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8 Edouard Manet, The Mocking of
Christ, 1865, Oil on canvas, 190.3 X
148.3 cm. The Art Institute, Chicago,
Gift of James Deenng, 1925.703.
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[...] The schema which decorated the cover of Alfred H. Barr’s catalogue for
the exhibition Cubism and Abstract Art at the Museum of Modern Art, New
York, in 1036 is paradigmatic of the way modern art has been mapped by
modernist art history [Plate 9]. Artistic practices from the late nineteenth
century are placed on a chronological flow chart where movement follows
movement connected by one-way arrows which indicate influence and reac-
tion, Over each movement a named artist presides. All those canonized as the
initiators of modern art are men. Is this because there were no women
involved in early modern movements? No." Is it because those who were,
were without significance in determining the shape and character of modern
art? No. Or is it rather because what modernist art history celebrates is a
selective tradition which normalizes, as the only modernism, a particular and
gendered set of practices? I would argue for this explanation. As a result any
attempt to deal with artists in the early history of modernism who are women
necessitates a deconstruction of the masculinist myths of modernism.

These are, however, widespread and structure the discourse of many
counter-modernists, for instance in the social history of art. The recent pub-
lication The Painting of Modern Life: Paris in the Art of Manet and his Followers,
by T. J. Clark,? offers a searching account of the social relations between the
emergence of new protocols and criteria for painting — modernism — and the
myths of modernity shaped in and by the new city of Paris remade by capi-
talism during the Second Empire. [...] Clark puzzles at what structured the
notions of modernity which became the territory for Manet and his follow-
ers. He thus indexes the Impressionist painting practices to a complex set of
negotiations of the ambiguous and baffling class formations and class identi-
ties which emerged in Parisian society. Modernity is presented as far more
than a sense of being ‘up to date’ — modernity is a matter of representations
and major myths — of a new Paris for recreation, leisure and pleasure, of
nature to be enjoyed at weekends in suburbia, of the prostitute taking over
and of fluidity of class in the popular spaces of entertainment. The key
markers in this mythic territory are leisure, consumption, the spectacle and
money. And we can reconstruct from Clark a map of Impressionist territory
which stretches from the new boulevards via Gare St Lazare out on the sub-
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urban train to La Grenouillére, Bougival or Argenteuil. In these sites, the
artists lived, worked and pictured themselves [Plate 1]. But in two of the four
t'h:t;_ncrs of Clark’s book, he deals with the problematic of sexuality in bour-
geois Paris and the canonical paintings are Olympia, 1863, [Plate 4] and A Bar
ar the Folies-Bergére, 1881-2 [Plate 10].

Fl 15 a mighty but flawed argument on many levels but here I wish to attend
to its peculiar closures on the issue of sexuality. For Clark the founding fact
s class. Olympia’s nakedness inseribes her class and thus debunks the mythic
classlessness of sex epitomized n the image of the courtesan.? The fashionably
blas¢ barmaid at the Folies evades a fixed identity as either bourgeois or pro-
letarian but none the less participates in the play around class that constituted
the myth and appeal of the popular.*

Although Clark nods in the direction of feminism by acknowledging that
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these paintings imply a masculine viewer/consumer, the manner in which
this is done ensures the normalcy of that position leaving it below the thresh-
old of historical investigation and theoretical analysis. To recognize the
gender specific conditions of these paintings’ existence one need only
imagine a female spectator and a female product of the works. How can a
woman relate to the viewing positions proposed by either of these paintings?
Can a woman be offered, in order to be denied, imaginary possession of
Olympia or the barmaid? Would a woman of Manet’s class have a familiarity
with either of these spaces and its exchanges which could be evoked so that
the painting’s modernist job of negation and disruption could be effective?
Could Berthe Morisot have gone to such a location to canvass the subject?
Would it enter her head as a site of modernity as she experienced it? Could
she as a woman experience modernity as Clark defines it atall? [...]

So we must enquire why the territory of modernism so often is a way of
dealing with masculine sexuality and its sign, the bodies of women — why the
nude, the brothel, the bar? What relation is there between sexuality, moder-
nity and modernism. If it is normal to see paintings of women’s bodies as the
territory across which men artists claim their modernity and compete for
leadership of the avant-garde, can we expect to rediscover paintings by
women in which they battled with their sexuality in the representation of the
male nude? Of course not; the very suggestion seems ludicrous. But why?
Because there is a historical asymmetry — a difference socially, economically,
subjectively between being a woman and being a man in Paris in the late
nineteenth century. This difference — the product of the social structuration

10 Edouard Manet, A Bar at the Folies-Bergére, 1881-2. Oil on canvas, 95 X 130 cm.
Courtauld Institute Galleries, London, Courtauld Gift 1934.
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of sexual difference and not any imaginary biological distinction — deter-
mined both what and how men and women painted.

