Women's Brains
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ary definitions for most readers.
words “Victorian” or “veil” have
at refer to things
taken out of view. See how many
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T l€n uses the word visceral™ in his writing, as in paragraph
O~ UN1S ess; / oo thie . | . ¢4 lq
= O LIS €ssay. What does this word mean? Do you think it is effec-
ave in this context?

10. In paragraph 19, what does the term sic mean? Why is it used herer’

<5.€ 18 it in brackets? According to Gould in paragraph 5, what are
ellipses? Can you expand his definition?

Suggestions for Writing

A. Imagine that someone has written a letter to the editor, using one of
the quotations from the “noted scientist Louis Agassiz” that we have
read here. (You choose the quotation.) Write a letter to the editor
that refutes Agassiz’s statement by pointing out the flaws in his logic
and in his interpretations of the behavior and physical characteristics

of African-Americans of his day.

B. Write an encomium to someone you know well and admire. Read it.

Then write an analysis of your tribute, describing your writing pro-
cess. What sorts of things did you decide to omit? What factors

influenced your decisions? Did audience play a part? Were you being
“objective”?

Women’s Brains

_ I the prelude to Middlemarch, George Eliot lamented
the unfulfilled lives of talented women:

Some have felt that these blundering lives are due to the inconve-
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, Broca's work seemed particularly invulnerable to refutatigy,
t1ad he not measured with the most scrupulous care and accyra.
~> (Indeed, he had. I have the greatest respect tor Broca’s metic.
procedure. His numbers are sound. But science is an infer-
not a mwﬁ.m_om of facts. Numbers, ,:./. themselves

oreat influence and won high esteer
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ential exercise,
specify nothing. All depends upon what you do with them.) Broca

depicted himself as an apostle of objectivity, a man who bowed
before facts and cast aside m:vmnmmao: and sentimentality. He
declared that “there is no faith, however respeciabie, no Interest,

however legitimate, which must not accommodate itself to the

progress of human knowledge and bend before (ruth.” Women,

like it or not, had smaller brains than men an d. theretore, :é..
not equal them 1n intelligence. This fact, Broca argued, may ¢t
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MOSL MISOgynist imprecations of ¢ rtain church fathers. The the-
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Broca s argument

rested upon two sets of data: the larger

| IIralns Of men In modern SOCT l1es. and 1 f.___;Z.f.; incerease 1n

male supenrornity through time. His most extensive data came from
autopsies performed personally in four Parician hospitals. For 292
male brains, he calculated an average weight of 1,325 grams; | 40)
female brains averaged 1,144 grams for a difference of 181 grams,
or 14 percent of the male weight. Broca understood, of course,
that part of this difference could be attributed to the greater
height of males. Yet he made no attempt to measure the effect of
size alone and actually stated that it cannot account for the entire
difference because we know, a priori, that women are not as intel-
ligent as men (a premise that the data were supposed to test, not
rest upon):

We might ask if the small size of the female brain depends exclu-
sively upon the small size of her body. Tiedemann has proposed
this explanation. But we must not forget that women are, on the
average, a little less intelligent than men, a difference which we
should not exaggerate but which is, nonetheless, real. We are
therefore permitted to suppose that the relatively small size of the
female brain depends in part upon her physical inferiority and in
part upon her intellectual inferiority.

5 In 1873, the year after Eliot published Middlemarch, Broca
measured the cranial capacities of prehistoric skulls from
L'Homme Mort cave. Here he found a difference of only 99.5
cubic centimeters between males and females, while modern pop-
ulations range from 129.5 to 220.7. Topinard, Broca’s chief disci-
ple, explained the increasing discrepancy through time as 2 result

of differing evolutionary pressures upon dominant men and

pas-
SIVE women:

The man who fights for two or more in the str
who has all the responsibility and the cares
constantly active in combating the EnVironment
. needs more brain than the woman whom and 7::55 fvals
nourish, the sedentary woman lack;
whose role is Lo raise n_:_a-.m:. _C<n. a
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y AICT 0O and there is born a Saint Theresa, foundress of nothing, whose lov-
ACHCE ing heartbeats and sobs after an unattained goodness tremble oft
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