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Introduction

When The Beauty Myth was first published, more than ten years ago,
I had the chance to hear what must have been thousands of stories.
In letters and in person, women confided in me the agonizingly per-
sonal struggles they had undergone—some, for as long as they could
remember—to claim a self out of what they had instantly recognized
as the beauty myth. There was no common thread that united these
women in terms of their appearance: women both young and old told
me about the fear of aging; slim women and heavy ones spoke of the
suffering caused by trying to meet the demands of the thin ideal;
black, brown, and white women—women who looked like fashion
models—admitted to knowing, from the time they could first con-
sciously think, that the ideal was someone tall, thin, white, and blond,
a face without pores, asymmetry, or flaws, someone wholly “perfect,”
and someone whom they felt, in one way or another, they were not.
I was grateful to have had the good luck to write a book that
_connected my own experience to that of women everywhere—
indeed, to the experiences of women in seventeen countries around
the world. I was even more grateful for the ways that my readers
were using the book. “This book helped me get over my eating dis-
order,” T was often told. “I read magazines differently now.” “I’ve
stopped hating my crow’s feet.” For many women, the book was a
| for empowerment. Like sleuths and critics, they were decon-
cting their own personal beauty myths. V
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Though there has, of course, been a beauty myth in some
form for as long as there has been patriarchy, the beauty myth in
its modern form is a fairly recent invention. The myth flourishes
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as role models. Why do women react so strongly to nothing,
really—images, scraps of paper? Is their identity so weak? Why do
they feel they must treat “models”—mannequins—as if they
were “models”—paradigms? Why do women react to the “ideal,”
whatever form she takes at that moment, as if she were a non-
negotiable commandment?

Heroines

It is not that women’s identities are naturally weak. But “ideal”
imagery has become obsessively important to women because it
was meant to become so. Women are mere “beauties” in men’s
culture so that culture can be kept male. When women in culture
show character, they are not desirable, as opposed to the desir-
able, artless ingenue. A beautiful heroine is a contradiction in
terms, since heroism is about individuality, interesting and ever
changing, while “beauty” is generic, boring, and inert. While
culture works out moral dilemmas, “beauty” is amoral: If a
woman is born resembling an art object, it is an accident of
red from the _nature, a fickle consensus of mass perception, a peculiar coinci-
have been sequeste submerged _dence—but it is not a moral act. From the “beauties” in male
and their heritage® en are On culture, women learn a bitter amoral lesson—that the moral
world, 18 .. they are more dependent thanimprintc 4 b_y lcssops of their culture exclude them. .
with each gene and mo Y s explains how it Since the _ fourteenth century, male culture has silenced
the cultural mo : Maidens re enshrined women by taking them beautifully apart: The catalog of features,
na wa'mf:}' :dual men’s names and faces a( nd “beau- developed by the troubadours, first paralyzed the beloved woman
comes about that indivicud dentical, aﬂoan‘;‘tlsreain general. into beauty’s silence. The poet Edmund Spenser perfected the
in monuments, is true of cu & them on the ¢atalog of fe?tures in his Pymn the “Eglthalamion”; we inher?t
gful’) stone wome d Is in the world, women 5¢€ that .catalog in forms ranging from 'the list-your-good-points arti-
Given few role mode age. - dividuals, extend cles in women’s magazines to fantasies in mass culture that assem-
screen and the glossy Slcaves out women as 10 “1’ ok at women ble the perfect women.

This pattern, whic ol : “Men odctcrm'mes 1o Culture stereotypes women to fit the myth by flattening the
from high culture O plvgs b t. This of women ! minine into beauty-without-intelligence or intelligence-without-
Women watc}} theﬁflsxicn w0 women, Jote has bee auty; women are allowed a mind or a.body but. not both. A
only the fCla,EIOnS.? ohn Berger's well-known ‘31 > 16 more tr mmon ?llegory that teaches women this lesson is the pretty-
themselves. Critic of Western culture, @ din pamng:.of Leah and Rachel in the Old T'cstament a_nd Mary
true through not see the Martha in the New; Helena and Hermia in A Midsummer

now than ever.
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Night's Dream; Anya and Dunvyasha in Chekhov’s The Cherry Or-
chard; Daisy Mae and Sadie Hawkins in Dogpatch; Glinda and
the Wicked Witch of the West in Oz; Veronica and Ethel in
Riverdale; Ginger and Mary Ann in Gilligan's Island; Janet and
Chrissie in Three's Company; Mary and Rhoda in The Mary Tyler
Moore Show; and so forth. Male culture seems happiest to imagine
two women together when they are defined as being one winner
and one loser in the beauty myth.

Women’s writing, on the other hand, turns the myth on its

head. Female culture’s greatest Writers share the search for radi-

ance, a beauty that has meaning. The battle between the over-
valued beauty and the undervalued, unglamorous but animated
heroine forms the spine of the women’s novel. It extends from
Jane Eyre to today’s paperback romances, in which the gorgeous
nasty rival has a mane of cusls and a prodigious cleavage, but the
heroine only her spirited eyes. The. hero’s capacity to see the true
beauty of the heroine is his central test.

This tradition pits beautiful, vapid Jane Fairfax (“1 cannot
separate Miss Fairfax from her complexion”) against the subtler
Emma Woodhouse in Jane Austen’s Emma; frivolous, blond
Rosamond Vincy (“What is the use of being exquisite if you are
not seen by the best judges?”’) against “nun-like” Dorothea Cas-
aubon in George Eliot’s Middlemarch; manipulative, “remarkably
pretty” Isabella Crawford against self-effacing Fanny Price in
Austen’s Mansfield Park; fashionable, soulless Isabella Thorpe
against Catherine Morland, unsure of herself “where the beauty
of her own sex is concerned,” in Austen’s Northanger Abbey; nar-

cissistic Ginevra Fanshawe (“How do 1 look to-night? ... 1

know 1 am beautiful’”) against the invisible Lucy Snow (‘I saw

myself in the glass . . . I thought little of the wan spectacle”) in
Charlotte Bronté’s Villette; and, in Louisa May Alcott’s Little
Women, vain Amy March, “g graceful statue,” against tomboyish
Jo, who sells her “one beauty,” her hair, to help her family. I
descends to the present in the novels of Alison Laurie, Fay
Weldon, Anita Brookner. Women’s writing is full to the point 0
heartbreak with the injustices done by beauty—its presence as
well as its absence.
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s . or cursed with
VINCEs to car
¥ Iy on the agri-
of novels. Stephen is in ir:s

sting,
stayed in the muddy :‘ri:,

“b .
eautiful”
women, whether they are interest;
resting or

not, stories d
0 not happe
N to women
who

Her early education in the

eroines of ad myth makes
ult women’s ma her susceptible to the

88 culture—
mn:'e the models in women’s
omen usually mention first

y l S

| Concerts an knelr. editorial tone: “Women’
owing chatter about blowjob:
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ity.” Women 100 believe that

- with deep reservoirs of sentimental
e worst aspects of the beauty myth. Readers

they transmit th

themselves are often ambivalent about the pleasur® mixed up
with anxiety that they provide. “1 buy them,” a young woman
told me, “as @ form of self-abuse- They give me 2 weird mixture
of anticipation and dread, a sort of stirred-up euphoria. Yes! Wow!
1 can be better starting from right this minute! Look at her! Look
at her ! But right afterward, 1 feel like throwing out all my clothes
and everything in my refrigerator and telling my boyfriend never
1o call me again and blowtorching mY whole life. 'm ashamed 10
admit that 1 read them every month.”
Women’s magazines accompanied women’s advances and the
simultaneous evolution of the beauty myth. During the 1860s and
1870s, Girton and Newnham Colleges, Vassar and Radcliffe, and
other institutions of higher education for women were founded,
and, as historian Peter Gay writes, “women's emancipation was
getting out of control.” Meanwhile,

beauty images aimed at women was perfect
blished; the circulation of B

Harper's Bazaar were €sta
English Women’s Domestic Magazine doubled to fifty thousan
rise in women’s magazines was
ments of capital combined with incre
power of lower-middle- and working-
tization of beauty had begun.
Magazines first ook advertisers at the turn of

suffragists were chaining themselves tO the gate

House and of Parliament, the circu
doubled again. By the teens, the era of the New

style had settled into what it is today: COZY»

intimate.

