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Abstract

Contemporary socio-polity is replete with issues about gender sensitivity and the status of women
in relation to men has worried the many—men and women alike. Yet recent developments in the
entertainment world/social media have indicated three complacent paradigms: one, women have
fully consciously embraced their intrinsic freedom; two, any approach to issues based solely on
sexuality is a negation of human nature; and three, therefore, extant feminist agenda is misplaced
and a farce. While many argue for women’s right to equal opportunities with men, others argue
for women’s freedom to act the way they wish. Yet others argue against any arbitrary distinction
between the sexes since they are equally rational. If one goes by Beauvoir’s conceptualization of
woman as “being-for-itself”, it follows that women are both undefined and thus unlimited by any
essential nature, or are passive objects waiting for some imposition of meaning by some subject—
a worse scenario for women/feminism. Beauvoir’s feminism recognizes that: 1. the malleability of
feminine condition lies, to a great extent, beyond women; and 2. a woman is determined by
physicality (nature) and is relatively defined in her world (culture). By an analysis of extant
literature on sexuality and Beauvoir’s existentialist/feminist perspective, this article argues
against two faces of Beauvoir’s thought, it posits that her two recognitions find some praxis in
contemporary world of aesthetics as enhanced by the emergent social media; that, on Sartrean
ontology, however, women’s condition, contrary to De Beauvoir’s The Second Sex, is not “in-
itself”. It therefore concludes that any attempt to re-direct extant trajectory of women’s conscious
and willful but complementary role in the arts ultimately leads to ‘inauthentic existence’—which
informs the futility of Beauvoir’s call for woman’s shedding of “bad faith” and become the first
sex. It recommends that no simple change in women’s attitude can guarantee their liberty beyond
themselves and their predispositions.
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Introduction

Ever since Plato, down to the 21% sociopolitical thought, societal perception of women in
relation to men (which varies from one cultural tradition to another) has worried the many—men
and women alike. In what follows, we want to show that, today, there are three senses in which
we consider that worry as outmoded; and that recent developments in the entertainment
world/social media help indicate those senses in three paradigms: one, that women have
consciously fully embraced their (man’s) intrinsic freedom; two, that any approach to social



studies based solely on sexuality is a negation of human nature; and three, that, therefore, extant
feminist agenda is misplaced, a hoax and a farce. Nevertheless, while some (affirmative action)
argue for women’s right to equal opportunities with men, others (existentialists) argue for
women’s freedom to act the way they wish. Yet others (equalitarianism) argue against any
arbitrary distinction between the sexes since they are equally rational. Sartre (1943/56), for
instance, distinguished three levels of being: being-for-itself, being-in-itself, and being-for-
others—a claim which ignites sympathy or awe the world over. But notably, while Sartre
pontifications about man and nature are universally exciting, a careful review of Beauvoir’s
appropriation of same (The Second Sex, 1953) is indicates it relativist, feminist and sexist.

By some analytic but theoretical methodology, and to demonstrate our position about
Beauvoir’s, two ideas need to be put to proper perspective, viz, 1. a terse exposition on Sartre’s
existentialism; and, 2. a brief appraisal of Beauvoir’s feminist existentialism and her
appropriation of Sartre’s, by (a) pointing out the flaws in her interpretation; and (b) indicating
that, today, both those three existentialist postures (mentioned in the opening paragraph) do find
corroborating experiences in contemporary world of aesthetics (enhanced by the emergent social
media). It shall be shown that any attempt to re-direct this evident trajectory of women’s
conscious and willful but complementary role in the arts ultimately leads to ‘inauthentic
existence’ which is the myth inherent in Beauvoir’s The Second Sex. These ideas are
existentialist; and the issues concern Sartre’s take on it.

