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To See Ourselves: Five Views on Canad
ian Women is a book issued by the Inter
national Women's Sec r e t a r i a t in Ottawa. 
Large in s i z e and scope, the book has 
an i n t e r e s t i n g format. Each of the 
f i r s t f i v e sections is a self-contained 
unit which discusses one of the follow
ing groups of women—the non-professional 
working woman, the homemaker, the pro
fessional working woman, the disadvan
taged woman and the young woman. The 
•final section is a photo essay compris
ing sixty-one pages. 

In some ways, the book is a government 
document: i t is in large part an exam
ination of s t a t i s t i c s and other govern
ment research information; i t is pro
duced by the Department of Health and 
Welfare and is av a i l a b l e through Infor
mation Canada. It is a true government 
document in not being c r i t i c a l enough 
of the forces and structures which work 
against the groups of women i t studies. 
It is a sad comment on a government 
which f i v e years ago produced the Re
port of the Royal Commission on the 
Status of Women in Canada to find that 
so much of the Report's findings have 
to be repeated here—not much has 
changed. 

On the other hand, this is an unusual 

government document. Marc Lalonde has 
to warn us in the Foreword that the 
opinions expressed "do not necessarily 
represent government p o l i c y . " (p. 8) 
Most readers w i l l be able to recognize 
the statements to which he alludes. 

In chapter one, Sheila Arnopoulos, who 
is a features and inves t i g a t i v e reporter 
f o r the Montreal Star, studies the s i t u 
ation f or the non-professional working 
woman in Canada. Arnopoulos sets the 
mood of her essay by denying that there 
has been any improvement since the 1970 
Report. She t e l l s us not to evaluate 
the s i t u a t i o n for a l l groups of women 
according to the limited picture of 
middle class women. 

In two large sections of her essay, 
Arnopoulos gives the reader much 
s t a t i s t i c a l information along with com
ments by women working in non
professional occupations and unions. 
These personal statements add an extra 
element of interest and r e a l i t y to the 
otherwise tedious and well-known facts 
and fi g u r e s . More than a dozen women 
t e l l us what their jobs are l i k e and 
how they are exploited. Included in 
this essay is a c r i t i c i s m of unions for 
the i r f a i l u r e to organize women and for 
the discrimination against the a i l - t o o 
few women who are union members. 

A section on Le g i s l a t i o n brings the 
reader up to date on programs and laws 
which recently have started to bring 
about some changes. Arnopoulos is 
knowledgeable on this topic and is 



frank in her ev a l u a t i o n of the inherent 
l i m i t a t i o n s of these laws and programs. 
She does give c r e d i t to the Toronto 
Mayor's Task Force on Women which has 
had some s i g n i f i c a n t successes, i n c l u d 
ing g e t t i n g new wage l e v e l s f o r the c i t y 
p u b l i c health nurses. There i s a de
pressing d i s c u s s i o n of day care, empha
s i z e d by the example of the woman who 
had to leave her two c h i l d r e n locked in 
the stairway between her apartment and 
the s t r e e t entrance where they would be 
safe w h i l e she went to work. I d i s l i k e 
the message extended to women at the end 
of the essay, that " i t i s a l l up to you 
and me." The s i t u a t i o n requires a more 
complex and more thorough response. 

The second chapter by the well-known 
j o u r n a l i s t Sharon Brown deals with the 
homemaker. Brown makes extensive use of 
personal interviews with seven homemakers 
— a p p r o x i m a t e l y 50% of the essay occurs 
between quotation marks—and there are 
seven f u l l pages which contain no comment 
by the author. I f i n d t h i s overuse of 
quotations d i s c o n c e r t i n g f o r two reasons 
- - i t lends an a i r of non-seriousness to 
the essay, as though the quotes are not 
important enough to comment on, and 
secondly j t emphasizes the i s o l a t i o n of 
each woman from the other. I would 
have l i k e d more a n a l y s i s and explanation 
from the author to u n i f y the essay and 
to give a wider perspective to the home-
makers' separate statements. 