The magazines,
women’'s status: Victorian
tually in domestic bondage,
participation in it, they “quickly developed a €0
gree of social awareness.” When the male wortk

from the trenches, the magazines returned to the home.
the 1940s they glamorizcd the world of war-production
and war-effort VO

lunteer work.
John Costello in Love, Sex an

class women:

other writers have shown, reflect shifts

magazines “catered t0

» put with World War 1 an

force came

the mass production of

ed, and The Queen and
ceton’s

d. The

brought about by large invest-

ased literacy and purchasing
The democra:

the century. As
s of the White

f women’s magazines

relaxed, andﬁy

mmensurate de
back
Again i
paid wor
“The press coopcrated,’f wril
d War, 19391945, when “th
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War M
anpowe . .
boost its Eationfalc (;mm‘§310n turned to . Madi
Glamour, he claims mvgalgn to attract first-time W(;::: Avenue to
then, just a , Was a main tool i women workers.”
s the be in the enlistm :
economy. auty myth today serves govern ;nt campaign
As wom ent and the
€n respon
a new sense of cof:1 edth and undertook men’s high .
the same time WrIthe cnée and confidence embolcgierclr-gaf work,
’ s Costell . ed them. A
preserve the soci 0, advertis - At
C1. emen €
workers.” A Pon «;’Hy acceptable feminine ima f: fattcmptc:d to
feel we Jook feminisn::md cream ad of the time greag Y&men v
even though : e like
. . . so we tuck flo gh we are doi to
wers and ri . ing a man-sized j
faces looki ribbons in : sized job
ing pret our hair an
company’s ad ‘i nl;Z as you please.” Costello quittry to keep our
not be won by lipstigllien‘f, that admitted that whilce;a cosmetics
are fighting . . . the » 1t symbolizes one of the ret e war could
lovely.” In the facepr?cmus right of women to be E;Son.s why we
women responsibili of a great social upheaval th eminine and
money, the advcrti:Z’rsaumréome state~run child c:rte Wasdglving
needed , an
market left fo . ed to ensu good
r their 1e that the
the advertisements products. Costello notes that “ri: would be a
tention on the need to l-{emagaltlzme articles focused th;”jsdr}or)ust
The magazi ep their FQ (Femini adies’ at-
gazines needed (Feminine Q :
to ens ; uotient) high.”
erate themselv ure that thel lg .
es out of their i r readers would '
When th eir interest i not lib-
»e € men Wi .y n WOmen’s m .
_ crisis. In the United esfc demobilized, Western econoag.azmes.
fears that American lfjin‘.tcs, the government need dIT‘l‘les faced a
ket saturated by wo S0 1frs would return to an emel to counter
sion realized that tlt:;ni] (;To its dismay, the Manpg OYm(eJnt mar-
could exploi ad been wrong i anpower ommis-
: it women’ g in their
male-dominated bu‘::as labor as a stopgap: “Bchl;r?g cshthat they
: r - ap: the
assumption th ucracies were cast scenes
at in OSt- H
ageless mission ZOSt'Of the women WOuldgﬂ[:eeiqwar plans on the
ery wrong: In factwgfs and mothers. But they $tum to their
und, “certainly did to 85 percent of womef air; Jong
ar.” What the comr:f)t want to go back to housewo k44f ot the
orking wo ission saw in th . rk after the
men was th at decided r
k in f: e threat of re esponse from
 In favor of lower-pai turned veteran
tical unrest cvc: r-paid female workers, Whichs thrown out of
i a repeat of the Depression ’Iv‘t:uld lead to
. The year after

in
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again—more exaggeratedly
and three million American

British women were fired or quit their jobs.

writers have pointed out that women’s maga-
rical change, fewer examine how part of their
ge as well. Editors do their jobs

advantage n
ot to let thi
the ideal is group get an
The m‘:ﬁ;:): c’ustomer. They are t;; l;‘;%;; 1-’; . . they are not
WIVES intO beCOmin rc-ports deSCl’lbcd hOW to man.
“A transfer of guilt ,i l“sicurce consumers of hOllscilpl]lcllatc house-
on ‘guilt ov 1it must e achieved,” th . old products:
er hidden dirt.’” ,” they said. “Capitali
baking, th n dirt.’” Stress the “thera; apitalize . |
, they su . T the “th : e |
different wgmafg’?s’ﬁ;d. “With X mix in the E:)anl::mlc value” of ‘
achievement” to' o ey urged giving the houscw.’fy(::-' will be a
mpensate her for a task that e "a sense of
was “endless”

and “time-c .

-Consuming ” Gi

(19 . .

specialized pro ive her, they ur,

work a mattepr oﬁi.ul({:ts for specialized tasks”.g::d Tanufacturers,

brawn and dull uﬁrnoxyle.dgc and skill, rather tha make house-

“spiritual rewards,” cmiting effort.” Identify Yourrl a matter of

ligious belief.” Fo’r abn almqst religious feeling,” “pdeucts with

report concluded ‘:hjecm with “added PSYCho%c’)gic ﬁ;n allmost re-
i < Pricc itsel al value,” th |

vertisers are Sellu; . self hardl v ,  the L
o g diet prod y matters.” Mode

antiaging cream ucts and “speciali ” m ad- ;

. s rather th pecialized” cosmeti \

ries/cosmetics” an household etics and ‘
. ad reven goods. In 1989, “toi

while “soaps ue offered $650 milli » “toilet-

clea . million X
amount. So ’rnod;;icrs, and polishes” yielded o:]) the magazines,
b
work rather than h01::Z$cnks $agazincs now cczl:;c (:cn;h that
above quotes f; ork: You can : n beauty
TO! easil : .
parts from the bg:;,e 1951(1)8 all the appmpri;cs;l:)sgltutc in the
myth, €rn counter-

