction of such a stance, it is hardly tenable.  Every aspect of us is male or female, not merely our genitals.  Every cell, under a microscope, can be identified as coming from a man or a woman.  We are as much masculine in our minds, feelings, hopes and ambitions as we are in our bodies.  When we say there are no basic differences between men and women, other than the obvious external, ones we live in delusion.  The notion of androgyny is a political slogan not a reasoned position, much less an expression of reality.

	It is easy to understand how such a position came into being and gathered such acceptance.  Our women have suffered much from having characteristics ascribed to them, which reduced them to subservience.  Actually, it was not the trait, in itself, which called for that subservience but the false conclusions drawn and the assumptions made.  This booklet dissociates itself from any connection with the assigning of characteristics to men and women which would postulate or, in any way, imply that women are inferior.

	Men and women are of equal dignity and worth, fully capable of all human attainments.  It would be horrible to place limits on either man or woman, in what they were allowed to do or what positions they ambition to achieve.  Nothing innate, within a woman, would render her ineligible or incapable of the full scope of human possibilities.  Nor is there anything within a man which makes him less capable of carrying out with equal success those roles of nurturing and caring which have been nominated as "women's" work.  So we definitely eliminate , in our discussion, any differences in capability.  Furthermore, we must all, men and women, eliminate any differences in opportunity.

	As we have pointed out, the present recognition that we have deprived ourselves of the abilities of our women, because of chauvinistic attitudes, is a good first step.  We do have to carefully evaluate what we do with this new found awareness.  In too many cases, our solution to discovering how our women have been mistreated is to choose to follow the path set by the males.  We have asked women to change their values and to do things the man's way.  A small but clear example will illustrate the point.  The objection was raised as to why women are identified by their marriages while men are not.  Miss for the unmarried woman and Mrs. thereafter, while the men were always Mr.  The objection was valid.  The response was not.  We chose to create Ms.  In other words, we went the man's way and suppressed our identification with the marriage.  The same point could have been established by creating two honorifics for men, one, possibly Master, for the unmarried man and one, Mister for the married.  The woman's way was better, publicly testifying to the relationship as central.  Yet, we chose to go the man's way.  In general, women's' values, orientations, ambitions are more human and personal than the male's.  They are focused on love and belonging.  We should be asking the men to change.  The reason this hasn't happened is that our women are tired of waiting.  They have given up.  So they say: "OK, if that is the way you are, if this is the way you define success, we'll buy into it too.".  What a loss for both men and women.


				 DIFFERENCES


	Nonetheless, there are differences between men and women.  We ignore them at our peril.  These differences have to do with style, methodologies, values, priorities, orientations.  Each of us can achieve the same things; we just do them differently.  While men and women can have identical goals, they don't want them the same way nor do they go about getting them the same way.  Unfortunately, that last statement has to be modified.  In the normal situation of men and women, in full touch with their anima and animus, the statement is true.  But, with an androgynous approach, then, both men and women are supposed to act like men and do it the man's way.  We have seen this in the business world.  It's a man's world.  What success women have been able to achieve has had to be on masculine terms.  This is bad for business.  We already have full input from men into how to set up and run a business.  We need the feminine orientation in order to be fully human.  It is horrible for our women because they have to be less than who they are; their femininity has to be cloaked.  The result, in too many cases, is that the woman's animus comes out loud and clear without being integrated into her anima.

	We need to see the differences between men and women for our own self identity sake and so that we can understand each other in the business world and, most especially, in the home.  Differences can be differences FROM or differences FOR.  In other words, they can be used to separate us, to establish distance and apartness or to bring us together, to reinforce one another.  Today, sexual differences tend to be adversarial.  We want to make them supportative and completing.

	A man cannot be a man without his anima clearly defined within himself.  That cannot happen without a firm appreciation of the women in his life, brought about by a close relationship with them, which reveals what being feminine means to them.  Otherwise, he will act in exclusively masculine ways, without truly rejoicing in the femininity which goes into who he is.  A woman cannot be truly herself without a full sense of the men in her life and how they experience being men.  Otherwise, her animus will not be comprehensible to her and she will likely run away from, or misuse it.  A woman trying to act like a man is very different from a woman proud of the manliness within her.

	It is absolutely essential for our own fulfillment in life to recognize and address these differences.  Many women have been mistreated by the improper interpretation and implementation of male/female differences.  Therefore, it is understandable that they shy away from them or absolutely reject the existence of those differences.  Such an escape mechanism might provide momentary solace and relief, but is a tragic mistake.  Men and women are different.  If they weren't, there would be no men and women.  We can deny it all we want, but all that will lead to is a life of delusion.  Even worse, so much meaning and happiness will be removed from our lives.  We not only have to know the differences, we have to embrace and appreciate them.

	One of the big differences to address is that man can be a success in the eyes of other men, regardless of his relationship with women.  This starts right from puberty.  A boy who is a good guy, especially, if he is good at athletics, doesn't have to be going out with girls in order to be part of the crowd.  The same is true on the college level.  In adulthood, he is rated by how he is doing in his job, and if he is companionable.  With women, it is different.  In high school the social life is much more important to her than to her brother, also in college and adult life.  That social life very definitely means boys or men.  Furthermore, no matter how many other qualities she may have, if she is not dating, she has a big disadvantage with the other girls or women.  Despite the needed changes that have begun to be introduced, we still see women identified by the men they are able to attract.

	A way to see the impact of this on our women is to listen to a question you frequently hear from them: "Is marriage (dating) more important to women than to men?".  They bring this question up in a tentative and puzzled way.  Women know that the answer should be: "No", but they don't think it is, in fact.  This puts them at such a disadvantage.  They, often, find themselves in the position of feeling desperate.

	Another factor is that women tend to believe: "Only a woman can understand another woman.".  To compound this, men too believe they can only be understood by a woman.  They will only open up to a woman.  They don't do that often enough but they almost never open up to a man.  That is why male friendships are often non existent or shallow.  This, in both cases comes from our training that women are more personal than men and more capable of understanding.  There is a great imbalance.  


				FEMININE TRAITS


	Let's attempt here to identify some traits which could be considered feminine.  We are not establishing absolutes, merely general tendencies.  These would be: belonging, internalizing, choosing the personal good over the common good, being in touch with feelings, oriented toward unconditional love of a child, nurturing, person oriented, possessed good self image, empathetic, tender, excellent at verbal communication, bonded with other women, present oriented, having a preference for persons over a cause, intuitive, quality of life oriented, joyfulness, flexibility, responsiveness, considerate, emotionally open.  This is not exhaustive but a good beginning.

	We do not claim men are never empathetic, flexible, responsive, etc.  That is their anima coming out.  The more the women in his life display these qualities, in full measure, the freer he is to express them to her in turn.  We, equally, do not say all women exhibit these qualities or possess them to the fullest degree possible.  Some men can be much more intuitive than most women.  Nor are we saying women have these virtues and none other.  That would be absolutely ridiculous.  But these traits are particularly feminine.

	Let us take some of these qualities and see how important they are to family life.  A child needs at least one person who accepts him/her totally without conditions.  That is essential for the child's self image.  Without that unquestioning love, not having to be earned by obedience, good marks or proper conduct, the child will always struggle to accept self.  Joyfulness is such a gift.  Women tend to have a great capacity for fun and, in the expression of it, to draw others into enjoyment.  Without the woman's skill at verbal communication and urgency for it home life would be filled with chores, responsibilities and passive entertainments.