Sartre’s Existentialist Ontology: A Summary

Born in Paris, France in 1905, Sartre wrote his Magnus opus in 1943 (translated Being
and Nothingness in 1956); and he consolidated it by his second work 1946 (translated
Existentialism is a Humanism in 1947)—both attempting to situate the nature of human life and
structure of consciousness. He argues that every historical agent is constituted by acts of
intentionality, which is the basis of responsibility and emotion. According to Sartre, one, being
emotional and marked by scared responsibility, degenerates into ‘bad faith’ once he (attempts to)
denies authorship of his own actions but considers them as consequences of developments
extraneous to himself; that is, any conscious branding of reality (things, issues, persons, etc.) as
congenial to one’s volition leads him to ‘bad faith’ (Blackburn, 2006, 339). Thus for Sartre, the
essential nature of existence is located in the capacity for (and actual) choice making—which is a
synthesis of subjectivity (consciousness) and the objective. There are two senses of being,
according to Sartre. On the one hand, there is the category which is conscious of its own
essences/nothingness and is aware of the dichotomy between consciousness of contingency of
being and lack of it (being-for-itself). Being-in-itself, on the other hand, implies existence
without the capacity to understand own essence or that of others, actions, or events. According to
him, “the unstable and constantly disintegrating nature of free will generates anguish”
(Blackburn, 338). An anguish results by man’s discovering his freedom (amidst bad faith,
nothingness, and consciousness); hunger, pain/disease or sickness, frustration, failure, and even
death are manifestations of anguish, the inability to rightly utilize one’s freedom. And all of
these have implications for judgment (whether positive or negative), consideration of non-being,
and the being-for-others (Blackburn, 339).

Ever since, Sartre’s existentialism and ontology, notoriously difficult as it is, has had
enormous influence in the heuristic or experiential categorizations of nature, including man,
woman, other animals, plants, and other material objects amid concerns and expressions of
existentialist significance. In Sartre, moreover, there is a dual reality of being and nothingness,



and there is a rising futility of man’s awareness of the disappearing nature of every phenomenon
in the world, man inclusive. Personally, we do not share this dualistic view of being, nor do we
prefer the one also upheld by some contemporary African thinkers (as Igbafen, 2006, for
instance) do, i.e. that issues of life, living, poverty, vividly constitute problematic for the African.
Yet, concerning existence, Igbafen (20006) states that, ““...many features of contemporary African
life and existence suggest ...ripe for a robust existential philosophy.” Yet Igbafen’s view, by
acknowledging, rightly though, that an African spiritually deterministic ontology (that life is a
transition and transitory) precludes considerations of freedom and the worries of life, yields a
contradiction of Western view; and that absurdity and death render life meaningless mystifies
Sartre’s. Given this point vis-a-vis Sartre’s conception, (valid or invalid) inferences such as
Beauvoir’s are a possibility.

Simone de Beauvoir on Sartre and the Second Sex: The Résumé

Following Sartre’s existential philosophy, Simone de Beauvoir paints and argued against
some perceivabl--e social denigration. Born a French in 1908 (and died recently in 1986),
Beauvoir, in her classic (1949, translated The Second Sex, 1953) strove to distinguish between
biological and sexual difference and the socially imposed categories of gender. She rejects any
definition of woman only in contrast to man. According to her, “One is not born a woman, but
rather, becomes one” (Beauvoir/Parshley, 1975, 267; Stumpf and Fieser, 2003, 461). In other
words, Beauvoir holds as wrong a condition where a “woman...finds herself living in a world
where men compel her to assume the status of the other” (Beauvoir, 1953, xxix). Thus Beauvoir
rejects both feminist extremism of essentialism (that there is a distinct and essential female
nature), and nominalism (denying “that gender characteristics are fixed...at all but are purely
social constructs that are open to change and redefinition). Rather, she feels that gender
characteristics are not in any way biologically determined, but they can be either socially
imposed or subjectively chosen.

By and large, the major point of Beauvoir’s (as is the case with feminists’ in general)
argument for gender equality could be summarized in the following terms. That:

1. Men and women, irrespective of sex, are equally humans (rational animals);

2. The existing relations between the sexes, in which women are considered ‘the other’ and thus
subordinated to men, are unsatisfactory and therefore ought to be changed;

3. The existing distinctions between the sexes are not only arbitrary but also socially/humanly
and culturally contrived, and therefore should be displaced; and that,

4. Everyone, anyone ought to have the opportunity to strive actualize or fulfill his or her
potentials freely.

But a central problem with all the points above (and many similar ones) is that they
obviously fail to trace the root of social and cultural conceptualization of the sexes, that the fact
of being a man is no peculiarity—it is the fact of being a woman that needs to be explained; that
a woman is not an autonomous being, since she is defined not in herself but in relation to man—
however, each with some specific/unique human nature. She, herself, drives this point home,
saying: “Woman is determined by the manner in which her body and her relation to the world are
modified through the action others than herself” (1953, 725). Yet the question arises: why the
feminists’ worry if authentic existence is such essentially defined—especially by sex roles?