If the ad
s and commerci
. erc
 Friedan concluded, ials are a “clear case of caveat emptor,”
or,

d, the magazines swung

the war ende
back into domestcity,

than before—
and one million
Though many

zines reflect histo
job is 0 determine historical chan
well by reading the Zeitgeist; editors of women's magazincs——-and, .
increasingly, mainstream media as well—must be alert to what

social roles are demanded of women t0 serve the interests of those
who sponsor their publication. Women’s magazines for overa cen-

wry have been one of the most powerful agents for changing
women’s roles, and throughout that time—today mOre than
ever—they have consistently glamorized whatever the economy,
their advertisers, and, during wartime, the government, needed at
that moment from women.
By the 1950s, the traditional women’s magazine’s role was re-

established: “In psychological terms,”’ Writes Ann Oakley in
Housewife, “thcy;cnablcd the harassed mother, the overburdened

housewife, t0 make contact with her ideal selft that self which
aspires to be a good wife, a good mother, and an efficient home-
maker. . . - Women’s expected role in society [was] t0 strive after
perfection in all three roles.” The definition of pcrfection, how-
ever, changes with the needs of employers, politicians, and, in
the postwar economy that depended on spiraling consumption,
advertisers.
In the 1950s, advertising revenues soared, shifting the balance
between editorial and advertising departments. Women’s mags
zines became of interest to “the companies that, with the wat
about 0 end, were going t0 have to make consumer sales take the the same sexual sell disgui .
place of war contracts.” The main advertisers in the women's less ridiculous and m, lsglfls"jd.ln the editorial content i
magazines responsible for the Feminine Mystique were seeking be written, a senten. ore insidious. . . . A memo n ntdls both
to sell household products. conference; the menC:nr:jced never be spoken at arfecd.n cever
In a chapter of Betty Friedan’s Tke Feminine Mystique entitled cisions often com1:>romisev‘:})1r:'en who make the cditori:lo::l
« ir very own high standards .
in

«The Sexual Sell,” she traced how American housewives’ lack the interest of the advertising d
‘ sing dollar.

of identity” and “lack of purpose . - - [arel manipulated into d

» She explored 2 marketing service and found that, of
the Career Woman was “ynhealth
d “that it would be t0 th

\ That is still true.

Nothin
g Structural has
m. Betty Friedan askcd:changed except the details of the

lars.
three categories of women,

from the advertisers’ point of view, an
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rucial function . - - that
buy more things for the
someone must have fig-
they are kept in

Why is it never said that the really €
women serve 2s housewives is to

houset « -+ - Somehow, somewhere,
ured out that women will buy more things if
the underused, nameless—ycam'mg, energy-to-get—rid-of state
of being housewives. « -« It would take 2 pretty clever econ-
omist to figure out what would keep ouf affluent economy
going if the housewife market began 0 fall off.

When the restless,
fled the Feminine Mystiqu

isolated, bored, and insecur® housewife
e for the workplace, advertisers faced

the loss of their primary consumer. How 0 make sure that busy,
stimulated working women would keep consuming at the levels
they had done when they had ail day to do so and little else of

interest to OCCUPY them? A new ideology was necessary that

would compel the same insecure consumerism; that ideology
ine Mystique, @ briefcase-sized

e that of the Femin
could take with her to the of-

must be, unlik
neurosis that the working woman
d that the really
s aspiring beauties is %0 buy

fice. To paraphrase Friedan, why is it never sai
somewhere, someone must

crucial function that women se€rve
more things for the body? Somehow,
1 buy more things if they are kept in
Ily insecure state of

have figured out that they wil
the self-hating, ever-failing, hungry, and sexua

being aspiring “peauties.”
“Clever economists” did figure out what would keep ouf afflu-
ent economy going once the housewife market began t0 fall off

after the second wave of women’s advancement sparked by
Friedan’s book: The modem form of the beauty myth was figured
out, with its $33-billion thinness industry and its $20-billion youth

industry.
In the bre
of the women's movement,

nine Mystique and the rebirth

akdown of the Femi
g advertisers of that

the magazines an

bsolescence. The

Culture

lamented that ¢
(] t “there is n
ine” than to ¢ o other way for a
“keep on bei keep on having babies”; woman to be a hero-
The w cing beautiful.” ; today, a heroine must
omen’s movem
economics of nent nearly succeeded i ]
second wave g;:thr.nagazmes’ version of fcmeigi 1n tOPPIII.lg the
women Wcrc;l’t Spelrllldgi manufacturers were alarn?étg’-tDilimgg its
middle-class wo ng much money on clothi 0 find that
. men abandoned : clothing anymor
wives and entered th ed their role as : e. As
e work fo . consuming ho
sues of the rce, their en . use-
interest altogc(;:::erri:v&ﬂd could foreseeabﬁ,ag;::f“t;w“h the is-
ity. And the magazi omen’s magazines’ separ: em to lose
! ’ . at ini
with the fashion lg,a;)zﬁggjalaut;lonty was undgrmi:egel:t{rllllnfe real-
of haute coutur S that began in the 1 1 urther
Elizabeth Wilsor? :;1; Ijhe beginning of Whata:':sllx?ws’ the end
erated women read w ou ’,raylor call “style for a]ll?’n historians
tween 1965 and 1981, Br magazines? What for? Irzou(ljd ho-
sharply from 555 31, British women’ ! eed, be-
y .3 million n’s magazine sal '
magazines’ editors and to 407.4 million copi es fell
hold on wome and publishers could ft pies a year. The
; n being Io oresee their traditi
High-fashion g loosened by the wi ir traditional
g culture end the winds of social ch
ditional experti ended, and the w ’ C ange.
tique CVapcl:thclcsf ;;? jlzs?ddenly ifrelcVant?rg‘e!::esth%' asines
thc WOmc“,s m ’ al was Iq‘t was tﬁe b . nine MYS_
0 . ody. W, .
perhaps dCSperatglch’ Vogue in 1969 offere d“z the rebirth of
tion from the ol dCl'Yco the Nude Look. Women’s s eP—hotPefully,
and sinister . nstraints of fashion w nse of libera-
; erta Pollack gci?;logijnp to their bedies, asaswcr(i);ntﬁfcd t.’Y a new
_on the clothes in arotgrge began to focus on the bsodlstorlaﬂ Rob-
with the anarchic s?ylc ecause there was little the y as much as
and advertising hooks' d? tripped of their old expe};t?ou‘d dictate
pletely artificially— , the magazines invented ise, purpose,
Lecment cult a new one. In a stunning m —almost com-
re was developed by “aming : ove, t:lln entire re-
problem” where

defunct religion Were confronted with their own 0
beauty myth, in its modern form, arose 10 take the place of the Feminint ¢ had scarcely existed
. : : ste .
azines and adveriisers from the economic fallout tate, and elevating it l::f(t);c, centering it on women’s
¢ existential fe natural
emale dilem
ma. Thc

Mystique, 20 S4Ve mag

the women’s revolution.
i k over the function of

The beauty myth simply to0
icity. The termS have change

“religion” of domestt
effect is the same. Of the women’s culture of the 1950s, Frie

umber of diet-rel
Articles on di -related articles rose 70
ieting i perce
79 to 66 in ti::g ,I”no ;Ze [;‘ojpular press soarctzit gsx 61368 t;)1 1972.
der’s Guid onth of January 1980 al in the year
tde to Periodical Literature listeg (;I(‘)g' a?tslfc11983t—)84, the
€8; by 1984,




68 THE BEAUTY MYTH

300 diet books were on the shelves. The lucrative “sransfer of

guil?” was resurrected just in time.
That “transfer of guilt” that rescued the women’s magazines

gained power from the caricature in the mainstream media of the
heroines of the reborn women’s movement, a caricature that had
been done 10 death for over a century, always in service of the
same kind of backlash; the 1848 Seneca Falls convention for a
female Bill of Rights provoked editorials about “‘ansexed
women,’” writes Gay, which insinuated that they had become
activists because “they were too repulsive t0 find a husband. . . .
These women arc entirely devoid of personal attractions.” An-
other antifeminist publicist he quoted characterized them as 2
“hybrid species, half man and half woman, pbelonging t0 neither
sex.”” When a supporter, Senator Lane of Kansas, presented a pe-
tition for the franchise on behalf of “one hundred and twenty-four

beautiful, intelligent and accomplished ladies,

protested that “that trick . .
the ladies referred to are pot ‘beau
out of ten of them are undoubtedly p

noses, crow’s feet under their sunken €yes. - . -

ing to feminist agitati

by “their low voices,

ing to Gay, “Feminists were

men, hens that Crow . . - humor magazine

everywhere broadcast a frightening picture of ap

" harridans haranguing the House of Commons.”
As soon as women of the 1960s spoke up;

on the dreamwork dema
trained the beauty myth against
reaction to the 1969 protest against th
the stage. Coverage focused on signs
ONE THING WRONG WITH MISS AMERIC
and JEALOUSY WILL GET YOU NOWHERE.
profiling Gloria Steinem 2
Commentary dismissed feminism as “a bunch
screaming at each other on television.” The
quoted a traditional women’s leader sayi

are just SO unattractive.’
was interpreted by the Washington Star as importan

on characterized such “deg
hirsute bodies, and

the women’s appearance.