	There is a special quality to feminine conversation.  She is more interested in what is happening inside the person talking than the subject matter.  In other words, she is contextual.  She wants not just the concepts but the person.  Her intuition frees her from the rigidity of lines of argumentation, she can sense meanings and purposes beyond what is being said or observed.  Flexibility is such an important virtue for personal relationships.  The woman has the skill to adapt to different personalities and circumstances and to handle them well and lovingly.  This is part of her being person oriented rather than concept oriented.

	One item on the list might raise questions or even be sharply rejected: stronger self image.  Many women sincerely believe this is the area in which women suffer most.  They often see themselves as self rejecting and not properly self appreciating.  We have to make a clear distinction between self image and self assurance.  Self assurance has to do with confidence in my own capabilities, willingness to say I can do something, giving a talk in public.  In this area, many women are lacking because of sexist limitations.  (Also this is a prime task for the father of a daughter.  The father through his affirmation and approval implants in that girl a deep sense of confidence and capability.  So many of our women have been deprived of this by their fathers.)  They have been taught to take the back seat, not to push themselves forward, that they are not all that competent, except in the domestic chores.  This is changing, thanks be to God, as employment practices change.  We have stopped telling women they know nothing about a car, can't hold an audience or would have nothing significant to say to one, don't know anything about finances and all that other hideous propaganda.

	Self image, on the other hand, is an entirely different story.  That is my security within myself as a person, my sense of my own self worth and value.  In this area, I believe women are far ahead of men.  Not all women and not to the degree they should but, nonetheless, many women have an admirable self worth, even when their self assurance is not what we would like it to be.  The flexibility we talked about earlier is a sign.  It takes an inner serenity to be flexible enough to move with the circumstances and persons, instead of rigidly holding to a principle or a position.  Furthermore, women, from the time they were little girls, got much more praise than the men in the family.  Some of that praise might have been too limited to their physical beauty.  That, however, is still personal.  The only praise their brothers received was for A's on the report card and home runs.  We put the boy in the box of having to accomplish to be considered worthwhile.

	This question of self image can be hard to see, sometimes.  Just look, though, at how the average man responds to a compliment versus the average woman.  She is able to accept it and obviously be pleased by it.  She can respond to one with a simple: "Thank you.".  The man, on the other hand, is frequently, embarrassed and either shrugs it off or makes some self deprecating remark.  We're not suggesting women get enough praise.  They should get much more, in frequency and depth.  But the men are way behind.  We are somewhat conscious of the good things girls and women do and take note of them.  Masculine goodness we tend to take for granted (for example, sexual fidelity, keeping his fists to himself.  The normal reaction is to say: "That's the way he should be.  You can't expect me to wave incense at him for that.  He would be way out of line, if he didn't act that way.".) or he doesn't let us praise him.

	Another indication of the better self image on the part of the woman is that she doesn't let you ignore her.  If she's had her hair done and you don't notice, she brings it up.  If she puts a lot of work into the meal, a party or decorations and no comments are offered, she will ask for them.  We are is not implying that the woman is doing something wrong, just the opposite, she is doing something very right.  It comes out of an inner security in herself, well enough developed to insist that notice be taken.  The man is much less likely to do so.  He, often, isn't even aware that notice has not been taken.  He's done what he's supposed to do and that's enough.  The woman is more open to new things whether styles, a restaurant, a new place to vacation, the decor of the home, new people to meet.  The man tends to stick to a safe routine.  We do not suggest she has a perfect self image but we are saying she is usually far ahead of the men in her family, in this area.

	It would be a mistake of incredible magnitude to consider the above qualities, which we have named as feminine, as primarily domestic ones.  Without doubt, they are wonderful for the members of the family.  It would be hard to conceive of any happiness or warmth in a home in which they were absent or in short supply.  But they are just as valuable in the public forum.  The job and political fronts are sadly lacking in sensitivity, flexibility, considerateness, empathy.  We would hardly be likely to claim a significant person orientation in business or public life.  Thus, it is so important to open up these areas fully to women.  It is not only a matter of justice towards them, which it most certainly is, but a necessity to revolutionize the public circumstances of our lives, so that people ceased being chopped up by gigantic business and civic bureaucracies.  In entirely too many circumstances, the person is sacrificed on the altar of profits and efficiency.  The utter maleness of these environments has to be counteracted.


				MASCULINE TRAITS


	Now, we can look at some particularly masculine traits.  We do this with the caution that these are general attributes, not universals.  Men are most likely to be: action oriented, decisive, taking the initiative, strong, dependable,  objective, broad visioned, possessed of a sense of roots, protective, aiming at plans for future, inclined toward conditional love of child, logical, principled, loyal, dutiful, honorable, consistent, self assured, more focused on the common good over the personal good, oriented to a commitment to a cause, interior strength.  While not a full list of masculine qualities, it is a good start.  We would hardly claim the above list was completely present in every male nor would we deny many are missing or underdeveloped in some men.  These qualities also express the animus in women secure in their femininity.

	These are as important in the home as on the job.  A family very much needs principles, decisiveness, conditional love.  It would fall apart without them.  In fact, that happens with all too great regularity today.  The masculine elements of relationship are essential to proper and fulfilling family formation.  The absence of the male values and the pervasive presence of female values has a deleterious effect on the home, which includes both the marriage and the parenting.  (Notice we talked about values.  A value is a good thing to be reverenced and appreciated.  The problem is not that there are too many feminine values, in the home.  It is that they are unrelieved by the masculine.  Both need to play off one another for the full worth of each sex's values to take effect and be treasured.)

	When discussing these in public gatherings, it has been my experience that very little objection is raised to the list of feminine qualities.  There tends to be a quiet, almost complacent, acceptance of them on the part of both men and women.  It is almost as though people are saying, in their minds, as they hear them identified: "Why are you mentioning them; everyone knows that is true.  Everyone should be that way.".

	When we mention masculine qualities, though, difficulties begin to arise.  Objections are raised to there being any particularly masculine virtues.  This doesn't make sense.  Once we accept feminine qualities, it naturally follows there are masculine ones also.  Unless, that is, we want to claim that women have all the virtues, or all the goodness in humans is feminine, which would be incredibly sexist.  While it is not logical, the reaction is, nonetheless real and quite understandable.  Our women have been badly injured by the assigning of qualities to men which denied women their freedom and equality of opportunity.  Thus, the tendency to deny outright that men have anything special about them, as men.  Fearful, it will be used to excuse and continue the present injustice, the temptation is to reject those as masculine virtues.  Women will stand up and say: "I have those qualities too.  I have interior strength; I'm consistent, etc.".  That, of course, may well be true, but it doesn't make it any the less a masculine quality.  I don't have to be a man to have the virtues associated with masculinity.  Nor does it make it any the less masculine because a woman has it.  This is part of her animus.  Just as a man may be nurturing, as an aspect of his femininity.


					THE MIX


	Masculine virtues, in today's society, are, for the most part, exercised in the office, not the home.  This is so because of the man's personal withdrawal from his responsibility and involvement in the family.  It is generally recognized and accepted that a child needs both parents for a full upbringing and development.  However, this is usually addressed from the perspective of the chores around the house which fall too predominantly upon the mother, or the masculine contribution to discipline, or the loneliness of the mother's burden.  Those are valid points but it goes much deeper.