I have long been interested in the work of Berthe Morisot (1841-96) and
Mary Cassatt (1844-1926), two of the four women who were actively
involved with the Impressionist exhibiting society in Paris in the 1870s and
1880s who were regarded by their contemporaries as important members of
the artistic group we now label the Impressionists.® But how are we to study
the work of artists who are women so that we can discover and account for
the specificity of what they produced as individuals while also recognizing
that, as women, they worked from different positions and experiences from
those of their colleagues who were men?

Analysing the activities of women who were artists cannot merely involve
mapping women on to existing schemata, even those which claim to con-
sider the production of art socially and address the centrality of sexuality. We
cannot ignore the fact that the terrains of artistic practice and of art history are
structured in and structuring of gender power relations. |...]

This leads to a major aspect of the feminist project, the theorization and
historical analysis of sexual difference. Difference is not essential but under-
stood as a social structure which positions male and female people asymmet-
rically in relation to language, to social and economic power and to meaning.
Feminist analysis undermines one bias of patriarchal power by refuting the
myths of universal or general meaning, Sexuality, modernism or modernity
cannot function as given categories to which we add women. That only
identifies a partial and masculine viewpoint with the norm and confirms
women as other and subsidiary. Sexuality, modernism or modernity are orga-
nized by and organizations of sexual difference. To perceive women's
specificity is to analyse historically a particular configuration of difference.

This is my project here. How do the socially contrived orders of sexual
difference structure the lives of Mary Cassatt and Berthe Morisot? How did
that structure what they produced? The matrix I shall consider here is that of
space,

Space can be grasped in several dimensions. The first refers us to spaces as
locations. What spaces are represented in the paintings made by Berthe
Morisot and Mary Cassatt [Plates 11 and 12]? And what are not? A quick list
includes:

dining-rooms

drawing-rooms

bedrooms

balconies/verandas

private gardens
The majority of these have to be recognized as examples of private areas or
domestic space. But there are paintings located in the public domain, scenes
for instance of promenading, driving in the park, being at the theatre,
boating. They are the spaces of bourgeois recreation, display and those social
rituals which constituted polite society, or Society, Le Monde. In the case of
Mary Cassatt’s work, spaces of labour are included, especially those involving
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11 Mary Cassatt, The Bath, 1892. Qil on canvas, 99.2 X 66.1 cm.
The Art Institute, Chicago, Robert A, Waller Fund, 1910.2.

12 Berthe Morisot, In the Dining Room, 1886. Oil on canvas, 61.3 X 50 cm.
National Gallery of Art, Washington, Chester Dale Collection.

child care [Plate 11]. In several examples, they make visible aspects of
working-class women'’s labour within the bourgeois home. ' '

[...] A range of places and subjects was closed to them while open to E%lClt’
male colleagues who could move freely with men and women in the sogally
fluid public world of the streets, popular entertainment and commercial or
casual sexual exchange. .

The second dimension in which the issue of space can be addressed is that
of the spatial order within paintings. Playing with spa.tial structures was one
of the defining features of early modernist painting in Paris, be it Manet’s
witty and calculated play upon flatness or Degas.’s use (?f acute angles of
vision, varying viewpoints and cryptic framing devices. With their close per-
sonal contacts with both artists, Morisot and Cassatt were no doubt part).; to
the conversations out of which these strategies emerged and equally subject
to the less conscious social forces which may well have conditioned the pre-
disposition to explore spatial ambiguities and metaphors. Yet although the.re
are examples of their using similar tactics, I would like to suggest that spatial
devices in the work of Morisot and Cassatt work to a wholly different e.ffcc?,.

A remarkable feature in the spatial arrangements in paintings by Morisot is
the juxtaposition on a single canvas of two spatia.l systems — or at.lcast of two
compartments of space often obviously boundaried by some df‘:VlCC such as a
balustrade, balcony, veranda or embankment whose presence 1s underscored
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by facture. [...] What Morisot’s balustrades demarcate is not the boundary
between public and private but between the spaces of masculinity and of
femininity inscribed at the level of both what spaces are open to men and
women and what relation a man or woman has to that space and its occu-
pants.