» another editorial
_ will not do. We wager an apple that
tiful’ or accomplished. Nine
assé. They have hook-billed
» A doctor react-
enerate women”
small breasts.” Accord-
denigrated as failed women, half-
s and hostile legislators
palling masculine

the media took

nded by the vital lie of the time, and

The
¢ Miss America pageant set
reading, THERE'S ONLY
A—SHE’S BEAUTIFUL
Soon, Esquire Was
s “the intellectual’s pinup”’ and
of ugly women
New York Times
ng, ‘“‘So many of them

» The 1970 march down Fifth Aven
¢ for having

Culture €

“retired the canard about w s i
porter Pet ; N omen’s libbers being ugly,”
one place gor}if:rls""h;dn t “seen so many bcaufifuiglz;omisn r;:,;
fore their famous .deb orman Mallﬁf said to Germaine Greer be
than I thought.” H ac;c. at City Hall, “You’re better looki .
Women took in the v::y l:ﬁ:s read, WOMEN ARE REVOL’I‘II\IIZg
ther;;ricaturcs Pyl workrnovcment was being depicted, and
ough ma .
focused i1g1 L vnvzywtf);nv::n ;cahzcd that their attention was bein
cally such focUSing, W ;r. ully understood how thoroughly POlitf
characteristics of Wom(;; i;:aldl rcsira;vglg attbcn;ion to the physical
pretty or 100 ) can be dismissed as e
Y thaegl.iys'sw:i:};e ilfCt ;ffect is to prevent women’s ide::txf;%z?
“pretty,” she’s a thr;:at, ; gvsl“bl(l)i SVin(I)l_mlan is stigmatized as too
as too “‘u T . . — pily not serious: 1 4
; dcntifyinzlz;,n . s(::;f? “r’listﬁshtamng oneself with the sarrsl,el{)g;s?ndzd
the fact that 7o woman o:f agenda. The political implications o};
prostitutes, astronauts l.g’f"’{‘ﬁ of women, whether housewives
scathed the no-win sc’ po iticians or feminists, can survive un’
organized in their fuﬁltgl.y of ic beauty myth are not vyet re-
dreamwork was effecti lfncns‘lons so the divide-and-conqu :
myth detormincs th(;ttlvc:.h Since “beauty” follows fashion andqthe;
fashionable, the mal:lmw en son_lc.thmg female matures ’it is un-
distorted in the lens offl ghof feminism was crudely but effectivel
The new wave of po:t wa:)lzlth- ’ ’
ground from : A en’s movement magazin i
o o e iy skt ke s e
revamped G . » Hie wave—initiated in
) eall')licr seﬁ’?cof?nhmﬂ_'-ls indeed revolutionary coml;:ﬁi(;) yv:iltlﬁ
il includos an a5 aigaz¥ncs that Ifr_iedan had attacked. Their for-
that you should be poranl())nal, individualist, can-do tone that says
.+ foous on pcrsonaly alrlal;i est and nothing should get in your way-
_ambition and erotic a sexual relationships that affirms fcma},«;
models that, though (I))Plctxtc.; and sexualized images of female
Hich. arc meant to connY ;llghtly subtler than those aimed at
mula must also includcgvcY emale sexual liberation. But the for-
ermincs the overall an element that contradicts and then un-
urgery features, it selﬁ??xn fare: In diet, skin care, and
eauty myth money can buy. en the deadliest version of the
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This obligatory beauty myth dosage the magazines provide

elicits in their readers a raving, itching, parching product fust, and

an abiding fantasy: the longing for some fairy godmother who will

arrive at the reader's door and put her to sleep. When she

awakens, her bathroom will be full of exactly the right skin-care
d palettes of exactly

products, with step-by-step instructions, an
the required makeup. The kindly phantom will have colored and
cut the sleeper’s hair to perfection, made over her face, and

painlessly nipped and tucked it. In her closet she will discover a

complete wardrobe arranged by season and occasion, color-coordi-
nated and accessorized on shoe trees and in hatboxes. The re-
frigerator will be full of miniature vegetables, artfully displayed in
with Perrier and Evian water virtuously

prepared gourmet meals,
herself into a world of female consumet

ranged. She will deliver

apotheosis, beyond appetite.
The extreme contradictions between the positive and negative

elements of the magazines’ Message provoke extreme reactions in

women (in 1970, The Ladiess Home Journal was the target of an

angry all-woman sit-in). Why do women car® so much what the

magazines say and show?

They care because, though the magazines are trivialized, they
represent something very important: women’s mass culture. A
woman’'s magazine is not just a magazine. The relationship be-

tween the woman reader and her magazine is so different from

that between a man and his that they aren’t in the same category:

A man reading Popular Mechanics ot Newsweek is browsing through
just one perspective among countless others of general male-ori-
ented culture, which is everywhere. A woman rea
holding women-oriented mass culture between her two hands.
Women arc
(or what they believe they tell them) because they are all most
women have as a window on their own mass sensibility. General
culture takes a male point of view on what’s newsworthy, $0 that
the Super Bowl is on the front page while a change in child car
legislation is buried in a paragraph on an inside page. It also takes
£ view about who is worth looking at: Of fifty years

a male point 0
of Life magazine COVErs, though many showed women, only 19 of
those were not actresses of models; that is, not there because of

their “beauty” (indeed, true to the beauty myth, in the case o

ding Glamour is

deeply affected by what their magazines tell them

Culture ;
1

Eleanor R
00s€e :
her famous “u‘;il;;al?mt every interviewer makes a referen
the “women’s pa e’s’? r}-‘VNCWspapers relegate women’s issuc";::e o
stories” to the d agy tir’ne 4 rilcws programming consigns “wom:nt’(s)
. In contrast ’ :
only produc » Women's magazin
it SVOment’ss (;f lln_opular culture that (unlike rorfancecsj al}? the
ont oS cality, are mostly written by women for o
oo s issues, and take women’s concerns seri V;romcn
reac .. riously.
probably recogn'i:z:ot}sltmngly to the:lr inconsistencies sinccythe
own. Their economi at the magazines’ contradictions are th .
large: They refic lchreallty is that of an individual woma it
soupe and power ct the uneasy truce in which women n “;nt
seboes are subject & with beauty thinking. Women’s magazinpayﬁ o
magazine mst ;az’ tf{xtu.al ve;s:on of the PBQ. Like its rcad?rst ::_
or its often seri » the
beauty backl [ serious, prowoman co .
s n
tiserst,ywho aizht;f;mt)mgz, :)t must do so to reassure itt:n;dv:lth
_ atene the i er-
minds of ¢ Y. possible effects
zines’ ers(:,o ?-U-Ch excellence in women’s .ioumalismm’ll‘l:v s
e r[: exan:l ltlis are split between the beauty m t.h ::imaga-
c a i-
Are the ngzz?n:amc. way those of their readerz are I;Pliftcml
beauty myth is; the efli:::i“a?l, degrading, and antifeminist? The
content b .
cape the m : . y now, whereve
women’s cuﬁ?r’e iecl(écdly is not. Many WOr’ncn who 2;:608111) ot
iass COHSCiOusnes:e r;lwn to tap in to this one stream of f: Olln
magazines’ editori , whether as editors, writers, or read o
bt aftor thconaé ‘content ch.anged beyond re,cognitioncr:: The
ists who dem rebirth of feminism. Twenty years ago h or the
e od a ump(;:rslt;?ttedfat the offices of The Ladies’ fimte .cloaucnv:/
‘ st of article ideas: VG
Bed.” the ideas: Instead of “Z
s
s y proposed “How to Get an Abortion,” “I—?o%vsa (31333; ;
’ an y