Authentic Existence: Aesthetics and Sex Roles



Although Beauvoir’s rational arguments in support of feminist or gender sensitivists’
course have earned so much academic attention and passion of sympathy (especially in the
women’s circles), hers, however, is replete with unsoundness; and there are many flaws abound
in her appropriation of Sartre’s existential ontology. Hence one needs to evaluate her view before
an adequate conclusion could be made.

For instance, concerning particularly Beauvoir’s, once the issue of authentic existence
and sexuality are clarified, the mystery of the ‘the myth’ becomes bare. A myth is “... a highly
symbolic account or story of a supernatural or extraordinary event within a culture or subculture.
Myth is continually retold and contemplated for its wisdom, philosophy, inspiration or
practicality” (Hogan 2006, 255). Myths depict traditional wisdom to explain (nature’s)
perplexities, and are mostly couched in proverbs and anecdotes. The question is: Could the
distinction between the sexes (humans or other animals alike) be considered mythical?
Accordingly, Beauvoir’s application of Sartrean ontology to the analysis of the ‘oppression’ of
women somewhat alters Sartre’s own assertion that subjects possess an unmitigated
responsibility for their status.

More so, contemporary women have become complicit in own perceived oppression;
poverty, lust for material comfort, cravings for power and laziness have opened-up wide
temptation to forgo or appropriate freedom and become a thing. Such attitude is evident in
contemporary women’s world. Such tendentious attitude is an inauspicious but easy road to
avoid the strain involved in undertaking an authentic existence envisaged by Beauvoir; even this
tendency also is a negation of man’s egotistic nature—to prevail above the other (Popkin, 1999,
730). And unfortunately, Beauvoir fails to realize that contemporary woman, pursuant to the
ideal of her existential capacity, consciously demonstrates those moments of choice in
responding to issues, her stress and strength. More curious is the fact that, in an earlier work, de
Beauvoir did strive to extol the point that “an individual’s freedom is only achieved in
communication with others equally free” (Blackburn, 1996, 39). Similarly, while Beauvoir
acknowledges biologically/sexually differentiating feature of both sexes, she fails to
acknowledge same for the place culture—which is equally real. Thus while Beauvoir
acknowledges that woman is amenable and susceptible to some external influences; wither,
therefore, her worries? Similarly, if woman’s condition is, accordingly held by Beauvoir and as
indicated in the prevailing socio-economic, moral and cultural circumstances abound in the free
world, why then not a woman (in her freedom) apply her skill to her environment? In our
opinion, women have never ceased to do just that.

The slippery rope is that Beauvoir’s preachment is at once existential and socialist, which
is a recrudescent preference for further social interference with woman’s freedom. Consequently,
a woman’s condition is likable to a snail, which may try but cannot cast off its shell; or to the
offensive smell of a he-goat which is in its blood (not skin): otherwise it would be washed off by
any deodorant/antiseptic. Or why does she (Beauvoir) readily fail to apply, on the one hand, the
point on physique (that women, as well as men, are susceptible to the forces of nature; that
nature defines sexuality and, therefore, role-playing in social engineering); and that, moreover,
women, as well as men, are relatively/culturally defined in their world, on the other? On human
nature, there are many physical, social, psychological, and even genetic features which place
men and women in respective statuses. The more obvious are: sexuality and its consequent
issues/roles, emotional susceptibility or stability, nutritive complexities, etc. Invariably, nature
defines sexuality; sexuality in culture defines role. These could be situated more closely.



(i) Sexuality First and foremost, any human being is either a man or a woman, never both;
woman is woman and not man. Hence, against Beauvoir, one, possibly, is born a woman or man.
This is a physical/biological and social fact. Thus men are physically different from women,
especially in shape and flair. This implies that there exist some special roles along the lines of
physique, conferring/ascribing various capacities (mindful of other possible physical disability,
irrespective of sex—a condition which also is a foundation for status definition). Yet some
arguments (Trebilcot, 1994) may admit (with hardly any validity) no plausibility of sex-role
differentiation as a basic natural definition of gender inequality, for what is not is not, and what
is, is.