In Morisot’s paintings, morcover, it is as if the place from which the
painter worked is made part of the scene, creating a compression or immedi-
acy in the foreground spaces. This locates the viewer in that same place,
establishing a notional relation between the viewer and the woman defining
the foreground, therefore forcing the viewer to experience a dislocation
between her space and that of a world beyond its frontiers.

Proximity and compression are also characteristic of the works of Cassatt.
Less often is there a split space but it ocqurs, as in Susan on a Balcony, 1883
[Plate 14]. More common is a shallow pictorial space which the painted
figure dominates: Young Woman in Black (Mrs Gardner Cassatt), 1883 [Plate
13]. The viewer is forced into a confrontation or conversation with the
painted figure while dominance and familiarity are denied by the device of
the averted head of concentration on an activity by the depicted personage.
What are the conditions for this awkward but pointed relation of the figure
to the world? Why this lack of conventional distance and the radical disrup-
tion of what we take as the normal spectator-text relations? What has dis-
turbed the ‘logic of the gaze™

[n a previous menograph on Mary Cassatt I tried to establish a correspon-
dence between the social space of the represented and the pictorial space of
the representation.® Considering the painting Lydia, at a Tapestry Frame, 1881
[Plate 15], I noted the shallow space of the painting which seemed inadequate
to contain the embroidery frame at which the artist’s sister works. [ tried to
explain its threatened protrusion beyond the picture’s space into that of the
viewer as a comment on the containment of women and read the painting as
a statement of resistance to it. In Lydia Crocheting in the Garden, 1880, the
woman is not placed in an interior but in a garden. Yet this outdoor space
scems to collapse towards the picture plane, again creating a sense of com-
pression. The comfortable vista beyond the figure, opening out to include a
view and the sky beyond as in Caillebotte’s Garden at Petit Gennevilliers with
Dahlias, 1893, s decisively refused. ...

In the case of Mary Cassatt | would now want to draw attention to the dis-
articulation of the conventions of geometric perspective which had normally
governed the representation of space in European painting since the fifteenth
century. Since its development in the fifteenth century, this mathematically
calculated system of projection had aided painters in the representation of a
three-dimensional world on a two-dimensional surface by organizing objects
in relation to each other to produce a notional and singular position from
which the scene is intelligible. It establishes the viewer as both absent from
and mdeed independent of the scene while being its mastering eye/I.

Itis possible to represent space by other conventions. Phenomenology has
been usefully applied to the apparent spatial deviations of the work of Van
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13 Mary Cassatt, Young Woman in Black (Mrs Gardner Cassatt), 1883, Oil on canvas,
80.6 % 64.6 cm. The Peabody Institute of the City of Baltimore on extended loan to
The Baltimore Museum of Art L.1964.018.

14 Mary Cassatt, Susan on a Balcony Holding a Dog, 1883. Oil on canvas, 100.3 X 64.7. In the
collection of The Corcoran Gallery of Art, Washington, Museum Purchase, Gallery Fund.

15 Mary Cassate, Lydia, at a Tapestry Frame, c.1881. Qil on canvas,.()s.s X 92 cm.
Elint Institute of Arts, Flint, Michigan, Gift of the Whiting Foundation.
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16 Mary Cassatt, Young Girl in a Blue Armchair, 1878. Oil on canvas, 89.5 % 129.8 cm.
National Gallery of Art, Washington, Collection of Mr and Mrs Paul Mellon.

Gogh and Cézanne.” Instead of pictorial space functioning as a notional box
into which objects are placed in a rational and abstract relationship, space 1s
represented according to the way it is experienced by a combination of
touch, texture, as well as sight. Thus objects are patterned according to sub-
jective hierarchies of value for the producer. Phenomenological space is not
orchestrated for sight alone but by means of visual cues refers to other sensa-
tions and relations of bodies and objects in a lived world. As experiential
space this kind of representation becomes susceptible to different ideological,
historical as well as purely contingent, subjective inflections.