	When the man is not fully invested, the woman is in the position of being forced to make her animus co-equal with her anima.  This is impossible.  Moreover, it is damaging to her personhood to be in that situation.  She likely has these qualities, as part of her animus, but they are to be expressed thru her femininity not directly.  The effect on the children is devastating.  They have an overexposure to the feminine and are starved for the masculine.  Interestingly enough it was Gloria Steinam who said that there is too much mother around the house and not enough father.  

	St Thomas Aquinas said that vice is an excess or the absence of virtue.  This certainly applies to those of masculinity and femininity.  That is why it is so important for them to be in tandem with one another.  The father's conditional love of the child is essential to prepare that child for the outside world.  The father's love says: "You are my son/daughter.  I love you and because I love you I expect you to live up to your responsibilities at home and in school.  I'll be very disappointed if you don't.".  Without the unconditional love of the mother, that could be too demanding, not supportive enough.  On the other hand, without the father's love, the child could drift through life and believe the world owed him a living.

	The father's sense of tradition and roots, his wanting to pass on what he had learned from his father, provides a security, a sense of being part of something bigger than his/her self to the child.  The mother's sense of the present is needed to modify that, so that the child lives in the modern world and is not stuck with out moded customs and ideas.  Often, the concepts are ok, but the way they are expressed and lived out need to be brought up to date by the mother.  But the father's approach is needed to give a family continuity to the child.

	A great quality women have is the ability to accept help.  Men have much difficulty with this.  Most especially, when it comes to personal things like the marriage itself, women are open to seeking advice and direction from a professional, a priest, a friend.  Husbands shy away.  They don't want any one to even know there is anything wrong.  To accept help is, to them, a sign of weakness.  The man's inclination is to bunker in and make do.  He doesn't wish to expose himself.  For the wife, it is only sensible.  When he listens to her and follows her lead on this, so much pain is avoided.  As in all qualities, there is a darker side.  Too many women, dissatisfied with their marriages and, to a lesser extent, their children end up clumping with other women, equally dissatisfied.  The result is that the situation is exasperated and anger is fostered.  The man's sense of violation of confidence and personal loyalty is a good antidote.

	The mother is liable to be content, if all the children are happy and everyone is warm and loving, while the father is more urgent that long term decisions be made and acted upon.  He recognizes he will not always be around and they have to learn to handle life.  The father wants to see the children do the right thing because it is right.  Principles are very important to him.  He is willing to compromise on their immediate comfort and pleasure, for the sake of establishing norms and standards of conduct.  Principles are important to the mother but she is more willing to postpone implementing them, for the sake of the kids happiness.  Her modification is vital.  The father's value can lead him to make the principle more important than the child.  The mother can be so flexible that the principle gets lost.  His love is the antidote to any tendency on the mother's part not to let go, to smother.  The father wants to see progress, not just comfort.

	The father holds out to the children the ideal of autonomy, freedom.  The mother's ideal is belonging.  We cannot truly belong unless we are free.  Unless the relationship is a free choice, it becomes dependency or servitude.  However, without belonging, the freedom is useless and self defeating.  It becomes isolation and a selfish independence.  The bonding the mother inculcates in the child must be let go so that the child, as an adult, can freely choose to reembrace it.  On the other hand, without the mother's yearning for closeness, the freedom introduced by the father becomes an occasion for separation rather than an opportunity to reaffirm the belonging.

	All these interacting and correcting qualities have their influence on the marriage, as well as the parenting.  The woman's need to talk things through is a great blessing to both.  He is too liable to look at the "facts" and settle it on that level.  She knows it goes much deeper; they have to probe and gnaw over a topic.  Until they truly understand and appreciate each other, any decision will be sterile and impersonal.  But, without his urgency to do something, they can get bogged down in endless and picky discussions, which go nowhere.  Men have been trained to be problem solvers.  That is, often, called for in their work.  So when the woman brings up something inside her, he immediately wants to fix it up.  That is not what she desires.  She merely wants him to listen and understand.  She is not looking for solutions.  He has to turn off his fixer-upper mentality and simply be present to her.

	On the other hand, his instinct to make decisions about things bothering her has a place also.  He may know that anytime, money or the oldest child or the in laws come up, it is one complaint after another.  This has been going on for months, sometimes years.  It's always the same.  He sees they are not getting anywhere.  In fact, it is a cause of great unhappiness and friction.  His practical nature says: "Either we do something about this or we get on with life.  Rehashing this over and over again isn't helping.".  He has to be careful not to jump the gun, to say this too soon.  He must give her an opportunity to get it all out and to experience being understood by him.  But he can teach her to let go, not to let some hurt or slight or betrayal dominate their lives.  She brings out to him the importance of not burying things.  He needs to know he can't just walk away, if he can't straighten things out immediately.  They have to understand one another.

	His consistency and adherence to principle fit in very nicely with her flexibility.  Without the principles the flexibility can become mindless and amoral; whereas, without her flexibility, his consistent sticking to his principles can become rigid and dehumanizing.  The awareness she has of her interiority, her consciousness of her feelings and how important they are to the two of them is a magnificent gift she brings to their marriage.  This gentles him and opens up horizons he never knew existed.  It brings them closer than all the topical discussions, even the most intimate, ever could.  But his objectivity and broad view of their life, along with his interior strength, allows her to be secure in the knowledge he is there to hold her up, so she can let go 

	A man cannot be his full self nor can he appreciate the full value of his masculinity, unless it is reflected in the context of an intimate, familial relationship with the women in his life.  A woman only sees how wonderful being a woman is when she experiences it through the eyes of men who love her.  Any woman, who truly loves a man, wants him to be all man with her, so she can be all woman with him.  That very definitely includes the anima and the animus in both.

	A big masculine defect, our women magnificently correct is his belief that once he has walked down the aisle the job is done.  He feels he has found the woman in his life, that is taken care of and he can get on with life.  This comes from the false training we have given both our men and women that marriage is more important to a woman than a man.  It is her life.  He was very active in finding and pursuing her, now life goes on.  The woman wants more out of life.  She wants to continue to be the center of his life and make him her focal point.  So she looks to improve their marriage.  His attitude is: "If there is nothing broke, don't fix it.".  That is so minimal.  His ambition is concentrated on the office, while hers is in the home.  He has to learn from her, where his priorities should be.  In order to do that she has to identify within herself how much she reinforces his training in being a provider.  Sometimes she wants all the relationship but only in the context of the standard of living to which she would like to become accustomed.

	Too often, in today's world, a woman thinks she has to surrender or, at least submerge her womanliness in order to be a success in the business world.  Many men believe they have to lessen their masculinity in order to be a successful family person.  What a tragic loss in both cases!  What both men and women need in order to counteract this, especially among our young, is a strong masculine presence in the home.  This is as much for our women's sake, as for the man.  Our good women yearn for this.  We are, of course, not talking about masculine domination.  Actually, that is far from a threat in our circumstances.  We are calling for men to take on their full responsibilities in their homes.