Brown shares her i n t e r e s t i n g encounter 
with a S t a t i s t i c s Canada o f f i c i a l who 

t e l l s her that homemaking has never 
been considered an occupation in an 
economic sense. We have to guess, 
then, that the number of homemakers in 
Canada i s somewhere between 2.5~ and 
4.5 " m i l l i o n . The author defines home-
makers as "those women who are not 
forced i n t o the labour f o r c e by reason 
of economic n e c e s s i t y , " those who have 
"chosen t o make t h e i r careers in the 
home because they honestly f e e l t h i s 
o f f e r s them the most personal s e l f -
f u l f i l l m e n t . " (p. 46) Brown's women 
t a l k about t h e i r i s o l a t i o n in the 
home without the company of other 
adults and lament that t h e i r s i s a 
24-hour a day job which leaves them 
no time to themselves. They point out 
the c o n t r a d i c t i o n s in a s o c i e t y which 
claims to place high value on mother
hood but which refuses to provide 
t r a i n i n g f o r the task or to ensure the 
sense of d i g n i t y and worth which ought 
to go along with t h e i r chosen r o l e . 
One of the advantages of the r o l e , the 
women point out, i s the p r i d e they 
f e e l in r a i s i n g healthy, happy c h i l d r e n . 
It is a discontented p r i d e , though, 
mixed with resentment f o r the lack of 
c r e d i t given to what they b e l i e v e to be 
t h e i r c o n t r i b u t i o n to s o c i e t y and wi t h 
fear f o r the f u t u r e when the c h i l d r e n 
w i l l gain t h e i r own independence. In a 
se c t i o n c a l l e d " L i b e r a t i o n and A l l the 
Tomorrows," a fear f o r the f u t u r e 
emerges alo n g s i d e what appears f o r most 
of the homemakers interviewed to be a 
strong f a i t h in t h e i r own personal 
growth towards independence and s e l f 
hood . 



Dian Cohen, w r i t e r and economist from 
Montreal, w r i t e s on The P r o f e s s i o n a l 
Working Woman. There i s not much that 
is new in t h i s essay although Cohen puts 
i t together w e l l . This i s the only 
essay of the f i v e which does not 
desc r i b e the s i t u a t i o n by means of per
sonal i n t e r v i e w s . It comprises, i n 
stead, s t a t i s t i c a l t a b l e s , analyses 
and other f a c t u a l m a t e r i a l on the par
t i c i p a t i o n rate of women i n the labour 
f o r c e , the rat e of unemployment by 
geographical area, the age of women and 
men In Canada, the occupations in which 
p r o f e s s i o n a l women are c u r r e n t l y em
ployed and the forecasted manpower re
quirements. Cohen points out t h a t , a l 
though women have made great s t r i d e s 
i n t o new or t r a d i t i o n a l l y male occupa
t i o n s , the proportion of p r o f e s s i o n a l 
women w i t h i n the labour f o r c e has re
mained v i r t u a l l y the same s i n c e 1901. 

In the f i n a l two s e c t i o n s , Cohen ex
poses some of the myths and a t t i t u d e s 
which are prevalent in our s o c i e t y and 
which prevent the p r o f e s s i o n a l working 
woman from reaching her p o t e n t i a l . She 
argues that s o c i e t y ' s a t t i t u d e s are a 
fa r more potent fo r c e w i t h which to 
contend than the e l i m i n a t i o n of d i s 
c r i m i n a t o r y l e g i s l a t i o n and p o l i c y 
d e c i s i o n s . This may be t r u e , to a 
c e r t a i n extent, although c o n s i d e r i n g 
how a t t i t u d e s change, i t i s a mistake 
to d i s r e g a r d the values of l e g i s l a t i o n . 
In Cuba, f o r example, the new Family 
Code requires that women and men share 
e q u a l l y the household duties when both 
spouses work o u t s i d e the home. With 

s t i f f f i n e s f o r those who break the law, 
i t should not be too long before a t t i 
tudes toward household duties change. 