(ii) Physicality The mere possession of unique physical attributes/features does not make men
and women unequal; but some other condition places one, especially women, on a special plane
over men. An instance is the development of mature mammalian glands (breasts, for breast
feeding). This renders a woman’s thoracic region so fragile and delicate that she cannot compete
equally favorably with men whose same region is a show of strength. Thus, if we go by
Beauvoir, physical equality should imply capacity to participate in the same sport competition
should be gender-insensitive, under the same rules and under the same conditions, regardless of
the threat such would constitute (or the hindrance) to efficient performance of other roles (such
as breast-feeding).

A more volatile scenario is the fact of conception/birth. The period of gestation could be

debilitating, distressing and disenabling or incapacitating for a woman: the womb becomes
enlarged and heavy—a condition which affects a woman’s performance and attention to duty.
(Or if such is not the case, why should there be maternity leave for pregnant women?). Socially,
pregnancy renders a woman almost socially irrelevant. Although men cannot be in such
condition, they should be helpless helpers in mitigating the pains and pangs of gestation
discomfort (Asekhauno, 2015). Or consider menstruation, a fact of womanhood but another
disenabling condition for a woman. Dysmenorrheal has accompanying but inconveniencing and
discomforting stresses that pose obstacles to a woman’s freedom and social participation. Or
would a woman no longer excuse herself to either replace some over-flowing menstrual pads or
urgently attend to a flow that just started without warning? Moreover, women do get to
menopause at what stage they cannot any longer expect to bear children; invariably, the fear of
impending menopause could generate untold phobia, a lot psychological perplexities which again
could be socially inhibiting. All these features combine to subjugate woman’s physical ability
but tailor her to weakening emotions and several biases. However, aspects of these physical
attributes, biases, weaknesses, or role-playing are either suppressed or emphasized and
strengthened by culture. Yet any attempt (as Beauvoir’s does) to suppress these natural impulses
“can be powerful influence on behavior: they can cause people to speak or act without being
aware of the real causes of their actions” (Freud, 1917).
Thus it is inaccurate, essential human nature considered, for both Sartre and Beauvoir to say that
“to be a ‘subject’ is not to possess a stable, unchanging essence or identity; to so exist is to lack
consciousness...and live in bad faith.” However, both are encumbrances to gender equality and
obstacle to feminism.

Still, unfortunately, culture defines social roles and ascendances between the sexes.
Among traditional African societies (the Afemai-Etsako of Nigeria, for example), there are
certain roles associated with specific sexes and age; so culture defines personality. Agreeably,
such definition could stipulate untold barriers to individual freedom and personal development,
aspiration and expression. Christianity holds a woman to have been borne out of the excess of



man, as his helper. So even in creationism, a woman is believed to be inferior to man, hence the
name wo-man. If this creationism is admitted, then she cannot be ahead of what she was
extracted, for it is said that a tree cannot be greater than its planter (just as man can be greater
than neither his creator, nor the earth from which he was allegedly made). Similarly, in the
Qur’an (4:34), it is written that “Men are superior to women on account of the qualities with
which God hath gifted the one above the other” (Ukaga, 2003). Both these theological
approaches imply that man’s superiority to woman is divinely conferred, metaphysical-based and
deterministic. Hence most cultures ascribe mainly domestic roles to women—for example,
cooking. In Africa, (seen as woman, married or not) a female is expected to be the keeper of the
home while the man strives to provide for the family. In this case, she is domesticated. This also
implies that she would not be trained formally, thus she is unexposed, and losses touch with
civilization and newer methods. Consequently, a woman has limited/guided aspiration. Because
she is domesticated and dependent, she is often subservient; and since culture stamps this, she
has little or no channel open for redress (Ukhun and Asekhauno, 2011). Such is a formidable
interference to gender equality.