These are not necessarily unconscious. For instance in Young Girl in a Blue
Armchair, 1878 |Plate 16] by Cassatt, the viewpoint from which the room has
been painted is low so that the chairs loom large as if imagined from the per-
spective of a small person placed amongst massive upholstered obstacles. The
background zooms sharply away indicating a different sense of distance from
that a taller adult would enjoy over the objects to an easily accessible back
wall. The painting therefore not only pictures a small child in a room but
evokes that child’s sense of the space of the room. It is from this conception
of the possibilitics of spatial structure that I can now discern a way through
my carlier problem in attempting to relate space and social processes. For a
third approach lies in considering not only the spaces represented, or the
spaces of the representation, but the social spaces from which the representa-
tion is made and its reciprocal positionalities. The producer is herself shaped
within a spatially orchestrated social structure which is lived at both psychic
and social levels. The space of the look at the point of production will to
some extent determine the viewing point of the spectator at the point of con-

MODERNITY AND THE SPACES OF FEMININITY

sumption. This point of view is neither abstract nor exclusively personal, but
ideologically and historically construed. It is the art historian’s job to re-
create it — since it cannot ensure its recognition outside its historical moment.

The spaces of femininity operated not only at the level of what is repre-
sented, the drawing-room or sewing-room. The spaces of femininity are
those from which femininity is lived as a positionality in discourse and social
practice. They are the product of a lived sense of social locatedness, mobility
and visibility, in the social relations of seeing and being seen. Shaped within
the sexual politics of looking they demarcate a particular social organization
of the gaze which itself works back to secure a particular social ordering of
sexual difference. Femininity is both the condition and the effect.

How does this relate to modernity and modernism? As Janet Wolff has
convincingly pointed out, the literature of modernity describes the experi-
ence of men.® It is essentially a literature about transformations in the public
world and its associated consciousness. It is generally agreed that modernity
as a nineteenth-century phenomenon is a product of the city. It is a response
in a mythic or ideological form to the new complexities of a social existence
passed amongst strangers in an atmosphere of intensified nervous and psychic
stimulation, in a world ruled by money and commodity exchange, stressed by
competition and formative of an intensified individuality, publicly defended
by a blasé mask of indifference but intensely ‘expressed’ in a private, familial
context.” Modernity stands for a myriad of responses to the vast increase in
population leading to the literature of the crowds and masses, a speeding up
of the pace of life with its attendant changes in the sense and regulation of
time and fostering that very modern phenomenon, fashion, the shift in the
character of towns and cities from being centres of quite visible activities —
manufacture, trade, exchange — to being zoned and stratified, with produc-
tion becoming less visible while the centres of cities such as Paris and London
become key sites of consumption and display producing what Sennett has
labelled the spectacular city."®

All these phenomena affected women as well as men, but in different ways.
What I have described above takes place within and comes to define the
modern forms of the public space changing, as Sennett argues in his book
significantly titled The Fall of Public Man, from the eighteenth-century for-
mation to become more mystified and threatening but also more exciting and
sexualized. One of the key figures to embody the novel forms of public expe-
rience of modernity is the flineur or impassive stroller, the man in the crowd
who goes, in Walter Benjamin's phrase, ‘botanizing on the asphalt’."" The
flineur symbolizes the privilege or freedom to move about the public arenas
of the city observing but never interacting, consuming the sights through a
controlling but rarely acknowledged gaze, directed as much at other people
as at the goods for sale. The flineur embodies the gaze of modernity which is
both covetous and erotic.

But the flineur is an exclusively masculine type which functions within
the matrix of bourgeois ideology through which the social spaces of the city
were reconstructed by the overlaying of the doctrine of separate spheres on
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to the division of public and private which became as a result a gendered divi-
sion. In contesting the dominance of the aristocratic social formation they
were struggling to displace, the emergent bourgeoisies of the late eighteenth
century refuted a social system based on fixed orders of rank, estate and birth
and defined themselves in universalistic and democratic terms. The pre-
cminent ideological figure is MAN which immediately reveals the partiality
of their democracy and universalism. The rallying cry, liberty, equality and
fraternity (again note its gender partiality) imagines a society composed of
free, self-possessing male individuals exchanging with equal and like. Yet the
cconomic and social conditions of the existence of the bourgeoisie as a class
are structurally founded upon inequality and difference in terms both of
socio-cconomic categories and of gender. The ideological formations of the
bourgeoisic negotiate these contradictions by diverse tactics. One is the
appeal to an imaginary order of nature which designates as unquestionable
the hierarchies in which women, children, hands and servants (as well as
other races) are posited as naturally different from and subordinate to white
European man. Another formation endorsed the theological separation of
spheres by fragmentation of the problematic social world into separated areas
of gendered activity. This division took over and reworked the eighteenth-
century compartmentalization of the public and private. The public sphere,
defined as the world of productive labour, political decision, government,
cducation, the law and public service, increasingly became exclusive to men.
The private sphere was the world of home, wives, children and servants. |...]