Margaret Daly, author and features 
w r i t e r f o r the Toronto S t a r , w r i t e s 
about disadvantaged women by d e s c r i b i n g 
the l i v e s of three women who repre
sent disadvantaged groups in Canada. 
A l l three women are heads of households 
which e x i s t we11 below the accepted 
d e f i n i t i o n s of poverty. Another shared 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c i s that t h e i r l i v e s have 
been shaped by "forces of s o c i e t y that 
have crushed and moulded them i n t o a 
l i f e s t y l e of poverty, of 'disadvantage,' 
because they are women." (p. 103) 
Their disadvantage i s that they are not 
f i n a n c i a l l y dependent on a man. A 
female-headed family has a k0% chance 
of being poor. 

Throughout the essay Daly elaborates 
on the forces in s o c i e t y which cause 
the disadvantaged s i t u a t i o n of the 
women. Simply being on welfar e is ob
v i o u s l y the best path to poverty. 
Furthermore, f o r those women who would 
prefer to get o f f w e l f a r e , a real choice 
does not e x i s t . L i k e Frances they 
would work f o r p o v e r t y - l e v e l wages. 
They would remain poor. The s i n g l e 
mother's s p e c i a l predicament i s that 
she i s defined by s o c i a l agencies as 
unemployable and treated by Manpower 
o f f i c i a l s as low p r i o r i t y f o r r e t r a i n 
ing. Her d e s i r e to enter or re-enter 
the labour f o r c e i s not taken s e r i o u s l y ; 
there are no ince n t i v e s provided and 
she faces d i s c r i m i n a t i o n in p o l i c y and 



a t t i t u d e s of the Department of Man
power. E i t h e r there i s no s u i t a b l e day 
care or e l s e she would have to pay out 
most of her wages f o r i t where i t does 
e x i s t . 

There are s p e c i a l forces operating 
against immigrant women, farm women and 
women who l i v e in c e r t a i n areas of the 
country. Immigrant women are severely 
e x p l o i t e d when they work i l l e g a l l y . A l 
so, they often work at jobs which are 
an extension of the housewife r o l e and 
are i n v i s i b l e in the economic main
stream, leaving themselves open to 
f u r t h e r e x p l o i t a t i o n . They may o f t e n 
face r a c i a l d i s c r i m i n a t i o n as w e l l . 
Although farm women, according to the 
author, are spared some of the h u m i l i 
ations of the urban poor, they are 
nevertheless disadvantaged. The 
approximate annual income in Canada 
of farm f a m i l i e s i s below the poverty 
l i n e . And even i f they had the time, 
farming women would have d i f f i c u l t y 
f i n d i n q work outsi d e the home. S i m i l 
a r l y , those women who l i v e in communi
t i e s where mining, pulp and paper and 
f i s h i n g i n d u s t r i e s predominate are at 
a great disadvantage in f i n d i n g employ
ment. Even when the f a m i l i e s do have 
two incomes, they remain poor. 

Daly i s d i r e c t and unequivocal about 
p l a c i n g the blame f o r the p l i g h t of 
the disadvantaged woman. She quotes 
an a r t i c l e by Simon Fodden in the 
B u l l e t i n of Canadian Welfare Law that 
". . . her dependent s i t u a t i o n a r i s e s 
from the fac t that she i s unable to 

work—and that i s the f a u l t of s o c i e t y 
at large . . . . I n s u f f i c i e n t education 
and s k i l l s t r a i n i n g , i n s u f f i c i e n t job 
o p p o r t u n i t i e s , i n s u f f i c i e n t s a l a r y and 
i n s u f f i c i e n t day-care centers are the 
cause of the dependence. S o c i e t y , hav
ing caused the problem, should bear the 
c o s t . " 

Katherine Govier i s a fr e e l a n c e w r i t e r 
who l i v e s and works in Toronto. She 
w r i t e s the f i f t h essay, e n t i t l e d The 
Young Woman. This essay i s a b r i l l i 
ant treatment of a complex and d i f f i 
c u l t s u b j e c t . Govier shows not only a 
keen understanding of the forces opera
t i n g in a young woman's l i f e , but a l s o 
a genuine empathy and compassion. 