For public appearances, some cultures expect a woman to be dressed ‘fully covering’ the
“essential aspects” of the body (though Islam emphasizes the entire body, a worse requirement).
This inhibits self-expression, and the woman therefore cannot participate in competitive sport
such as swimming and athletics; or don’t women continually adjust or maintain a particular
sitting pattern (reminiscent of the Yoga) posture in order not to be indecently exposed?
(Unfortunately, the idea of Pudah forecloses any possibility of improvement on this condition.)
Again this is barricade to gender equality. Also in some cultures, the identity of a female is
transient and contingent. At marriage, a woman (as among the Afemai-Etsako of Nigeria)
changes her surname from her father’s to the husband’s since man is regarded as the head of the
household (Ukhun and Asekhauno, 2011). Nevertheless, one could ask why the husband does not
change to the wife’s (though some variations exist in cultures as in Ghana)? And often, why
must women be honored, cuddled, and delicately treated—often by men? Why in the time of
trouble must women be the ones to be held ‘as a lady’...by men? Why often men must pay
dowry on women and not the other way round? What amount could purchase a soul, as a
woman’s is bagged by a man’s cash? Often, only women could be charged for adultery among
the Etsako (Ukhun and Asekhauno, 2011); why, at marriage, a woman is perceived to have
surrendered all her rights to her husband, and the man none (for he still has some sexual leverage
and liberty)? Why (in some cultures) is there primary value for a male child as the heir apparent?
Why, among the Hausa of Nigeria, is discrimination right from birth? Why is the birth of a boy
“greeted with seven salutations” but for a girl, just three? Why just on the third day, a boy is
started with breast milk, but the girl on the fourth day? So it is when it comes to education and
recognition (Ejembi, 1997).

In fact, why do we have gender indicators? What about masculine or feminine names and
gender distinctions such as man/woman, boy/girl, James/Janet, Tony/Tonia? Why are these
distinctions necessary? In short, why is there requirement for indication of sex (male/female) in
the completion of personal-data or entry forms? (though such indicators, it seems to me, do help
agencies to be guided with information so as to be enabled to deal appropriately with psycho-
physical/health emergencies; and since the cost of care for a female could be much higher than
that for males so notably, necessary and informed planning is thus guided. Again, in some
cultures, women cannot be priests to shrine; they are not allowed entry to holy places during
their menstruating flow; they are denied several important social interaction (such as shaking



hands with males); the are subjected to very health-threatening practices such as genital
mutilation, circumcision, early marriage, et cetera (Ejembi, 1997). Agreeably, cultural validation
of these practices is a formidable complication to feminism. If the role one’s culture plays in
one’s life is anything to go by (as the communitarians claim), it is the community which gives
meaning to personality. But regrettably, Beauvoir urges women to upgrade to what Kohlberg
(2002) calls “post-conventional level of judgment” (i.e., to accept society’s or cultural norms
but...based on formulating and accepting the general moral principles that underlie those
principles)—a call both preposterous and deviant from the demands of nature, culture, morality,
and ‘authentic existence’.

Therefore, concerning authentic existence, there is neither a first nor a second sex—as
Beauvoir would want us believed. The idea of ‘authentic existence’ was first developed by Soren
Kierkegaard, a 19" century Danish philosopher and theologian. According to him, in
contemplating the absurdity of human life, there is no objectivity but partial, subjective, and
limited standpoint of judgment. In this way, any external rail, reason, authority or cause does not
constrain the primacy of will and free choice (Blackburn, 1996, 208-209). In fact, Kierkegaard
stipulates that for humans to achieve authentic existence and quintessential salvation is for one to
have gone through the three-stages: the ethical, aesthetical, and faith (with the third the highest).
But for Sartre, as presented earlier, the essential nature of existence is located in the capacity for
(and actual) choice making—which is a synthesis of subjectivity (consciousness) and the
objective. Now, would Beauvoir prefer a woman’s world governed by faith? Similarly, the
autonomy Beauvoir seeks in the claim that a woman makes sense all by itself does not stand
because, like other words (evil, bad, wrong, colors, night, short, etc.) which could only acquire
meaning in relation to their contrasts, the man in wo-man should first be removed so that one can
properly decipher the precept wo- (of course, which is more denigrating)!

And unfortunately or otherwise for Beauvoir, developments in contemporary art-world
and general entertainment indicate a show of aesthetics replete with feminine nude pictures,
scenes, photography, roles, and other performances depicting women’s willingness and
complacency sattling the minds of men—what a final devastating nuance for womanhood! With
avid disregard for culture/morality but unfortunate appreciation of nature, a woman, herself even
(often) proclaims: ‘treat me like a lady’! Without regard for decency, women, in their passions,
have preferred to become mere brutes and toys! Her conviction is internalized and advertised; it
is enhanced/globalized by the social media platform—a condition which cements the final blow
to feminism. In this way, women, aware of their freedom, cravings and responsibility, are in
favor of being reduced to an Order for other subjects (including animals), which is, in the least,
the greatest mark of bad faith. Interesting, invariably, that is women’s essential nature. And any
attempt to re-direct this trajectory of women’s conscious and willful but complementary role in
the art ultimately leads to ‘inauthentic existence’; and such is the myth inherent in Beauvoir’s
The Second Sex.