	In male/female working together, there are major differences.  One of the things discovered, in studies made of priests and nuns working in a parish is quite revelatory.  It was learned that the priest could not give his trust to the sister until he was sure she shared his vision.  The sister needed to be personally accepted by him before she could buy into his vision.  (Please do not believe the suggestion is being made that the sister has no vision of her own.  Of course, she does.  For her, however, the personal relationship comes first.  Then, the vision will fit into that.)  For the priest, his priorities are reversed.  His vision and goals dominate his thinking.  He only wants a personal relationship in the context of the vision.  Neither way is best, but they are very different.  We must understand and accept these differences to be successful in our relationships with each other.  Because of his priorities the man is led to be results oriented, while the woman is process oriented.  The man focuses on what is to be done; the woman on with whom.


			IS THERE A MAN AROUND THE HOUSE


	In my experience going around the country, talking to good couples, I made this tragic discovery.  The context of this should be made clear in order for this discovery to have its full impact.  These were all couples who had shared a common experience focused on deepening their marital relationship.  Many, I knew and was close to.  All were deeply dedicated to one another and their marriages.  Yet, when I asked the wives whether they believed their husbands were equally devoted to the marriage and the parenting as they themselves were, the answer was practically unanimous: "No!".  Many tried to excuse their husbands and explain it away by pointing out the hours they worked and the pressures they suffered.  They were not resentful or angry; they were amazingly accepting of the situation.  But the stark fact remained.  They were convinced they had a deeper involvement in their relationship with one another and the children than their husbands did.  There was more disappointment in their faces than anything else.  Nor did any husband challenge their statement.  They accepted the truth of it.

	Now, this is the green wood, the high quality marriages.  What would we consider to be the condition of the rest?  Husbands simply must prioritize their families.  They must choose their wife and children over their jobs and careers.  Many men think they do that.  They say: "Why do you think I'm doing this; why I put up with all the hassle and strain?  I'm only doing it for my family.".  But, he's putting so much of himself into the job, he has nothing left, when he comes home.  He is up on everything at the office, but has to be told their anniversary by his wife.

	Unfortunately, the public discourse, going on today about the husband/wife relationship, is on the level of chores.  How much time the husband puts in on the shopping, cooking, etc., etc.  That's a social justice issue of some real significance.  These wives, though, were focusing on something much deeper.  They weren't talking about who did the most work around the home.  I'm sure they would have appreciated more effort on his part.  What they mainly addressed was that he did not have the same emotional investment as they did.  They had no doubts about his love.  They were deeply in love with him.  There was no intimation of divorce, certainly no hint of infidelity and nothing but basically good feelings about one another.  Yet, there was that black hole there, a mutually accepted admission of the absence of male involvement and commitment.

	The men were good husbands, by all the standards around us.  Yet the irresponsibility was glaring.  I'm sure it wasn't all one sided on the man's part.  There was, in all probability, enablement there.  Also, while the women wanted the men more involved, it was likely they wanted that on their terms.  They wanted him to fit into the pattern and life style, they had already established.  If he did become fully invested, it would probably lead to conflict which would take some time for them to work thru together.  But the husband needs to do that, even though there will be some pain.  This is an unreasonable burden upon our wives and mothers.  This is a perfect example of why our homes are feminine bastions.  It is not because our women are domineering, but because of the vacuum of male personal presence.  Until our husbands become involved, we cannot expect any atmosphere around the house but a femininized one.

	Husbands can't hide behind their jobs any more.  Most wives are working as well.  It is not a question of time, nor is it so much who does what around the house.  It is having his wife and children as much in the forefront of his consciousness as he and they are in hers.  He can't leave the decisions, the emotional climate, the sexual contact, the order and running of the house up to her, by default.  A mutuality is missing in most marriages.  The loneliness and the burden on the wife is oppressive.  Furthermore, this male mind set is being passed on to another generation of boys and girls, who will bring it in to their own marriages and parenting.

	It will be terribly difficult for the men to change.  They have no role models for this in their own lives, plus they have a history of years to be undone.  But if we don't do it now, when will we?  The situation compounds itself from generation to generation.  Our men should establish a firm male presence and influence in the home.  This calls for a great openness on the part of the woman.  While she will initially be most attracted to the idea of his involvement and delighted that the burden of their relationship with one another and the children is no longer all hers, she, too, will have the habits of a lifetime to overcome and no experience of male presence to refer back to from her own childhood.  She is so used to making the decisions, setting the tone, being the prime influence, she will have to discipline herself sharply to hold back, so he can be involved.  There will be discomfort for her, as the decor, atmosphere, values, discipline, orientation of the home, choices and manner of making them, will not, now, all within her hands but must be arrived at collegially.  It will call for great love and self sacrifice on her part to allow his animus to be of equal significance to her anima.  The home has been anima oriented.  When his animus starts to have a full impact, it won't be the same home.  While that's the point, she will initially feel bound in, living in an unnatural environment.  It will lead to conflict and both will be tempted to slip back into the old ways.

	One big problem will arise, in a home in which the masculine presence is fully operative.  There is no time to make all the decisions together.  Life is just too busy and pressing for couples.  They can, however, establish principles.  Even with that, Mr. Animus thinks the matter is settled, forever, while Mrs. Anima wants to consider everything, on a case by case basis.  They are both right and both are wrong.  Life isn't so set that something can be decided totally and absolutely.  Circumstances change, especially in regard to the children.  General policies have to be reviewed periodically.  On the other hand, periodically can't mean every week or so.  It can't be something we do whenever putting into practice what we have agreed upon runs into trouble with one of the children.

	The woman has to call on her compassion for the man she loves.  This could be compared to a man who has been in a coma for an extended period of time and has finally come to life.  During his illness, she has had to take over everything about the running of the house, the managing of the finances, the care of the children.  Even though, it has been draining on her, she has done very well, establishing priorities and stability.  Now he is beginning to be himself again, he starts to take interest and become involved.

	She is, at first, overjoyed and so relieved.  But now her order is upset, her priorities turned around, her management methods disturbed.  She will feel interfered with and limited.  She has been used to absolute independence and unquestioned authority.  It is always hard to give up power, even when we believe we want to.  Furthermore, initially, while he is just getting used to exercising his abilities, he will be awkward and inept.  That will test her patience.  So she has to concentrate on being happy for him, now that he is back to being himself again.

	The same is true in the area of the man's full participation in the home.  He has been in a lifeless state as far as his masculinity is concerned.  Now, his manhood has been restored to him.  The woman who loves him will see that as wonderful, far more important than the rough edges she feels and the limitations on her power.  But she will have to work through to this mentality.  It won't just happen without a lot of will power and prayer.


			   IT'S A MAN'S WORLD?


	It would be good at this point to broaden our perspective from the individual home and the effects of the imbalance of sexual influence there to that of society as a whole.  In is a masculine dominated culture, very little influenced by the feminine, the masculine virtues become exaggerated and oppressive.  The value system becomes skewed.  Such a society tends to be: rigidly law and order oriented, success focused, sexually repressed, results are all that count, work addicted, violence prone.  Feelings are trivialized, alcohol is rampant, power is a major goal, we become action centered, prioritizing accomplishments over personal relationships, comaradery over intimacy.  We can see many of these traits acted out in nineteenth century America in the robber barons and the Old West.  It is fading, but still too present in our present day business culture.

	A feminine oriented society, with little masculine input, leans toward: impulsive conduct, consumerism, sexual permissiveness, fun as a primary goal, feelings as the basis of decisions, sentimentality, hedonism, a welfare mindset, being manipulative of persons, guilt ridden, youth addicted, physical attractiveness being glorified, sentimentality, resistant to rules and regulations, petty, vengeful.  We observe these in our homes and in the social culture of today's America.