Woman was defined by this other, non-social space of sentiment and duty
from which money and power were banished.” Men, however, moved
frecly between the spheres while women were supposed to occupy the
domestic space alone. Men came home to be themselves but in equally con-
straining roles as husbands and fathers, to engage in affective relationships
after a hard day in the brutal, divisive and competitive world of daily capital-
ist hostilities. We are here defining a mental map rather than a description of
actual social spaces. [...]

There was none the less an overlap between the purely idological maps
and the concrete organization of the social sphere. [...]

As both ideal and social structure, the mapping of the separation of the
spheres for women and men on to the division of public and private was
powerfully operative in the construction of a specifically bourgeois way of
life. [...]

[.-.] For bourgeois women, going into town mingling with crowds of
mixed social composition was not only frightening because it became
increasingly unfamiliar, but because it was morally dangerous. It has been
argued that to maintain one's respectability, closely identified with feminin-
ity, meant nof exposing oneself in public. The public space was officially the
realm of and for men; for women to enter it entailed unforeseen risks. For
instance in La Femme (1858-60) Jules Michelet exclaimed:

How many irritations for the single woman! She can hardly ever go out in the
evening; she would be taken for a prostitute. There are a thousand places where only
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men are to be seen, and if she needs to go there on business, the men are amazed, anfi
laugh like fools. For example, should she find herself delayed at the other end 'of Paris
and hungry, she will not dare to enter into a restaurant. She would constitute an
event; she would be a spectacle: All eyes would be constantly fixed on her, and she
would overhear uncomplimentary and bold conjectures."

The private realm was fashioned for men as a placc~ of refuge from the
hurly-burly of business, but it was also a place of constraint. The. pressures of
intensified individuality protected in public by the blasé mask of indifference,
registered in the equally socially induced roles of loving husband and respon-
sible father, led to a desire to escape the overbearing demands of masculine
domestic personae. The public domain became also a realr.n offreedc.>m and
irresponsiblity if not immorality. This, of course, meant different things for
men and for women. For women, the public spaces thus construed were
where one risked losing one’s virtue, dirtying oneself; going out in public an'd
the idea of disgrace were closely allied. For the man going out in pl.nk_)hc
meant losing oneself in the crowd away from both demands of TCSPEC[.Slblllty.
Men colluded to protect this freedom. Thus a woman going out to dine at a
restaurant even with her husband present was scandalous, whereas a man
dining out with a mistress, even in the view of his friends, was granted a
fictive invisibility." [...]

[...] These territories of the bourgeois city were, however, not or.lly. gen-
dered on a male/female polarity. They became the sites for the negotlatlon‘of
gendered class identities and class gender positions. The spaces of modernity
are where class and gender interface in critical ways, in that they are the
spaces of sexual exchange. The significant spaces of mf)éelinxry are neither
simply those of masculinity, nor are they those of femininity which are as
much the spaces of modernity for being the negative of thc. streets ?nd bars.
They are, as the canonical works indicate, the marginal or interstitial spaces
where the fields of the masculine and feminine intersect and structure sexu-
ality within a classed order. [...]

Women and the Public Modemn

[Mary Cassatt’s] Lydia at the Theatre, 1879 and The Loge, 1882 [Plate 17] situate
us in the theatre with the young and fashionable but there could hardly be a
greater difference between these paintings and the work by Renoir on this
theme, The First Outing, 1876 (London, National Gallery), for example.
The stiff and formal poses of the two young women in the painting, by
Cassatt were precisely calculated as the drawings for the work reveal. Their
erect posture, one carefully grasping an unwrapped bouquet, the. other shel-
tering behind a large fan, create a telling effect of suppressed excitement and
extreme constraint, of unease in this public place, exposed and dressed up, on
display. They are set at an obligue angle to the frame so that they are not con-
tained by its edges, not framed and made a pretty picture for us as in The Loge
[Plate 18] by Renoir, where the spectacle at which the scene is set and the
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on canvas, 79.9 x 63.9 cm.
National Gallery of Art, Washington,
Chester Dale Collection.