Govier describes the great change in 
women between the ages of f i f t e e n and 
twen t y - f i v e . The f i f t e e n y ear-old i s 
arrogant and sure of h e r s e l f . She i s 
f u l l of imagination and has great 
plans f o r her f u t u r e . She has to be 
t o l d and taught that she w i l l not be 
the prime m i n i s t e r or an astronaut but 
may not f u l l y a p p r e c i a t e these l i m i t a 
t i o n s . Govier sees growing up as cut
t i n g o neself down to s i z e and s t r i k i n g 
compromises between fantasy and r e a l i t y . 
For the young woman, the business of 
l i v i n g " f a l l s t r a g i c a l l y short of the 
dream, short of the c a p a b i l i t i e s and 
even the p o s s i b i l i t i e s . " (p. 128) 

In t h i s essay eleven young women from 
B r i t i s h Columbia to Newfoundland speak 



f o r themselves. Generously interwoven 
among personal statements are i n t e l l i 
gent comments by the author. 

Govier p o i n t s out that i t i s not s u r 
p r i s i n g that young women don't seem 
to be changing, given that the two main 
i n s t i t u t i o n s of s o c i a l i z a t i o n have not 
changed. While d i s c u s s i n g the f a m i l y 
as s o c i a l i z e r , she makes a powerful 
statement about sexual e x p l o i t a t i o n of 
young women w i t h i n f a m i l i e s . With 
case h i s t o r i e s of sexual abuse by 
f a t h e r s and uncles, Govier introduces 
a subject which has been ignored in 
much of the l i t e r a t u r e on the s o c i a l i 
z a t i o n of women. She e x p l a i n s t h a t , 
although the f a m i l y helps the male to 
develop an ego that w i l l be s e l f -
s u s t a i n i n g and l i f e l o n g , the g i r l 
learns from her family that her e f 
f o r t s are l a r g e l y i r r e l e v a n t to her 
f u t u r e . She i s taught not to "see her 
f u t u r e as a d i r e c t flow from her aims 
and a c t i o n s . . . ." (p. 139) The 
s c h o o l , as the other great s o c i a l i z e r , 
is an o b s t a c l e to any real change f o r 
the young woman. Govier does not 
subscribe to the 'backlash' or 
' r e a c t i o n a r y ' theory of young women's 
a t t i t u d e s . She b e l i e v e s , r a t h e r , that 
they are confused--looking backward, 
yes, but forward, as w e l l . 

A Photo Essay i s the f i n a l c h a p t e i — 
s i x t y - o n e pages of black and white 
photographs by four photographers: 
V i v i a n F r a n k e l , E l l e n Tolmie, E d i t h 
Dalschen and Pamela H a r r i s . The 
themes of the photographs seem to f i t 

roughly i n t o the same categories as 
the rest of the b o o k — t h e r e are photos 

•of young women, disadvantaged women, 
pr o f e s s i o n a l and non-professional 
working women and homemakers. 

Although the photos of V i v i a n Frankel 
add up to almost h a l f the t o t a l 
(twenty-four out of sixty-one) they 
are the most f o r g e t t a b l e . They are 
mediocre in both t e c h n i c a l q u a l i t y and 
content. Her few s u c c e s s f u l photo
graphs stand apart from the c l u t t e r e d , 
grey humdrum of the others. The photos 
by E l l e n Tolmie and Edith Dalschen are 
w e l l chosen and t e c h n i c a l l y e x c e l l e n t . 

By f a r the best photographer, however, 
is Pamela H a r r i s . Her photographs are 
so good that they stand out alone in 
one's memory of the photo essay. Most 
of her subjects are mothers and home-
makers: kneading a b r i g h t pan of dough, 
preparing food in the comfortable com
pany of a c h i l d , posing proudly with 
c h i l d r e n and husband or with f r e s h 
homemade bread or in a t i d y memory-
laden l i v i n g room. H a r r i s achieves 
some powerful e f f e c t s with the use of 
l i g h t . The f i n a l photo shows a young 
mother holding her i n f a n t , natural sun
l i g h t h i g h l i g h t i n g her wavy h a i r , the 
baby and bassinet and a large jug of 
pussywillows on the t a b l e . 

Oh, yes, the I n t e r n a t i o n a l Women's 
Year S e c r e t a r i a t produced t h i s book 
in a hurry, f o r THE Year. 

Sandy Arthurs 
Ha 1 i f a x , Nova Sc o t i a 