- omen A -
(]
Kept Apaft,” “HO to G’ct a Di orce » “De l
UV W \ ' N \£+ Op

ments in Da’ s
and Strcar’i)sy”cjl;:é .and “What Our Detergents Do to the Ri
ohceicxtreme - it happened: One recognizes each of tx}:'ers
women’ 1ggestions as the typical fare of ese
; “t,:lr]l s magazines. of the new wave of
at is seldom ack .
feminist i nOchdgcd is that th
ld . e h ave .
ore widef;stﬁgorc Wl(.ie'ly than any other ?ncdium[zil;lan.z ed
ese glossies ‘ha?isZﬁigcgtly fc;.]minist journals. It was thr:g::z
. om the w ’
om the barric omen’s movement §
ades and down from academic ivory tower:v tcoplt)l(:)ut
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rural women, women with-

into the lives of working-class women,
they are very potent 1n-

out higher education. Seen in this light,
struments of social change.

The feminist content in these magazines is of a level that
could not have been imagined in Cecil Beaton’s Vogue of in the
Redbook targeted by Betty Friedan: Asticles regularly run on abor-
tion, rape, woman battering, sexual self-expression, and economic
independence. Indeed, criticism of the beauty myth is found in
them more often than anywhere else. For example, Glamour:
“How to Make Peace with the Body You've Got”; She: “FatIs
Not a Sin”’; Cosmopolitan: «{What Should We Do About Pornogra-
phy?” Glamour again:

«“The Appeal of Real Women,”’ (“Make
way for the smart-mouthed actresses W

ho get the man without
being gorgeous . - - whose sex appeal comes from energy, snappy
banter, SMartness, rather than statuesque bodies or great looks.”)
Even the articles that deal with emotional states and personal re-
lationships, those most often ridiculed, are not ridiculous when
one considers how communities are held together through this
“emotional housework” that women are expected innately to
know how to do.

When the emphasis is on the ‘“mass” part of
women’s magazines’ political importance grows
books and journals have brought issues from
ment to the minority: middle-class, educated wome
new breed of women’s magazines are the first messengers

tory to address the majority of women, those
financially, to tell them they have a righ
first. They point out ways for them to get power:
arts, to play the stock market, t0 take charge 0

These magazines run women’s fiction, pro
and discuss women-related legistation. If only in
enough space to cover women’s political and cul
the most lightweight women’s magazine is a more serious
women’s advancement than the most heavyweight

periodical.
They also provide a rare platform,

tion, and changing contributors, for woman-to
e for women to

cause they are the only plac
on in the other world—the female reality so fle

their appeal, the
clearer. Many
the women’s move-
n. But the
in his-
who are struggling
t to define themselves
to study martial
f their health.
file female achievers,
terms of making
tural experience,
force for
general

through letters, serializa-
_woman debate. Be
find out what's goin
etingly acknowl
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Cdng by “seri 39 2
rious’ journals— 1o d
to them mak women'’s intense
€s ove-ha ;
chould be o asscr;sc. In these respects, the maga;?nfcf‘cnon
responds to historic lcry serious. For a mass female cul e tha
No wonder thata change, they are all that women hturc that
that follow repetiti Wfomen resent the elements of th 'avt? .
their magazin ve formulas. No wonder it disturb oA
e : r
line of the beait:]efnm ;emle to the degrading econi,iﬁi"é when
such strong feelings y; . Women’s magazines would not o
But in the absencf 0} they were merely escapist entertafr:zf()kc
. . mainstream j . ent.
issues with anything li . journalism that tr
magazines takzt:;ng ;ﬂic the seriousness they descf::s WOmcn:s
thes would othe n:is url;icn of significance—and respo;lsvivl;)'rll'len °
. . [ e SDre lltY—-
pe n}g dicals on the market pread out over half the “serious”
ut women’s magazi ¥
azines d : .
lemma of b '8 o not simpl
eau ply muirror i
power. They irtl};elr)le.mg .asked as an apology for ne;“;cown di-
readers have not leasrlandlt}; Even their editors worry l:h::?tp Tnand
OW 10 § any
tent from the b eparate out the
: eauty myth in . prowoman con-
marily economic. Y the magazines, whose place is pri
Unfortuna i
tel
by the cycles ielVs tho beaucy backlash is spread and reinf
ments, photo fearu atred provoked in women by the ad oreed
make up the boat res, and beauty copy in the glossicas V’i‘msc-
ien scan stock re (t)zt m;lcx, wl.nch women scan as anxi. lhese
want, what faces gndsb t promises to tell women what mous v e
seductive promise in a odies provoke men’s fickle attcnt(;;1 oy
n environment i . ns—a
rarely get to talk ent in which men
each really dCSiret;ogEther honestly in a public settinga:bd ot
tcmplate Of menys ;ie .ut the IrOn Maidcn they offer is ;l)utdWhat
. whole truth about wzgfcs, ,ang more than beefcake photosotelllr:}:: t
cles speakin n’s desires. The magazin ©
: e
et womgcnf(;rremcp.. Indeed, as one studgy fou:dar?‘ Onot ora-
thinness men desiremlsmfo}:m ed and cxaggerate the m;lgniltlliddam
Mt of romocion of thin they are misinformed, probably as e of
industry.” What ldn_nch in women through advertising i e
editors are obliged to appear to say t%x in the
at men

g
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n the reader and her mag-
nalyze

advertisers. But the relationship betwee
i1 a context that encourages her to a

azine doesn’t happen !

how the message is affected by the advertisers’ needs. It is emo-
tional, confiding, defensive, and unequal: “the link binding read-
ers to their magazine, the great umbilical, as some call it, the

trust.”
The myth isolates women by generati

seem to offer them the wise advice, tested by experience, of an
admirable older female relative. There are few other places where
a modern woman can find such a role model. She is taught to
dismiss her own mother’s teachings about beauty, adornment, and
seduction, since her mother has failed—she is aging. If she is
lucky enough t0 have a mentor, it wiil be in a profcssional rela-
tionship, in which these intimate skills are not part of the train-

ing. The voice of the magazine gives women an invisible female
authority figure t0 admire and obey, parallel to the mentor-
protégé relationship that many men are €
their educations and on
fered anywhere else but in their glossy ma
The voice encourages
giance 1o the reader, of bein
how and resources, like a woman-

cosmetics companies are
make a difference. Let our beauty specialists gui

» The magazines provide actual services,

on, and the magazines

gazines.

g on your side wi

step.
offering readers’ polls, giving WO
nancial information. These combine t0
to be more than a magazine:
extended family, benefit agency,
make it look like an interest group with the read
“A magazine,”’ says one editor, “is

at heart.
tion is to provide readers with a com

and pride in their identity.”