Following Sartre, Beauvoir suggests that women should shed what she calls ‘bad faith’
and achieve ‘authentic’ existence. Yet, juxtaposed, if Beauvoir’s is not a misrepresentation, it,
certainly, is a misapplication of Sartre’s. Hence if we go by Beauvoir’s conceptualization of
woman as “being-for-itself”, it follows that either that women are undefined and thus unlimited
by any essential nature, or are passive objects waiting for some imposition of meaning by some
subject—would this not ultimately be a worse scenario for women/feminism? Any answer to this
question (which rests in the positive) informs the futility of Beauvoir’s call for woman’s
shedding of “bad faith”; for she, herself, recognizes that 1. the malleability or impressionability



of feminine condition lies, to a great extent, beyond women; and 2. a woman is determined by
physicality (nature) and are relatively defined in her world (culture) (Ukhun and Asekhauno,
2011).

Conclusion

No doubt, Beauvoir’s, like every other gender sensitivist epistemology, is committed to a
radical revaluation of (man’s) conception of women and a rejection of the emergent appellation
and male treatment of woman as the second sex. Hence we have tried show that every argument
she devolved from Sartre’s epistemology or another to back her claim remains either debased or
counterproductive to her course. Or, perhaps, as a life-long companion to Sartre, is her feminine
chauvinism ignited by the nuances of that relationship into which she willfully entered? (we
regret if sound Ad Hominem). In contemporary society, women are where they could and would;
no valid theorizing can alter this that would not sink in the same pit from which feminist course
is trying to emerge—a pit naturally dung and consciously acculturated. And, perhaps, no simple
change in women’s attitude can guarantee their liberty beyond themselves and their
predispositions. Consequently, unsuccessful becomes feminist theorizing, such as Irigaray’s
holding that “the little girl is a little man™ (attack on Freud’s account of ego development), as
well as to Julia Kristeva’s semiotics, both of which thoughts are rather more pessimistic than
Beauvoir’s—summed up in the following positive terms of hope:

...she crushes him; he is born of her and dies in her; she is the source of his being and the
realm that he subjugates to his will; nature is a vein of gross material in which the soul is
imprisoned, and she is the supreme reality; she is contingence and idea, the finite and the whole;
she is what opposes the spirit. Now ally, now enemy, she appears as the dark chaos from whence
life wells up, as this life itself, and as the over-yonder towards which life tends. Woman sums up
nature as Mother, Wife, and Idea: these forms now mingle and now conflict, and each of them
wears a double visage.... Woman... has a double and deceptive visage: She is all that man
desires and all that he does not attain. She is the good mediatrix between propitious Nature and
man; and she is the temptation of unconquered Nature, counter to all goodness. She incarnates all
moral values, from good to evil.... She is the substance of action and whatever is an obstacle to
it. She is man’s grasp on the world and its frustration; as such she is the source and origin of all
man’s reflection on his existence and of whatever expression he is able to give to it...to make
him sink down in silence and in death. She is servant and companion...his audience and critic
and to confirm him in his sense of being. But she opposes him with her indifference, even with
her mockery and laughter. He projects upon her what he desires and what he fears, what he loves
and what he hates. And if it is so difficult to say anything specific about her, that is because man
seeks the whole of himself in her and because she is all (Second Sex, 1953).

We may not be correctly decided which, between nature and culture, directs a woman to
sit right at public/social gathering; but if the foregoing Beauvoir’s adulating parody, or
metaphoric sarcasm, hallowing irony and moving assertions that despite the fact that nature
inspires ambivalence feelings in man and that man exploits woman are true, then a woman,
rather than man, is the quintessential human being, the first sex; but if those assertions in the
entire preceding passage are sound, then whither de Beauvoir’s worries? Perhaps her worries are
marks of the frustration accompanying the futility of her hopes, the frustration arising from the
falsity of those propositions. And thus is the mystery and myth of the second sex.
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