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Our culture has – rightly – made clear the need to answer questions of what it means to be a woman or a man, what it means for our work, for public policies, for families, for our relationships.  There is a grave need for sophisticated, deep, and coherent accounts of our nature as women and men.  Both Edith Stein and John Paul II have tried to provide this.    

Both St. Edith Stein and John Paul II were educated in the phenomenological tradition.  While at Göttingen, Stein attended lectures by Max Scheler, who was significant for her conversion, and John Paul wrote his second dissertation on Scheler’s ethics.  Stein was very close friends with Roman Ingarden, a Polish phenomenologist, and John Paul worked with Ingarden on his Habilitationsschrift.  In 1987 John Paul beatified Stein, and just eleven years later canonized her.  He declared her a co-patroness of Europe and recommended the study of her works in Fides et Ratio.
  Both the English title of his encyclical on women – “On the Dignity and Vocation of Women” – and themes throughout the encyclical, echo ideas central to Stein’s lectures on women.  

In the following, I would like to focus on Stein’s understanding of woman, beginning with her vision of women’s nature and vocation, which I hope will provoke comparisons with John Paul’s thought and writings.  I would then like to turn to the philosophical underpinnings of Stein’s view.  While I think that Stein’s claims regarding the distinctive nature and vocation of women offer us much, I would like to raise one or two questions regarding the metaphysical foundations of her claims.
  

I. Feminine and masculine nature

Edith Stein was a student and private assistant to Edmund Husserl, arguably one of the most significant thinkers of the 20th century.  After completing her dissertation and working for Husserl for a year and a half, Stein applied for a university post and asked Husserl for a recommendation letter.  Husserl wrote an extremely positive letter which ended with the phrase “should the academic profession become open to women, I would recommend Dr. Stein immediately and most warmly for qualification as a university lecturer.”
  She did not get the post.  Stein was not pleased and wrote to the governmental authorities, and in 1921 the Minister of Science, Art, and Education issued a statement condemning discrimination in educational hiring based on sex.  

Stein consistently argued that women are capable of holding any professional post or job, and she was clearly in favor of equal rights for women.  But she also thought that, amid the fight for access to education and professional positions, women had shied away from questions regarding women’s and men’s natures.  Early feminist feared that acknowledging any such differences between the sexes would feed into the hands of opponents of women’s equal educational and professional development.  Thus, the field became divided between those, on the one hand, who insisted that women were fundamentally just like men and thus should have equal access to education and professional posts and, on the other, those who thought there were fundamental feminine and masculine natures and thus feminine and masculine professions.  This is, however, a false dichotomy.  The field need not be so divided, and Stein wanted to run between the two positions, insisting both on equal rights and on intrinsic feminine and masculine natures.
  

Most of Stein’s comments on feminine and masculine natures come from her lectures on women.  After her failure to get a university post, Stein taught at a Dominican girls’ school, and, in the late 1920s, Stein began lecturing around Europe and giving radio addresses, largely on issues surrounding women’s nature and vocation.  Much of Stein’s writings on women come from reprints of these lectures and talks.  Their format is shorter and less detailed than her explicitly philosophical essays.  She rarely makes clear her method or the origin of the evidence for her claims, and her ontology is not as fully developed as might be in a longer, more philosophical text.  There is, however, a rather sophisticated ontology underlying her claims, and – after looking at key texts from her lectures – I would like to try to make that ontology explicit.  Before doing so, it would be valuable to look at her descriptions of women’s and men’s natures from her lectures.  

In a 1928 lecture, Stein says:

Man appears more focused: it is natural for him to dedicate his faculties to a discipline (be it mathematics or technology, a trade or business management) and thereby to subject himself to the precepts of this discipline.  Woman’s attitude is personal; and this has several meanings: in one instance she is happily involved with her total being in what she does; then, she has particular interest for the living, concrete person, and, indeed, as much for her own personal life and personal affairs as for those of other persons.  