Because people trus
attractive, it is difficu
how thoroughly ad revenu® influences
read the whole thing——advertisemcnts,
models—as if it were 2 coherent messag
«You should be like this.” Some of th

women,

ncouraged to forge in
the job, but which women are rarely of-

that trust. It has evolved a tone of alle-
th supetior know-

run social service: “Many
on hand to help”; «“We know how to
de you step by
listing help lines,
men tools for budgeting and fi-
make the magazine seem
They make it appear 0 be a mix of

political party, and guild. They
er's best interest

like a club. Its func-
fortable sense of community

¢ their clubs and because this voice is s0
It to read the magazine with a sharp eye as ©0
the copy. It is easy t0 mis-
beauty copy, images of
e from the editors telling
e harm done by the
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magazines t6 women comes
magasines to wor S out of that misunder. i
could e leaven:hlen :aﬁore ijnformcd way, we coulstzllgénti.clflwe
tis¢.31'§(,i could do them;«;}gestht‘l:n;-r1 ?ﬁatz' incs,hWith oy o agv::
ovtiing wo . stice that th i
joumalisi] av:ill:gl ewu:h the only serious mass-m::r}l::e(tie\sz:zl.r‘;:enl’rsl
Women also res;u)ond to |
Jines oo : the beauty myth as
e fem:fc aglﬁg?;eng; z:geenqrm?usy—andpzf?ttezf[:ﬁ:cas?:lagga-
R e €. re is almost now re
A doesag(t)lffjlt; ilsx:) lwomcn’s culture in so brf::cr!cae\lnsr: Wl’}‘cl:c
T ranes oy wa?ite women generationally, but bec?;us i
S eamieg o oS r;css of one another on the basis of lf !t
o and ke oo l;so ate them from all women they d ot
e e erso a:hy. Though women have nctworkZ of? intt
e oot e gfm,l and_ women’s conditions until rcccrirtlln-
Bave Sept women fron earning how to do something that m ky’
all Joale social ch wg possnplc: How to identify with unk own
o women in & Wa:)y that is not personal. o
e, B oo t;ixa'n, the myth would like women to b
dove, 8 unapproachab :, tlllmdcr suspicion before she opens he-
o other Woman, and beauty thinking ur, s
B o g e one anTol:hcr as possible adversaries until tl%cs
et S onc. e look \}rith which strange wo o
L .another says it all: A quick up-and-d g
Lhe s}t:ocs, the muscle ;gnzhctg;cﬁfkbm e e e PC(T):Q"
o shoes, | . eup, are not ,
- othezrif t}gll;]?:oﬁff on‘c‘: anof’hcr. Women can ;1(?0;“;3'261}’,
o i ey Jook 00 “good” and dismiss one another ifesl:: o
e . So we ;ner:i too ral:ely benefit from the experit o
iy of pelongion and organizations hold together: Th ol
g to a group whose members might n.ot b: :Oelll'-

-
? g

or worldview,

Ironicall
y, the myth that dri
t drive
e : s women apart al i
e Vx‘;r:)lrsr::ratl_ng about the myth is gs gOO(Sioals)mdbs e
oo o rc:;n into Pleasant contact, and break Zowjby o
i One?snh:tﬁnncss. A wry smile about calorir;sthz
laint can eva i
iy ) C porate the sulle inati
¢ fluorescent light of a ladies’ room ?(l)ﬁxamlfrtlon
. one hand,
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others for
a shopper
other

women afe trained to be competitors against all
“heauty’; On the other, when one woman—a bride,
in a boutiquc——nceds 0 be adomed for a big occasion,
women swoop and pustle around her in generous congcentration
in a team formation as effortlessly choreographed as @ football
play. These sweet and satisfying rituals of being all on the same
side, these all-too-infrequent celebrations of shared femaleness,
~are-some of the few shared female ritals left; hence their love-

liness and power. But, sadly, these delightful bonds too often

dissolve when the women reenter public space and resume their
isolated, unequal, “mutually threatening, jealously guarded

“heauty’ status.

Women’s magazines cater t0 ¢that delicious sense of impersonal

female solidarity, now, compared with the high-watet mark of the

second wave, SO rare. They bring out of the closet women’s lust
| jealousy and prejudgment.

for chat across the barriers of potentia
What are other women really thinking, feeling, experiencing,

when they slip away from the gaze and cul
azines offer the electrifying feelin
granted, though men in their groups
plugged in without hostility t0 2 million like
the same SEX. Though the magazines’ Versio

down, women are S0
dilute concentration.
nix, schoolteacher in
welfare mother in Detroit, physics
titute in Brussels, au pair in Liyons,
of images. All can particip
women’s culture, which,
harmful, is still one 0
solidarity that women are allowed.
One sees the «perfect” face differently w
power is not far-reaching because of anyth

about the face: Why that one? Its only power is
designated as “the face”—and that hence millions and millions
women are looking at it together, and know it. A
cosmetic vision stares from a bus at a
con Jeche on a balcony in Madrid. A cardboard blowup of the sa

image gazes at the teenage

feel it continually,

Bach reader,
Lancashire, conceptual artist in

professor

ture of men? The mag-
g that women are too seldom
of being
_minded people of
n is sadly watered
deprived of it that it is powerful even ina
Mormon housewife in Phoe-
Sydney,
in Manhattan, pros-
is dipping into the same bath
ate in this one way in a worldwide
though inadequate and ultimately
f the few celebrations of female sexuality in

ith this in mind. Its
ing innately speci
that it has been

Christian Dio
grandmother drinking a adf

Youth Training Scheme worker sett
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it up in the local ph
. armacy in : .
bazaar in Al p y in a village in D
exand . orset. It gl
buying Clarins vr;:ﬁ;ncos’{??l{/ﬂaﬂ appears in scventecgnogjisv?r .
Weight Watcht;rs profjn join millions of women Worldwit(;l o
. uc Y3 o 3 e’
more friends.” ts offer “Friends. More friends Stil}
The bea )
uty myth xi

darity movement Zn i Parado?ucally, offers the promise of i
feel positivel o’ nternationale. Where else do wom 2 soli-
wormen worldzvidcl;??[‘:;n [egatively connected with mi;tiloget !
the only cultural f:e 1c 1hages in women’s magazines con 0 of
the breadth of soli(;g?; experience that can begin to gcijnmte

: ity possible re at
wide as half the h among women lidari
: uman race, It i , a solidarity as
absence of a be - It 1s a meager Esperanto i

one that is mant-trir ;“nguagc of their own they must m;kbeuzl in the

Our magazinesa' e and market driven, and which hu o with
their message is Sltr)n ply reflect our own dilemma: Sinccrts them.
beauty myth mustz ocut women’s advancement muchmufch of

: £

the magazines are socco:{lpany it and temper its impact BO the
cavse they offer w serious, they must also be so frivc;loucca]l;se
ochism. Because fc;lr_n?n power, they must also ptomotes. "
Gk in New Toman t1lr1nst poet Marge Piercy attacks the di mas-
sheet about Obesit;r \;ﬁ;lf"ore the facing page must give aletmg

. ile the edi ’ scare
themselves an . editors take a step.
i beanty m dt l:hf(':lr readers, they must also take a SF: forgward. for