	We have to be careful here not to fall into the trap of calmly accepting the deficiencies of the male dominated society as obvious and unquestionably clear and, then, rearing up in indignant rejection of the description of the feminine dominant society.  We are pointing out the extremes of the animus or the anima, when they have an exaggerated influence on the thinking and life style of a culture.  We do not suggest men are evil in themselves, merely that their incompleteness, when masculinity is rampant, leads to serious aberrations which effect all of us.  The same is true when the feminine way of being is not modified by a masculine orientation.

	While it does not appear, to this author, much needs to be said in support of the validity of the characteristics ascribed to a male dominated society and the limitations it brings in its wake, it does seem something must be added to what has been stated about a femininized society.  Much has been written about male culture and domination, along with the damage it causes.  We have all lived through it and suffered.  Awareness that sharp changes are necessary have crept into our corporate consciousness.  The feminization, we are talking about, is a more recent occurrence.  We are still not fully aware of its presence, much less its pervasiveness.  It is a reaction to the over masculization, we have endured, and we have not yet fully internalized, where it is leading us.  This is an example of action and reaction.  The pendulum swings too far.

	One trait we have identified as part of a feminine culture might cause surprise: sexual permissiveness.  That would seem to be a male phenomenon.  We would think women would be much stricter, when it came to sex.  First of all, this is a reaction to the male society's sexual repression.  But there is a deeper factor involved.  Up until very recently, women's standard of living and life style depended upon their sexual attractiveness.  Who they married, determined how they lived.  No matter how educated they were, how talented, intelligent, energetic, capable, only a rare woman could create for herself the means to live well.  This was through no fault on her part.  It just wasn't permitted.  She had to find a man to support her.  All her other talents would not get her a man.

	Her physical beauty and the sexual aura she created established the kind of man she could attract.  Women know this from bitter experience.  So while they personally might not approve of different types of sexual conduct, they are generally more tolerant, usually, than men would be.  The clearest example of this would be the home in which the daughter got pregnant.  Normally, it is much harder for the father to deal with than the mother.  She is upset, unhappy, disapproving but is able to understand how it could happen.  The father is absolutely devastated and, often, refuses to deal with it.  His value system has been violated.  He feels personally betrayed by his very own daughter.

	Sex has been made to be the center of a woman's life.  The male society has made it that way.  In choosing a woman, he will accept deficiencies in other areas and compromise.  She doesn't have to be bright, she doesn't have to be talented or educated but she does have to turn him on sexually.  But that is to be between the two of them.  He wants her to be asexual with all others.  Women are quite aware of this.  They have suffered from the injustice of it.  So they can understand, when a woman doesn't handle it well.  This, thanks be to God, is changing.  Women, today, are more permitted to exercise all their abilities and are not restricted to a standard of living, based on the type of man they can sexually attract.  But the past still looms over us.  The effects of that change has not fully taken place for either men or women.

	To see the truth that sexual permissiveness is more tolerated in a feminine society than a masculine one, all we have to do is look around us.  Certainly, our country is, gratefully, much less male dominated than in the past.  We have a long way to go but have made significant moves.  Clearly, though, sexual standards are much less restrictive today.  The number of babies born out of wedlock is outrageously high.  Our answer is not to address the cause, the explosion of premarital sex, but to hand out condoms.  We do not believe our young people can control their sexual desire.  When the surveys proclaim 70% of husbands and 50% of wives commit adultery, there is a pro forma tsk, tsk, but no indignation.  When a survey appears saying the adultery rate is only 10%, great doubt is expressed as to its accuracy.  Sexual activity, regardless of relationship or consequences is considered uncontrolable, and as much a constitutional right, as freedom of speech.

	A major difference between men and women with tremendous ramifications upon our culture is that of the common good versus the personal.  The usual tendency for a man would be to give priority to the common good.  There is great value to that, easy to accept.  The danger is that people can be trampled.  We can get into the ridiculous situation, repeated so many times in Viet Nam, where we destroyed a village in order to save it from the Viet Cong.

	Women, in general, are more inclined to choose the personal good.  Again, that is very attractive and easy to defend as a proposition.  However, the danger here is moral anarchy.  If we set up a sympathetic enough situation, we can permit anything.  In the United States today, there is a strong tendency toward choosing the personal good over the common good.  We claim privacy as a constitutional right; we can't ban even semi automatic weapons because some people claim a right to them and the slaughter in the streets continues.  The woman's right to her own body supersedes even life itself.  People are allowed to make tens and, in some cases, hundreds of millions of dollars in one year, while others are homeless and starve.  This will not be solved by choosing either the man's way or the woman's.  There are advantages to both approaches, as well as serious disadvantages.  There has to be an amalgam of the two.

	When we look at the characteristics identified as typical of a masculine or feminine culture, we are not saying there are not other tendencies in our culture.  We are merely stating these predominate.  They establish accepted norms of behavior.  They create the standards of success in life.  They impose pressures for conformity and make those who choose other values, feel backward and isolated.

	It is also interesting to note, when we look at these traits, damaging though they are, that they have great value.  St. Thomas was correct.  Our failings come from our virtues.  Feelings, after all, are important.  They should be taken into consideration, when we are making decisions effecting us personally.  They are part of the input which should go into the choices we make.  This becomes a fault, when they dominate our decisions and override principles.  Attention to rules and regulations is an honorable practice.  It gives consistency to our lives and respect for others' rights.  Where it goes wrong is when it becomes an end in itself and people are lost in the shuffle.  Work is a vital aspect of human existence.  It plays an important role in our self worth and gives real purpose to our lives.  When it becomes an addiction, it takes away our freedom and personhood.  Fun is too little present in our lives.  We need to relax and smell the flowers.  Joy should be a fulsome dimension of our life experience.  When it becomes too central, though, it is mindless and all absorbing.  It can become even more addicting than work.

	The goal we should be striving for is an integrated society of masculinity and femininity, with both fully influential.  They are corrective of one another and, more significantly, expansionary of one another.  We must abandon the adversarial position, both in home and society in general.  When we are opponents, both are losers.  In this authors opinion, the first steps toward this integration have to be taken by men.  They have to get in touch with and embrace their anima, and through that embrace come to a full awareness of and delight in their animus.  Until men do this, women can never be fully secure and trustful of them.

	This responsibility on the man's part is not something he does by himself.  It will never work.  The woman must play a large role in this.  She must share her femininity with him, so as to draw out his masculinity.  Only when he is secure in his animus can he dare face his feminine side.  Because of their pain, too many of our women are showing men more of their animus than their femininity.  Also, the women will have to give up the control they have in sexual and familial relationships.  This control was thrust on them.  The man's irresponsibility in the home created this situation.  While it was not one they deliberately sought, nonetheless, they presently have control and must voluntarily give it up.  It is too solidly entrenched, in both the man and woman's attitudes, for the change to take place any other way.  There is a mutuality about our masculinity and femininity which cannot be bypassed.