Through submission to a discipline, man easily experiences a one-sided development.  In woman, there lives a natural drive towards totality and self-completion.  And, again, this drive has a twofold direction: she herself would like to become a complete human being, one who is fully developed in every way; and she would like to help others to become so, and by all means, she would like to do justice to the complete human being whenever she has to deal with persons.
  

In a 1930 lecture, she says:

Woman naturally seeks to embrace that which is living, personal and whole.  To cherish, guard, protect, nourish and advance growth is her natural, maternal yearning.  Lifeless matter, the fact, can hold primary interest for her only insofar as it serves the living and the personal, not ordinarily for its own sake.  Relevant to this is another matter:  abstraction in every sense is alien to the feminine nature.  The living and personal to which her care extends is a concrete whole and is protected and encouraged as a totality.
  

Key features of the feminine are thus an orientation toward the concrete, individual, and personal.  Tied to this, Stein says:

Man’s endeavor is exerted to be effective in cognitive and creative action.  The strength of woman lies in the emotional life.  This is in accord with her attitude toward personal being itself. … The emotions, the essential organ for comprehension of the existent in its totality and in its peculiarity, occupy the center of her being.
  

Stein wrote extensively on our emotional lives, and she does not have the common division between the rational and emotional.  For Stein, a well-developed heart, a full affective, emotional, life is absolutely necessary in order to be a healthy, flourishing human being.  Further, interestingly enough, she thinks that objectivity – accurately perceiving the world – demands that we respond emotionally in certain sorts of ways.  Our emotions are not merely ‘personal,’ but are also receptors of certain aspects of reality.  We cannot rightly understand the world if we do not have right emotional responses to the world.  Stein claims that such emotional development – attention to and nuanced emotional responses – are more easily developed in feminine than masculine natures.  In order accurately perceive the world, we need to develop fully our faculties of perception.  Men tend to develop more easily certain of those perceptive faculties, and women others.    

Stein emphasizes feminine nature as oriented toward the personal and concrete, as holistic and emotionally attuned and developed.  There are particular emphases and traits dominant in the feminine and the masculine natures.  Correspondingly, there are also characteristic weaknesses.  She says:  

To be a mother is to nourish and protect true humanity and bring it to development.  But again, this necessitates that she possess true humanity herself, and that she is clear as to what it means; otherwise, she cannot lead others to it.  One can become suitable for this double duty if one has the correct personal attitude.  As we have already stated, woman does not possess this by nature.  The initial form of feminine singularity is primarily a debasement and blockage of this true attitude.  On the one hand, it is a bias to secure her own personal importance by which she may busy herself and others; also, it is an inability to endure criticism which is experienced as an attack on her person.  These yearnings for importance, yearnings towards unlimited recognition, are extended to everything unique to the person.  Her own husband must be recognized as the very best husband, her own children must be known as the most beautiful, clever, and gifted.  This is blind feminine love which dulls realistic judgment and renders her completely unsuitable for the designated feminine vocation.  Along with this excessive vindication of her own person goes an excessive interest in others, a perverse desire to penetrate into personal lives, a passion of wanting to confiscate people.  Excess of interest in both her own and in the stranger’s personality merge in feminine surrender, the urge to lose herself completely in a human being; but in so doing, she does justice neither to self nor to the humanity of another, and, at the same time, becomes unfit for exercising other duties.


Also connected to the false pursuit of prestige is a perverted desire for totality and inclusiveness, a mania to know everything and thereby to skim the surface of everything and to plunge deeply into nothing.  However, such superficiality can never be true humanity.  Whoever controls a matter thoroughly stands closer to true humanity than he who never stands on firm ground.  Among those who have a thoroughly objective formation, there are certainly more men than women.  However, in the small flock that approaches the goal of full humanity there seem to be more women than men.
  

In another lecture, she makes the point, saying:

The specific degeneracy of man is seen in his brutal despotism over creatures—especially over woman, and in his enslavement to his work up to the point of the atrophy of his humanity.  The specific degeneracy of woman is seen in her servile dependence on man and in the decline of her spiritual life into a predominantly sensual one.
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Stein’s advice is to ensure that all women are trained in “solid objective work.”
  Many kinds of work will suffice; the point is work which will require “submitting to the laws of the matter concerned.”
  We will thereby be encouraged to overcome tendencies toward diffuseness and thus superficiality, and the intellect will be developed in ways that will help train and well form our emotional lives.  Ultimately, however, Stein says that “[o]nly the power of grace can uproot and form fallen nature anew.”