Advern yth for the sake of their advertisers ep back into

isers are the West’ .
line betw oo est’s courteous cen

< SOTS.
Eecolace ’I?]? editorial freedom and the demandrsrhi‘y ﬁlur the

. € magazi . of t

clubs, guilds, or cf; Zr'lg:dn}ay -[;}'Oject the intimate atmosp}c;e:: a;;
; amilies, but th
nesses. Because nilies, but they have to act li .
takes place, It i‘;f],\twho their advertisers are, a tacit :Ll:z busi-
_memos, it doesn’t necsotnsgml; policy, it doesn’t circulai:;1 ll;g

derstood o be thought ab n
- tha : . out or spo :

e advertis;rzomehl'(mds of thinking about “bcaug’j‘:‘l- {:,1 alico.
mplicit need ;owmll.c °Fhers promote their products m\lN' ﬁhen-
wblishing, ditors aintain advertising revenue in ord.cr tlt kthe
roducts as if the areh not yet able 1o assign features aod P

&'s profit does :;St’t did not pay the bills. A women’ sn test
not roam too far f°°m° from its cover price, so its co e
rmalism Review st from tl.lc advertisers’ wares. In a C ? e

ory captioned ‘“Magazine Crisis: Scll'o lm(l)bm
. ing Uut
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for Ads,” Michael Hoyt reports that women’s magazines have al-
their advertisers; what's

ways been under particular pressufe from

new is the intensity of the demands.
ot alone in this editorial obligation t0

Women’s magazines are i
the bottom fine. It is on the increase outside them, t00, making

all media increasingly dependent on the myth. The 1980s saw a
proliferation of magazines, each competing wildly for its piece of
the advertising pie- The pressure is now on newspapers and news
magazines: «Editors are facing 2 harder time maintaining their
virginity,” says the editor of the Christian Science Monitor. Lewis
Lapham, editof of Harper's, says that New York editors speak of
d” and “‘advise discretion when approach-

bk}

“she fragility of the wor
ing topics likely to alarm the buyers of large advertising space.

“The American press is, and always has been, a booster press, its

editorial pages charactert
the paid advertising cOpY>’
media management now “gees readers as
lishers must seek upscale adver
scale stories.
check with the marketing department,” s
Winship. The Columbia Journalism Review
tor of The Boston Globe: “‘Magazines 2
modities are there 10 8
ferocious.” He admits that now he
on fashion ads. “We used to have a $
vertising and editorial, bu

lishers have gone out of their way to attrac

creating what advertisers regard as 2
sphere.” John R. MacArthur, editor of Harper

Hoyt, that “editing for advertisers”

magazines valuable: “‘an environment of quality an

Soon, if this trend continues unchecke
dia left that will be free to investigate O
myth, or even offer alternatives, without wor
vertising fepercussions.

The atmosphere is thronge
Maiden now than ever before also because of recent changes

media organization that have intensified visual competition.
1988, the average petson in the United States saw 14 perc

istically advancing the same arguments as
> he writes. According to Time, modem
'a market.” S0 pub-
tisers and apply pressure for up-

«“Today, if you had Watergate, you would have to
ays editor Thomas

quotes the former edi-
re commodities, com-
ell goods, and the competition these days is
too is heavily dependent
ilken curtain between ad-
¢ no more.’ For years now, some pub-
¢ advertisers by
favorable editorial atmo-
s, believes, writes
will destroy what makes
d trust.”
d, there will be few me-
¢ question the beauty
rying about the ac-

d with more versions of the Tro
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more TV advertising than two
more 2 years before, or 650
o, cp:l;: (t)lfl‘ . thq totz.ﬂ of: 1',000 ad messages ;E\Zhn:fssag’;s .
e o e1s situation “viewer confusion’: Just 1 ;Y. e
50 messa - r.emembcrcd, down from 1.7 in 1983; v
Sgo business is in a growing panic n 1983 the adver:
ima « :
advenisinggzi :fu\is{omen and “beauty” become more extr
advertising th.CS told T%e Boston Globe, *“You have tc? e
o s ﬁ;:r.c;-,r 0 ;o‘itl,l (fl};o;:(l)(t, l!Z)rea}l: through. Now that thf:) l;f)}llna
pection s rougher trade take )
frade 1s sgga;nt:l: vslang for a sadistic heterosexual ;aftl:;: .] !Il‘{o(;l o
business wants < cen”ml({re de:sperately to seduce. . . It. Wi s 1o
. ﬁl‘; Tépe is the current advertisin;g metj}l)tl?otro
compens with mom , h, and.ma.gazmcs are under pressure .
O ordwite {(;;ap y, which is now the biggest media catto
O s von m(;r cp .nogra‘phy generates an estimated 7 bill'c-
do indusmcs’ coml;_lncgedlbly, than the legitimate film and o
e e onme . P_omographic films outnumber r;'llll-
United States aloncc, E:OZSIII:)gill:;o()s l:illllion Qo 2 e i;‘)tt;;
omitec lone, n dollars a iti
poﬁn é):lzzbr::tg;?r;%stsc& twenty million copicsd:y;refrn:tsg f OIS-
e Soadich p.omoo . :0) a copy, grossing 500 million pougd
e o thos oite graphy earns ‘300—-400 million kronor a S
B oD o o rlsgsome 500 titles, and a corner tobaccoyc'ar’
S obic maga.z , 81, 500,000 Swedish men bough or
Rogephic mag: nes each week; by 1983, every fou ght oo
en was pornographic; and by 1985 13r6t m‘i,lll(iigo
, 13, n

p 0gra ‘C ma az'“,]:s were scld b lhE lar est dl.Stl"IblltDrS in

corner kiosks. Eighteen million m

s ol s : en a month in the Uni

b & sl bf]]%o(): (;ixflfcrcnt pornographic magazines lgt::efata'tcs

i, P, ollars a year; one American man in te ads

o, Fen wide’l or Hustler e'flch month; Playboy and P:mfﬁc .
T o oS W onyp:;ii g:gﬁ;lr;es in Canada. Italian men sp:lsé
o ° year, with po ic vi

ngdWi ;;nga CE»C(:) rZO percent of all Italian vidc(? s:l‘e(;g.r;%}rl:lf) M

o siashcr ﬁlmg to researchers, is becoming increasin glmp'hy
> dlasher omma!ccr Herschel Gordon Lewis said “% ANy

L ur pictures because I felt it was b’ettc:n gct);

l l i i
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tion is taking place during worldwide deregulation of the air-
e beauty myth is exported from West to

waves. In its wake, th
East, and from rich to poot. United States programming is flood-

ing Europe and First World programs fiood the Third World: In
Belgium, Holland, and France, 30 percent of TV is American-
made, and about 71 percent of TV programs in developing coun-
tries are imports from the rich world. In India, TV ownership
doubled in five years and advertisers have sponsored shows since
1984, Until a decade ago, most European TV was state-run; but
privatization, cable, and satellite changed all that, so that by 1995
there could be 120 channels, all but a few financed by advertising,
with revenues expected 0 rise from $9 billion to $25 billion by

the year 2000.
America is 0
reports The Guardian {London}. Int
16 percent of the market to cable,
«The result is a ghitz blitz.”
With glasnost, the beauty myth is bein
Tron Curtain, as much to constrain a possib

o exception. “The networks

perestroika,” 5ays Natalia Zacharova, 2 Soviet SOCl

« . seem likely to bring Soviet women ¢0
Glamour will be one of them.
Hungary’s revealingly name
Hungarians, has a top
Playboy hailed Soviet Natalya Negoda as
star.” Nationalist China entere
1988, the year the first Miss Moscow competitio
lowing Cuba and
and women’s glamour magazines
viet bloc; we will be able
in utero. Tatiana Mamanova,
question about the difference
plied, “The pornography . - - it's everywhere, even
... (it is a different kind of assault. And it does

freedom tO me.”