				THE CHURCH


	The Church, too is not immune to the effects of the presence of masculinity and femininity, or its absence.  Far from it.  The influence has been broad scale and in many ways devastating.  We are a Church of people, men and women.  That reality has as powerful an impact on the way we conduct ourselves, the values we establish, the patterns of relationship we develop, the priorities we set, as it does on society at large and in family relationships.  Only the surface of this has been touched so far.  We are, tentatively, far too fearsomely and slowly, beginning to look at women's rights in the Church.  That is most necessary.  Great good will result, under the inspiration of the Holy Spirit.  However, the real issue is much wider.

	In many ways, we have the worst of both possible worlds, in the Church.  We have a male dominated structure, whose values and orientations are predominantly implemented by women.  On the other hand, we have a feminine spirituality.  None of these are integrated.  Often, they are competitive and contradictory of one another.  We are at cross purposes.  The strengths of the masculine and the feminine are there but, all too frequently, clouded over by their exaggerations.  We are a most unhappy people in this Church of ours.  The sexual dimension is at the root of it.

	Take these factors one by one.  First of all the male dominated structure.  The virtues are the typical male ones: careful definition of dogma, deep respect for law, reverence for tradition, consistency, orderliness, a work ethic.  We do not say these qualities are always present, in the fullest possible measure, in all the people who staff that structure.  But they are generally present.  Furthermore, they are virtues.  They are not the only ones but they are good in themselves.  Sometimes, because of the deficiencies, we can lose sight of that fact.

	The weaknesses are glaring.  The absence of the feminine influence is painful to witness.  There is: a pervasive rigidity and dogmatism, depersonalization, lack of trust in charisms, central control, a tendency to solve every problem by a new rule, too much insistence on the past, lack of openness to new ideas and approaches, over intellectualization, distance from the people, lack of interiority.  As is evident, these are all the reverse side of their virtues.  Once again, it must be insisted upon that these defects are not present, in full measure, in every one of the participants of the structured Church.  Things vary from diocese to diocese, parish to parish.  But these are wide spread.

	The result has been a loss of contact with the every day Catholic.  The institutional Church is simply not considered relevant to many, if not most, Catholics.  They are not, to any large degree, in open revolt; they have simply turned off.  Oh, they pay the proper reverence and respect, when the occasion calls for it, but the Church does not play an influential role in the daily playing out of their lives.  They just don't think about the Church all that much.  They go to Church on Sunday, throw a few bucks into the collection, send their kids to religious instruction, because they want them to receive the Sacraments, and that completes it.  That's church for them.

	Of course, there are many wonderful exceptions to this.  Some people are heart and soul into the Church, pouring their whole lives into living up to the ideals the Church offers, who make being Catholic the center of their existence.  But the average meat and potatoes Catholic falls more into the first category than the latter.  Most are not angry at the Church; they merely consider it irrelevant.  If they were angry, at least, they would still care.

	The people who run the institutional Church are not stupid.  They are aware of the reality.  But, being men, they turn to masculine approaches to solving the problem.  They think: clearer teaching, better programs, more service, better training, different and improved rituals, new rules, more efficient organization, will be the answer.  Their appeal is to the head, while the suffering which has caused the rejection or luke warm reaction of the people is in the heart.  We need the feminine dimension in our leadership to win back the hearts of our people.  Furthermore, the present leadership needs the strong influence of women, if they are to achieve their full masculinity.  Most have been cut off from associating with women at a very early age and have been trained in a totally masculine environment.  That is not a good basis for discerning their anima.

	The hyper masculinity of the institutional Church is compounded by another factor, whose importance has yet to be fully recognized.  In the average parish, the staff positions, other than the priest, are predominantly, if not exclusively, filled by women.  That includes: the teachers, the director of religious education, music minister, youth minister, parish associate, secretary, bookkeeper.  On the diocesan level, the same is increasingly true especially in: Catholic Charities, the Education Department and, more and more, in other areas as well.  This point is not raised to object to women being in those positions but to examine the consequences of their predominance.

	What we have, therefore, is a structure, dominated at the top levels by men.  They set the rules, determine the agenda, establish the policies.  Then they are implemented and carried out, in increasing measure, solely by women.  Is it any wonder we can say we have the worst of both possible worlds?  From the top, it is all male.  In the day to day, it is all female.  In the normal parish, a parishioner's contact, other than Sunday Mass is with a woman.  On the grass roots level, it is becoming a woman's Church.

	That, obviously, has its pluses.  There is: more attention to detail, heightened personal sensitivity, increased flexibility, greater understanding and more willingness to spend time on personal problems.  These badly needed virtues have been too sorely lacking.  The people are well served with them.

	The other side of the coin is that the feminine values are too predominant.  Our boys see women as in control of every aspect of their lives, at home, school and, now, Church.  They don't see any place for a man unless he wants to become a priest.  There is often friction between the feminine members of the staff and the priest.  The priest is most comfortable with the regularity and consistency of the institution and is thrown off stride by the flexibility his staff women bring.  To him, a rule is a rule and, if you do it for one, you have to do it for all.  The women's sense of person sometimes gets in the way of her understanding the value of rules.  Men respond to crisis in personal relationships by flight, while women fight.

	This is a major friction.  A man wants to get the job done, he doesn't want to spend time building personal relationships with his staff.  In his mind, that takes them both away from the people.  The woman wants personal appreciation and attention.  This is a symptom of both not being in touch with their other side.  Other areas of potential friction are that women are oriented toward the immediate task at hand and often see a larger game plan as an interference.  The man conquers his own feelings, for the sake of the people he cares about.  This, however, is often at the price of not being in touch with those feelings.  A woman's own personal sensitivity causes her to be hurt easily, which can interfere with her interactions with the rest of the staff and the people they serve.  Her hurt not only dominates her own thinking but is immediately evident to all around, becoming a barrier to her effectiveness.  A woman can be so focused on taking care of the person's needs she loses sight of the goal of evangelizing which is to bond people more tightly to the Church.  The man can be so oriented toward keeping the operation going, that loses sight of the people.

	As we have mentioned above, in relation to the men's over-masculinity, we do not postulate that every woman, who serves the Church, acts out all these defects, much less all the time.  But it is true, in the overall picture.  It is a general pattern.  Just as men need women to bring out the best of their animus and anima, women need men for the same purpose.  The exclusivity or preponderance of one sex or the other is debilitating.

	We can look around us in the Church to see who is there, whether on Sunday or in the other activities of the parish.  The overwhelming number of women there, in comparison with the men, should make clear the environment of the Church.  Now, unless we want to claim greater spirituality for women, which would be most sexist, we have to admit something is wrong.  After all, if we had a parish with an equal number of black and white parishioners but very few blacks showed up we would have to come to the conclusion there was something unwelcoming to the blacks about the parish.  It is too white.  We certainly wouldn't say that whites were more religious.  So too here, something about our parishes is too feminine for our men.  They are not comfortable.  We might look at the decorations of the Church, the schedule of the services and availability of the staff, the priorities set, the vestments, the hymns sung, the organizations and activities of the parish, the way money is raised.  All are done in a feminine way, in feminine style.  A minor example.  When a guy goes somewhere, he wants pretzels and beer.  In a parish hall, when the women run the show, he gets coffee and munchies, or worse, celery and carrot sticks.

	In addition to all this: the female preponderance of the staff and the feminine environment, you have the fact that the priest spends a disproportionate amount of his time with women.  Look at his normal day.  He's with his staff, all or almost all women, with his secretary, on the phone or in the office with women coming to see him about their problems.  We certainly don't want to cut the women out.  But after a while, it gets so the priest doesn't even know how to talk to a man.