Stein claims that there are feminine and masculine natures.  Correspondingly, there are characteristically feminine and masculine vocations.  She says:   

Only the person blinded by the passion of controversy could deny that woman in soul and body is formed for a particular purpose.  The clear and irrevocable word of Scripture declares what daily experience teaches from the beginning of the world:  woman is destined to be wife and mother.  Both physically and spiritually she is endowed for this purpose, as is seen clearly from practical experience.  However, it follows also from the Thomistic principle of anima forma corporis that such a spiritual characteristic does exist.  Of course, woman shares a basic human nature, but basically her faculties are different from men; therefore, a differing type of soul must exist as well.
  

Woman’s nature is directed toward her original vocation of spouse and mother. … Both spiritual companionship and spiritual motherliness are not limited to the physical spouse and mother relationships, but they extend to all people with whom woman comes into contact.
  

Stein is very clear that there are many kinds of mothering.  One need not be married to be motherly and maternal toward others.
  Perhaps unsurprisingly in the years following the First World War, Stein also has a good deal of advice for young women who find that they never marry.  Nonetheless, she does think that there is a distinctive feminine calling:  

According to the intended original order, her place is by man’s side to master the earth and to care for offspring.  But her body and soul are fashioned less to fight and to conquer than to cherish, guard and preserve.  Of the threefold attitude towards the world—to know it, to enjoy it, to form it creatively—it is the second which concerns her most directly.
  

Because we have a feminine nature and vocation, it is unsurprisingly that women tend toward certain what might be called ‘feminine’ occupations.  Chief among these is certainly teaching – a job working with people to help them develop their full humanity.  We might also list nursing and childcare.  This does not mean, however, that all women should be teachers or nurses.  In her 1931 lecture entitled “The Separate Vocations of Man and Woman According to Nature and Grace,” Stein says:  

Should certain positions be reserved for only men, others for only women, and perhaps a few open for both?  I believe that this question also must be answered negatively.  The strong individual differences existing within both sexes must be taken into account.  Many women have masculine characteristics just as many men share feminine ones.  Consequently, every so-called ‘masculine’ occupation may be exercised by many women as well as many ‘feminine’ occupations by certain men.  It seems right, therefore, that no legal barriers of any kind should exist.
  

On one hand, Stein insists that – even if there are ‘feminine’ and ‘masculine’ natures – we are not merely women, but also individuals.  We embody ‘feminine nature’ in different and quite varied ways.  Thus, one cannot exclude all women from some field simply because many women prefer not to be there.  

Further, Stein claims that there are feminine ways of practicing any occupation.  Stein regularly gives the example of a doctor (her older sister Erna was a doctor).  The doctor is not healing merely an arm or leg, but a person, and medicine – even highly specialized forms – can be practiced in a way that acknowledges this truth.  She says:

Finally, woman’s intrinsic value can work in every place and thereby institute grace, completely independent of the profession which she practices and whether it concurs with her singularity or not.  Everywhere she meets with a human being, she will find opportunity to sustain, to counsel, to help. … Everywhere the need exists for maternal sympathy and help, and thus we are able to recapitulate in the one word motherliness what which we have developed as the characteristic value of woman.
  

Insofar as a distinctively feminine approach helps to ‘humanize’ and personalize all professions, it is desirable to have women working in all fields.  And insofar as the Industrial Revolution took from the home many of the productive, creative, and political activities that used to be done in the home, it is unsurprising that many women find that the domestic life less and less satisfying.  The home has become a place of consumption rather than production and thus left less to actualize and use our distinctive talents and capacities.  