are running scared,”
en years (1979-89), they lost
independents, and video:

g imported behind the
le revival of feminism

as to simulate consumer plenty where little exists. “Glasnost and
ial critic,

ntradictory freedoms.
» Her remark was prescient: Reform,
d first tabloid, read by one in ten
jess or bottomless model on each page.
«“The Soviets' first s€x
d the Miss Universe contest in
n was held, fol-
Bulgaria. In 1990, outdated copies of Playboy
began to be shipped to the So-
to watch the beauty myth unfold there
a Soviet feminist, responding to 4

between the West and Russia, re-
on billboards

n't feel like
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Censorship

In the fre
e West i
cannot say, In lg,sghc;c 1s a good deal that women’s magazi
nylon manuf: the first “arrangement” was mad hen o
? . .
B oo tzc;tug:_rs association booked a $12 0(2)106, when 2
, editor agreed . ) space ‘in
that promine not to publish anything i i
n i
Janice Winsh'tly ffiatureq natural fibers. “Suc}? sileg n t,l,lc 1ssue
inship, “conscious or not nces,”’ writes
monplace.” , were to become com
Those sil ’
ences we inheri
. rit, and they inhibi
speech. Accor o they inhibit o
ding to Gloria Steinem, Ms. lost a ml;;offeedom of
: f cosmetics

account because it featured Sovi
A let women on its ¢
it thfus:; dtl;eu advertiser, wearing eno(l)x‘:l: Wr:::kwcrc
from » Brissh mosin : t;llrs Jvorth of advertising was withd;':tup.
ooted 15 s e Shne, ; ay a.ftcr an editor, Carol Sarler, vas
ir‘ljtelligcnt when they we(:c :lllgtje;::; al’sihm e A lOék?r?;
editor for a leadi ’ e akeup. b
Mary Kay Bl:iillf;g tVtholltm:n ] rr}agazine told a grag-llx\aiiiiyxa'md
ot magazine’the Ciu'l article about the glories of gra ﬂ;‘ef,
s paszaine the t;‘lfml account for six months. ffn zd'alr
o ron rcasons, Shs " member told me, was informed ll:m
o nancla” foas ¢ had to put a model on the co s
e woman she wished to profile Glori: “;‘Sfté‘?thef
. inem

remembers the difficul i
‘kthe ooyt culty of trying to fund a magazine beyond

With . . . no intenti icati
ments designed Z?ot:;lll O‘ffgxlrllpi)rlllicsct}?gdthe e oAt
ey e, advertising ¢ i
e pmd::]:gorzedfood a‘ds, beauty featuregs ?(:ergr?;lc:—
sl mugh, ( }r?l the like—we knew it would be o
iy o f(.,r cortunatcly, we didn’t know 4ow toueflo-
e o o or ¢ z;i's, s.ound equipment, beer, and oztgh.)
oot m conv.a y dlrected.to women still turns out o
. s ot incing advertisers that women look i
out accompanying articles on how toa:v:gl:

their hair, j
. alr, just as men |
. ook at ads i
ut articles on how to shave for shaving products with-
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arily in a later interview in New Woman,
akers.” Steinem

e advertisers who've got to change. And she

believes they will, though perhaps not in her lifetime. Women
need to change t00, though; only when we take our own mass
media seriously and resist its expectations that we will submit to
still more instructions on “how to wash our hair”’ will advertisers
concede that women’s magazines must be entitled to as wide a

measure of free speech as those for men.
e direct: Women’s magazines transmit

Other censorship is mor
«;nformation’” about beauty products in a heavily self-censored
and holy oils, you are

medium. When you read about skin creams

not reading free speech. Beauty editors ar
whole truth about their advertisers’ products.
article, ‘Younger Every Day,” opinions on

s were solicited only and enti
Cosmetics and toiletry prod

As she put it more We
«Advertisers don’t pelieve in female opinion m

believes that iv's th

cream
cosmetics companies.
portionatcly more on advertising than 2
healthier the industry, the sicker are women
rights. Cosmetic stock is rising 15 percent yea
is little more than advertising. “Beauty editors,’

Chorlton in Cover-4p; “are rarely able 10
metics,” since advertisers require an editoria
dition for placing the ad. The woman who buys a

recommendation of beauty copy is payin

being lied to by two sources.
ved up by vanother more serious

This market in tm is buo

form of censorship. Dal
zines, confirms that airbrushing age from women’s
gazines

tine. She observes that women’s ma
ot pretend they don’t exist: magazines try
older women, and when they feature celebri
SiXty, ‘rerouching artists’ conspire t0
more beautiful; i.e., less their age.”

This censorship exten
image of an older woman:
ays that “po picture of a woman gocS

magazine, S
1 woman who doesn’t

...even a well-known [older
retouched . . . W€ still persist in trying

e unable to tell the
In a Harper's Bazaar
yarious antiaging
rely from the presidents of ten
ucers spend pro-
ny other industry. The
»s consumer and civil
rly, and beauty COpYy
> writes Penny
write freely about Cos-
1 promotion as a con-
product on the

g for the privilege of

lma Heyn, editor of two women’s maga-
faces is rou-

“ignore older women
to avoid photographs of
ties who are over
‘help’ beautiful women look

ds beyond women’s magazines to0 2

Bob Ciano, once art director of Life
unretouche

want to b
to make her look like she
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in her fifties.” Th
. ¢ effect of thi
female li . of this censorshi .
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1t would run aground, losing the bulk of its advertisers. Maga-
zines, consciously of half-consciously, must project the attitude
that looking one’s age is bad because $650 million of their ad
revenue comes from people who would go out of business if visi-
ble age looked good. They need, consciously or not, t© promote
women’s hating their bodies enough to go profitably hungry, since
the advertising budget for one third of the nation’s food bill de-
pends on their doing so by dieting. The advertisers who make
women’s mass culture possible depend on making women feel
bad enough about their faces and bodies to spend more money on
worthless or pain-inducing products than they would if they fele
innately beautiful.
But more significantly, that magazine would run aground be-
cause women arc so well schooled in the beauty myth that we

often internalize it: Many of us are not yet sure ourselves that
thout “beauty.” Or that women’s issues

women are interesting wi
alone are involving enough for them to pay good money 0 read

about if beauty thinking is not added to the mix.
Since self-hatred artificially inflates the demand and the price,
the overall message to women fiom their magazines must re-
main—as long as the beauty backlash is intact—negative not
positive. Hence the hectoring tone that no other magazines use 0
address adults with money in their pockets: do’s and don’ts that
scold, insinuate, and condescend. The same tone in a men’s mag-
azine—do invest in 1ax-free bonds; don’t vote Republican—is un-
thinkable. Since the advertisers depend on consumer behavior in
women that can be brought about only through threats and com-
pulsion, threats and compulsion weigh down the otherwise valu-
able editorial content of the magazines. ‘
Women see the Face and the Body all around them now not
because culture magically manifests a transparent male fantasy,
but because advertisers need to sell products in a free-for-all 0
imagery bombardment intent on lowering women’s self-esteem
and, for reasons that are political and not sexual, both men an
women now pay attention to images of the Face and the Body
And it means that in the intensified competition to come, if n
change of consciousness intervenes—for women’s magazines ca
not become moIe interesting until women believe that we o

any