18 Auguste Renoir, The Loge, 1874.
Oil on canvas, 80 x 63.5 cm.

17 Mary Cassatt, The Loge, 1882. Oil

Courtauld Institute Galleries, London.
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19 Mary Cassatt, At the Opera, 1879.
0il on canvas, 80 x 64.8 cm. Courtesy,
Museum of Fine Arts, Boston, The
Hayden Collection.

spectacle the woman herself is made to offer, merge for the unacknowledged
but presumed masculine spectator. In Renoir’s The First Outing the choice of
a profile opens out the spectator’s gaze into the auditorium and invites
her/him to imagine that she/he is sharing in the main figure’s excitement,
while she seems totally unaware of offering such a delightful spectacle. The
lack of self-consciousness is, of course, purely contrived so that the viewer
can enjoy the sight of the young girl.

The mark of difference between the paintings by Renoir and Cassatt is the
refusal in the latter of that complicity in the way the female protagonist is
depicted. In a later painting, At the Opera, 1879 [Plate 19], a woman is repre-
sented dressed in daytime or mourning black in a box at the theatre. She
looks from the spectator into the distance in a direction which cuts across the
plane of the picture, but as the viewer follows her gaze another look is
revealed steadfastly fixed on the woman in the foreground. The picture thus
juxtaposes two looks, giving priority to that of the woman who is, remark-
ably, pictured actively looking. She does not return the viewer’s gaze, a con-
vention which confirms the viewer's right to look and appraise. Instead we
find that the viewer outside the picture is evoked by being as it were the
mirror image of the man looking in the picture.

This is, in a sense, the subject of the painting — the problematic of women
out in public being vulnerable to a compromising gaze. The witty pun on the
spectator outside the painting being matched by that within should not dis-
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guise the serious meaning of the fact that social spaces are policed by men’s
watching women, and the positioning of the spectator outside the painting in
relation to the man within it serves to indicate that the spectator participates
in that game as well. The fact that the woman is pictured so actively looking,
signified above all by the fact that her eyes are masked by opera glasses, pre-
vents her being objectified and she figures as the subject of her own look. [...]

[...] In the ideological and social spaces of femininity, female sexuality
could not be directly registered. This has a crucial effect with regard to the
use artists who were women could make of the positionality represented by
the gaze of the flineur — and therefore with regard to modernity. The gaze of
the flineur articulates and produces a masculine sexuality which in the
modern sexual economy enjoys the freedom to look, appraise and possess, in
deed or in fantasy. Walter Benjamin draws special attention to a poem by
Baudclaire, ‘A une passante” (“To a passer-by’). The poem is written from the
point of view of a man who sees in the crowd a beautiful widow; he falls in
love as she vanishes from sight. Benjamin’s comment is apt: ‘One may say
that the poem deals with the function of the crowd not in the life of a citizen
but in the life of an erotic person.’®

It is not the public realm simply equated with the masculine which defines
the flineur/artist but access to a sexual realm which is marked by those inter-
stitial spaces, the spaces of ambiguity, defined as such not only by the rela-
tively unfixed or fantasizable class boundaries Clark makes so much of but
because of cross-class sexual exchange. Women could enter and represent
selected locations in the public sphere — those of entertainment and display.
But a line demarcates not the end of the public/private divide but the fron-
ticr of the spaces of femininity. Below this line lies the realm of the sexual-
ized and commodified bodies of women, where nature is ended, where class,
capital and masculine power invade and interlock. It is a line that marks off a
class boundary but it reveals where new class formations of the bourgeois
world restructured gender relations not only between men and women but
between women of different classes. [...]

[...] I hope it will by now be clear that the significance of this argument
extends beyond issues about Impressionist painting and parity for artists who
are women. Modernity is still with us, ever more acutely as our cities
become, in the exacerbated world of postmodernity, more and more a place
of strangers and spectacle, while women are ever more vulnerable to violent
assault while out in public and are denied the right to move around our cities
safely. The spaces of femininity still regulate women’s lives — from running
the gauntlet of intrusive looks by men on the streets to surviving deadly
sexual assaults. In rape trials, women on the street are assumed to be ‘asking
forit’. The configuration which shaped the work of Cassatt and Morisot still
defines our world. It is relevant then to develop feminist analyses of the
founding moments of modernity and modernism, to discern its sexualized
structures, to discover past resistances and differences, to examine how
women producers developed alternative models for negotiating modernity
and the spaces of femininity.
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