The nineteenth-century Industrial Revolution revolutionized average domestic life so that it ceased to be a realm sufficient to engage all of woman’s potentialities.  At the same time, the diminishing life of faith excluded convent life as a serious consideration for most people.  In passive natures, this climate has led to an immersion into an overly sensual life or empty dreams and flirtations.  In strongly active natures, there has resulted a turning away from the house towards professional activity.  So the feminist movement came into being.  Vocations other than domestic had been exercised for centuries almost exclusively by men.  It was natural, therefore, that these vocations assumed a masculine stamp and that training for them was adapted to the masculine nature.
  

Before leaving this section, I would like to note one final passage.  Stein says:  

The fact that all powers which the husband possesses are present in a feminine nature as well—even though they may generally appear in different degrees and relationships—is an indication they should be employed in corresponding activity.  And wherever the circle of domestic duties is too narrow for the wife to attain the full formation of her powers, both nature and reason concur that she reach out beyond this circle.  It appears to me, however, that there is a limit to such professional activities whenever it jeopardizes domestic life, i.e., the community of life and formation consisting of parents and children.  It even seems to me a contradiction of the divine order when the professional activities of the husband escalate to a degree which cuts him off completely from family life.  This is even more true of the wife.
 

Thus Stein claims, first, that there are distinctive feminine and masculine natures and feminine and masculine vocations; second, that this distinctiveness does not mean that women should hold certain jobs while men hold others but, rather, that women and men can and should do the same jobs in slightly different ways.  She does, however, seem to give mothers slight priority in the home, at least during the early years in the life of any children. 

II. The metaphysical foundations 


Stein’s lectures were not intended as thorough philosophical treatises.  Nonetheless, we can see in her comments, in combination with her more explicitly philosophical works, a distinct anthropology.  First, Stein accepts a generally Thomistic picture of the person as a unity of form (or soul) and matter.  That is, Stein believes that there are dynamisms or directed-nesses written on our souls; they must, however, be worked out in our matter and material conditions.
  Thus, for example, each human being – unlike snails and worms – have the capacity to walk written into their form or soul, but we nonetheless much develop and learn to walk.  A child does not come into the world already walking but must instead develop that ability.  Further, it is possible that someone might, tragically, have something wrong with their legs such that she can never develop this capacity, or for some reason may be restrained in such a way that she is never allowed to develop this capacity.  Thus, in claiming that there are capacities and abilities written into the soul, Stein does not intend to claim that we come into the world with these fully usable prior to often difficult and time-consuming practice and learning.


Like Thomas, Stein believes that all human beings have the same general capacities or potentialities.  All human beings have the capacity to love others, communicate, reason, sing, and walk.  Due to various material problems, some human beings cannot actualize these capacities.  But we consider this a tragedy precisely because such activities are appropriate to healthy, fully developed human beings.  It is not a tragedy that a rock cannot love us or that a lizard’s reasoning powers are quite limited.  Such activities are not appropriate to rock and lizards, but they are for human beings.  


Thomas claims that all of us have the same potentialities and capacities, and thus we are all of the same species; we differ in terms of our matter, the conditions of the development of those potentialities, and our choices regarding which and how to develop them, but not in terms of soul.  In contrast, Stein claims that, although we have the same general kinds of potentialities, we nonetheless have differences written on our souls.
  We have what she calls an individual form, much like John Duns Scotus’s notion of haecceitas, that is, a individual specification of the general human form.
  


I would like to be very clear:  for Stein, this specification of soul in the individual form does not, she thinks, constitute differing species.
  Human beings and lizards are two distinct species precisely because human beings and lizards have different capacities or directednesses written upon their soul.  All human beings are human and equally human and have all human capacities, but the power to reason might take a slightly different form in different people; in some it may be quick and incisive, and in others, broad and integrative.  Thus, the individual form is not supposed to make us differing species, but rather specific and unique instances of the same species.
  


As Stein places our individuality at least in part in our souls, so also does she place our gender on our souls.  We have, Stein claims, gendered souls, that is, either a masculine or feminine soul.  As in the case of individuality, Stein does not think that the difference between women’s and men’s souls is of the type to lead to different species, but she does think that the difference marks much of what we do.  