	We have concentrated on the parish level in our comments but should also address the consequences on the diocesan level.  Enough has been said, previously, about the educational situation both in society in general and in the parish, and the effects of an all female teaching staff.  All that needs to be added is that when the basic decisions about teacher qualifications, text books, school policies are made by women, without any male input, it compounds what is happening in the classroom.  Take teacher qualifications, for example.  In many diocese, there are no specifically religious qualifications demanded of a teacher in a Catholic school.  As long as she has the academic credentials, she is acceptable.  She could be a baptized Catholic non believer, a non Catholic, sleeping with her boy friend, non practicing, a man hater, full of anger.  None of that would be investigated, much less made a factor in her employment.  That comes from a feminine value system, unmodified by the animus.  It is based on independence from rules and principles and taking the person as she is and wants to be.  It is difficult to see how the school, with such personnel policies could develop any truly Catholic environment.  Religion, as a subject, is not what makes the school Catholic.  The fathers of the children have to step in here.  They will be more demanding of acceptance of principles and sharing common values.

	Most Diocesan Boards of Education are very sensitive to sexism in the text books.  Well they should be.  They are properly alert to ensuring equal athletic facilities for girl students and to undoing the bias against girls in science and mathematics.  All this is to be highly praised.  But there does not seem to be any evidence of efforts to correct the feminine environment, which so penalizes our boys.  In fact, the topic doesn't even seem to be raised.

	Catholic Charities shows the results of its feminization.  It has a welfare mindset.  It's role is not now perceived as an expression of the Church but as a service organization.  It's hiring policies, the same, except even more extreme, as the Catholic schools, evince that.  It's outreach to people is strictly in terms of taking care of a need, there is no overt effort to deepen their involvement in the Church family or restore them to it.  For all intents and purposes, it could be a secular organization.  Individual staff members may be deeply committed believers, but are not expected to call those they serve to share that belief.

	Many soup kitchens for the needy are run under Catholic auspices.  In many, there is no evidence of Catholic orientation.  When the subject is broached, the indignant reply is: "We wouldn't think of imposing our beliefs on others.".  It isn't a question of imposing.  But can't we mention the Lord?  Can't we give the poor the privilege of accepting or rejecting him for themselves?  Why is it so wonderful to offer material food but unthinkable to offer the Bread of Heaven?  Couldn't we, at least, invite our less fortunate brothers and sisters to the Eucharist?

	In the over all Church, the result of the hyper masculine hierarchy and feminized staff, on the local level, has been a drastic lessening of loyalty to and bonding with the Church.  The distance we experience from our leaders leads us to believe we are not understood and appreciated. The feminine orientation of the Church people, with whom we are in contact, adds to that detachment since it is two distinct Churches.  We are turned off by both.  The consequence is a cafeteria Catholicism.  This is a very feminine perspective.  We pick and choose those parts we like and with which are comfortable.  We carefully avoid or discount anything challenging to our way of living or that is difficult with which to cope.

	There is a saying, quite frequently quoted in reference to our troubles with the institutional Church: "Power corrupts and absolute power corrupts absolutely.".  (We have to thank Lord Acton for that one)  It is an excellent point, one to be taken seriously by our Church leaders.  A paraphrase, however, would be equally true: "Unaccountability corrupts and total unaccountability corrupts absolutely.".  When we do our own thing in the Church, we are basically setting up our own Churches of which we are the founder and Pope.  We need strong lay men to influence our thinking.  We need them to give us a sense to a commitment beyond ourselves, to the common good rather than the personal.

	The reason all this is being brought out is not to put down either men or women but to show how much less we are without one another.  We cannot be our full selves without the other.  Together, our weaknesses are lessened and our virtues highlighted.  Apart, it is the reverse.  When men are just with other men, they are hardly at their best.  Their feminine side is underdeveloped.  When women are predominantly with other women the same happens or, worse, their animus comes out as hostile, competitive and demanding.  It is an ersatz masculinity, harsh and unnatural to their femininity.

	But, with all the problems we have identified with the institutional Church, there is a more serious problem in the overall Church.  The spirituality, our life blood, is feminine.  There is much positive about that reality.  There is a deep interiority there, a truly contemplative spirit.  This is so necessary in a Church which is so male oriented at the top, with the masculine propensity for action.  Moreover, there is a magnificent sense of surrender, the basis of our relationship with God.  We are to serve him, not the other way around.  Feminine prayer is also personal, heart to heart, rather than intellectual or discursive.  These are glorious spiritual qualities, absolutely necessary for any true spirituality.

	We are certainly not saying only women pray, but that the ideal of prayer, developed over the centuries and presently offered is a feminine approach.  That is one reason so many men have such a difficult time praying.  Men, who do pray, have been taught to do so femininely.  This feminization of our prayer is across the board, as much in the hierarchy as in the traditional little old lady, lighting a candle before the statue of the Blessed Mother.

	The absence of maleness in the spiritual life of the Church is limiting.  The present prayer patterns tend to sentimentality, are welfare minded, passive, magical.  The average prayer is a prayer of petition, looking for something.  It might be consolation, health, a job, money.  It might be for someone else but it is MY someone else.  It is asking God to take care of me.  It very much expresses the mind set of women, in the past, who were dependent on the men in their life for their protection, well being and standard of living.  It is looking for someone else to do what needs to be done.

	We pray to be happy.  That is what it all comes down to.  That is what we pray for.  Different circumstances might enter our life which put a particular urgency on a special need or a particular response but the overall direction of our prayer is that God is to make us happy.  That happiness is defined in terms of a good education for our children, with suitable marriage partners for them, a nice income, good health, along with a lot of free time.  How tragically banal!  What's even worse, most people wouldn't see anything wrong with this approach to prayer.  Their attitude would be: "Isn't that what everyone does?  What else would you pray for?".  The only approach to an answer are the words of Jesus: "Even the pagans do that.".  What a waste of God.  What a waste of revelation.  What a waste of our sacramentality.

	When it is not a prayer of petition, it could be called, with no irreverence intended, recreational.  It is a quiet time, withdrawal from responsibilities, my time by myself.  It is used for quietude and contentment.  This element, in the prayer of the Church, can possibly explain why so many of our young people have turned to eastern forms of spirituality.  Their prayer really wasn't about Jesus or God the Father, it was more contemplation for peace and quiet's sake.  So the change wasn't really that great.

	A masculine form of prayer would have more fire to it.  Rather than quieting it would be enlivening.  Rather than seeking favors, it would be empowering, revealing my potential and sparking response.  It would not be a goal in itself, completed when over, but would lead to action.  Rather than being centered upon myself and my own little circle, it would be world encompassing, leading to plans, dreams and hopes to change society.  It would lead to discomfort rather than comfort.  Rather than calming me down, it would energize me.

	Now, obviously, all those masculine qualities in prayer have to be imbedded in the feminine ones of contemplation and interiority.  We have to be personal.  The surrender must be there.  But we are so sadly lacking without the masculine.  Our prayer is so passive.  It doesn't lead to any results, short of the direct intervention of God.