Thus, Stein distinguishes human souls from other species of soul, and claims that the soul must work itself out or become itself in its matter.  There is further a sub-species of humanity – that is, femininity and masculinity – and, finally, further specifications in terms of individual forms, unique to each person.
  

I have been working to develop an analogy with colors and paint.  When talking of paint we can distinguish the general color (e.g., red), the shade of color (e.g., burgundy, magenta, fire-engine, brick), and the finish (e.g., matte or glossy).  All paints in a certain group can be classified as red; they are all in the same general category.  But nonetheless there are further specifications and shades within that one category.  For Stein, the species corresponds to the general category, while the individual form to the shade within that category.  As far as I can tell, femininity and masculinity correspond to the finish:  masculinity is analogous to a glossy finish and femininity to a matte, or vice versa.  Just as a red room painted with a high gloss paint might appear bright and pinky red, whereas a matte finish might bring out the rich brown undertones of the same paint, so also do our femininity and masculinity bring out our common human traits in differing ways.  A feminine soul might lead to the emphasis on certain traits, whereas a masculine one brings out other human traits.  

Stein is clear that being human is fundamental, while being a woman is secondary.
  And she clearly states that Jesus Christ is the ideal realization of humanity, both for women and men.
  Nonetheless, insofar as the human traits “may generally appear in different degrees and relationships,” it is appropriate to talk of a feminine and masculine nature.
  There are no powers or traits in men that are not present in women, and vice versa.  The traits characterizes feminine and masculine natures are in no way exclusive.  Nonetheless, insofar as there is a relative priority or emphasis of some traits over others, we can distinguish two such natures.
  

Thus, I take it that our femininity and masculinity, according to Stein, relates to the emphasis in our development of our human faculties, rather than in differing faculties or perfected goals toward which they are directed.  Further, she does not think that this difference is emphasis is attributable merely to our biology.  Female bodies are particularly fit for feminine souls, but the body is not the reason for the emphases of the soul.
   


Thus, Stein claims that there are distinct feminine and masculine natures.  These do not in any way indicate that one sex is more human or a more fully developed expression of humanity; rather, all human beings are equally human, and the ideal for all of us is full development of all our human capacities and faculties.
  Insofar as we cannot do so immediately and at once, we tend to emphasis certain capacities more than others and develop some more fully than others.  Those with a feminine ‘caste’ or ‘finish’ to their soul – i.e., women – will tend toward certain patterns of development, where those with a masculine soul will tend to other patterns.  

Despite her claim that femininity and masculinity are written upon our souls,
 Stein makes clear that several elements mitigate against simple or identical development in all woman and all men.  First, we are free beings, and we may choose to follow the dynamisms of our own souls or work against them.  Thus, one can refuse to development along the lines of the feminine tendencies, or one might do so in a quite different manner than another woman.  Second, Stein states that “no woman is only woman.”
  In addition to our humanity and femininity or masculinity, we also have our individuality.  Our individual form and individual uniqueness will mark our femininity and masculinity in distinctive ways.
  Thus, she says: 

If on the whole, marriage and motherhood are the primary vocations for the feminine sex, it is not necessarily true for each individual.  Women may be called to singular cultural achievements, and their talents may be adapted to these achievements.
  

All women have a feminine soul, and all of us are called to be maternal, as all men are called to be paternal, but this does not mean that the way in which some particular women is maternal does not – legitimately, due to her individual form – look an awful lot like paternal-ness.  

III. Critique

There are many aspects of Stein’s account that I find compelling – for example, her insistence that all people – women and men – are fully and equally human, while also claiming that nonetheless there are characteristic emphases within and among the human traits.  I appreciate her regular and consistent advocation of the ability and value of having women working in all professional areas, even, and perhaps even especially, in those traditionally considered masculine.  Further, her regular and strong insistence on our freedom and individuality seems to me necessary and valuable.  She does not allow us to paint a simple picture of women and men but, rather, reminds us regularly that we are free, self-developing beings, who – within limits – choose who we will become.  We also have, relatively independent of any feminine or masculine leanings, individual tendencies, talents, and temperament.  Finally, my inclination is to agree with her account of the general emphases within the feminine and masculine.  I think that she is broadly right about the general strengths and weaknesses of women and men.  And I think that her way of making explicit our differing virtues and vices is quite important for spiritual formation.  In repeatedly condemning only masculine versions of the vices, we may end up encouraging many women to continue in their vices. 