	Again, it is good to restate here, as we have previously, in regards to the feminization of the home and society, a denial of any attempt to lay the blame on the women.  That would be most unjust and totally inaccurate.  This has come about because of the absence and irresponsibility of the men.  The women were left in a situation wherein they had to function for themselves, without men by their sides.  We couldn't blame a woman for not having children, if she lived on an island where there were no men.  How can we fault her for the lack of masculine spirituality?  While it is, in no way, her fault, it is her problem, as well as that of the men in the Church.  She is suffering from that deprivation, as she is in her home and our culture.

	One of the most devastating aspects of the femininization of our spirituality in the Church is the loss of our devotion to the Father.  We have become a Church in which only Jesus and the Holy Spirit seem to be preached.  Other than the Liturgy, the focus of our prayer life is concentrated upon Jesus, with some occasional interest in the Holy Spirit.  We used to talk about the Spirit as the unknown or neglected God.  Now, the Father is ignored.  This is not only in circles in which the question of gender is such an issue, although that definitely is a factor which has spread beyond its practitioners.  The general attitude, in the Church, is that when you pray you pray to Jesus.  The absence of the Father leads to a sentimentalizing of Jesus, a distorted vision of who he really is.  Without the Father, as the center of our adoration, we cannot truly understand ourselves as men and women.  The generativity of the Father roots us.  Jesus is our brother, the model of what a child of our Father is to be, but we have come from the Father, as he has.  Without the Father, we feminize Jesus.  We take away his manhood and make him a woman with a beard.  We make him permissive, a service worker, a nice guy, a comfortable companion.  

	This problem with the Father, of course, comes from our problems with our own human father.  It is very difficult to have much warmth and affection for Him if we never had one of our own or the one we had was cold and indifferent toward us.  In the home, the man is the prime revealer of the Father, by the way he himself acts toward his children.  That is why he must take the spiritual leadership in the home.  His wife cannot reveal paternity.  Our fathers must take their full place in the home, and not be a secondary parent.  This is unfair to their wives and children.  It is equally unfair to our Father in heaven.  The children, He entrusted to you, will never know Him, as father, except nominally, other than through you.

	In addition to being a full presence in his own home, we desperately need masculine presence in the Church.  Men have to make a commitment to make their parish a priority, and not merely on Sunday.  They have to invest their personhoods for our well being.  It will be difficult at first; it is not a scene where any man is, presently, comfortable.  We are in a Catch 22 situation.  We don't have men, so it is a feminine environment.  While it remains a feminine environment, men won't come.  While there are no men, the women won't even realize how feminized the atmosphere has become.  That won't change, until we get some men there.  We need a masculine orientation and masculine values, not, of course, to replace our women but to add to the gift they are.

	Our women play a major role in this call to our men.  This is not simply in the obvious external ways, such as scheduling events during his availability, and making sure that those events are not ultra feminine.  It also has to be in the goals and priorities of the parish.  With greater or lesser success, the emphasis has been on community formation or, at least, becoming more friendly and welcoming.  That is fine and good, as far as it goes, but it won't attract the men.  Nor will the in-house topics of discussion which dominate our parish council meetings, nor the social events the parish sponsors.  These are all based on the woman's attraction to verbal communication and nesting.

	If there is to be community, and there definitely should be, it can't be a nice little group meeting, regularly praying a little bit and enjoying the evening together.  That will bring out the women of the parish but not the men, except those coming along with their wives.  For the men, you will need to have a goal, a vision of greatness, something they can sink their teeth into, a call to accomplishment.  Men are doers.  But they can't be persuaded to waste their time on something small.  Women, in their goodness, will do that because they like being with the people with whom they are interacting.  So the goal is not as important to them.  Men want a cause, something challenging, something of which they are proud to be part.  They will value and appreciate the people they are with because of their dedication to the cause and the effectiveness of their contribution.

	To further explain the difference between men and women in this.  Women form relationships face to face looking directly at the other person; men like to stand side by side with others, looking out together at some goal they want to accomplish, and in sharing that vision and working together, they are brought closer to one another.  The necessary bonding takes place in both cases. Only the process is different.

	This notion of a cause is not only for the sake of the men, to bring them into full participation in the Church.  It is very much part of the Church's inner nature.  We are called to be a community, yes.  But it is to be a community of evangelizers.  It is a community, existing, not for its own sake or for the sake of the individual members, but for the well being of those outside the community, who are to be invited into our midst.  Without our men and their masculinity, we can never fulfill the Gospel's call to us as Church: "Go make disciples of all...".

	In all that has been said here about the differences between men and women, the assumption is that they are positive.  They are not problems in themselves, though we can and have made them such.  Rather, they are explicitations of the reality that the two sexes need one another to be complete in themselves.  They are differences for, not differences from.  The most obvious example of the truth of this is marriage, the most fundamental of all human loves.































	The seal of the Pastoral and Matrimonial Renewal Center is of the ringed head of a High Cross from Castledermot, Ireland.  The crucifixion represented on early Irish crosses is almost universally the crucifixion according to the Gospel of John (Jn: 19:37).  It is the glorified Christ who is represented: Christ as king and as priest, breathing forth the Spirit at the moment of his death.  The spear pierces his side and blood and water flow out: the water symbolic of the Spirit and of Baptism, the blood of Redemption and the Eucharist.
	The crucifixion in early Irish art is not shown as Jesus alone and abandoned, but it is a peopled crucifixion - it is Jesus among his disciples, Jesus risen and present among the people of his Church.  Jesus Reigns in the midst of his disciples, gathered in unity, who are also his apostles, sent to proclaim his salvation to the four corners of the earth.

Drawing by Sr. Pauline McGrath, O.P.










				ABOUT THE AUTHOR


	Father Chuck Gallagher, S.J. is the founder and Executive Director of the Pastoral And Matrimonial Renewal Center, whose focus is on the development of lay spirituality and leadership in the Catholic Church.  He was the driving force behind the Worldwide Marriage Encounter movement and its first Executive Director.

	Father Chuck is the author of dozens of books, audio and video tapes and programs devoted to strengthening marriage, family life and the life of Faith.  As a renowned popular speaker, he has travelled extensively throughout the world, giving workshops and implementing these programs.  He is the initiator and co-author of the Sexuality Weekend for married couples and the author of the Celebrate Love Series.

	Father Chuck's great love for people and his constant encouragement enables them to develop a fuller and deeper love for one another.  He has touched and changed countless lives.  He is not only a priest and counsellor but a friend to many.  His magnetism, vision and enthusiasm has developed faith communities throughout the world.  Across the globe, people feel his understanding love and have responded overwhelmingly.






























		   MALE AND FEMALE HE CREATED THEM

		   Different For Or Different From?


	Men and women are made for one another.  Our lives are not complete without one another.  There is so much richness in our sexuality that enhances and fulfills our lives.  We all know that but there are times, sometimes frequent, when we lose sight of the blessing the opposite sex is to us.  We get hung up about the differences and see them to be a problem.  That when we fall into the trap of saying; "Men (women) you can't live with them and you can't live without them.  What a shame that is.  These differences are among God's greatest gifts to us.

	This Booklet is an exciting opportunity to explore the meaning of masculinity and femininity.  It honestly faces into the realistic factors that exist between men and women in our homes, society and Church.  Beautifully it explores how we reinforce one another.  The special qualities, that are unique to women, make men so much more than they would ever be by themselves.  And vice versa.  We need a strong intermingling of womanhood and manhood for the sake of our families, our culture and our Church.