My major disagreement with Stein is in her metaphysics, that is, her account of the foundation and origin of our individual natures and our feminine and masculine natures.  This disagreement, although perhaps somewhat minor, has implications for certain aspects of our vision of self-development and education.  


Stein accepts the broadly Thomist picture of the human being as a unity of form and matter, or of soul and body.  She differs from Thomas, however, in claiming that the soul – and not the body or any a posteriori elements – is responsible for our feminine and masculine natures.  I would like to return us to a more Thomistic position.  I do not think that Stein is right to claim that our femininity and masculinity (or our individuality, although we should leave that for another time) is properly rooted in our souls but is, rather, rooted in the way in which the soul ‘becomes itself’ in different matter.  


In contrast to Stein, I do not think that femininity and masculinity originate in the soul but, rather, in the way in which the soul works itself out in differing matter.  And thus, it is not the soul in the end that is responsible for gender, but our differing bodies.  Bodies with less muscle mass, bodies which are smaller and less strong, do not require that one become more personal and oriented toward holistic development, but they may motivate or encourage one to do so.  Insofar as our hormones encourage us to attend to our emotional lives (and thus incline us to do the same for others), insofar as a weaker body does not allow ignore as easily the concerns of others, there are motivations to develop certain faculties more than others.  Can I get all the ‘feminine traits’ from the approach?  I am not yet sure.  But I suspect that we can go a long way toward doing so.


I am attracted to this approach for a number of reasons.  First, Stein accounts for femininity with an element within the soul and then the differences among women and their way of being feminine by pointing to human freedom and our individual forms.  She thus has a human nature, a feminine nature, and an individual nature.  This makes for a number of metaphysical structures.  It seems to me much simpler to account both for femininity and our various and quite different ways of being feminine by pointing instead to different ways of responding to somewhat similar, but not precisely the same, conditions.  All women have relatively similar biology, in contrast to men’s biology, and thus relatively similar conditions in which to develop.  But our precise hormone levels, fat to muscle ratio, etc., differ and thus create different conditions.  Further, some of us grew up with a Tom Boy sister, or a ballerina sister, or a whole host of brothers and neighbor boys that helped motivate us to develop ourselves in different ways.  Thus, insofar as there are broadly similar biological and material conditions, there are developmental tendencies distinctive to women and to men, but insofar as they are only broadly similar and not precisely the same, there can be wide range of different ways of being ‘feminine’ and ‘masculine.’  


Thus, it seems to me, first, that my account retain most of Stein’s concerns but with a simplier metaphysics.  Secondly, I can account for individual differences and degrees of ‘femininity’ and ‘masculinity’ without implying that certain people have a compromised ‘feminine nature.’  Finally, I am very wary of attributing much to our souls beyond our species being.  My concern is that feminine and masculine elements to the soul, as well as individual elements, will compromise our fundamental commonality.  Christ took on humanity, and I do not want – in any way – to compromise the claim that He became like – and equally like – each and every one of us.           


In conclusion, I do think that we can gain much from Stein’s descriptions of virtues and vices characteristic of women and men, and we would do well to appreciate differing paths to perfection – and the distinctive pitfalls of each.  But I want to insist that we are ultimately called to human perfection, full perfection, including both deep and rich emotional lives and thick, substantial intellectual lives; we are called to be both deep and broad, nurturing and leading.  We are called to full perfection.  And we cannot rest content with only a few – feminine or masculine – virtues but must work incessantly to develop all of them.  

� Fides et Ratio, §74:  “The fruitfulness of this relationship [between faith and reason] is confirmed by the experience of great Christian theologians who also distinguished themselves as great philosophers, bequeathing to us writings of such high speculative value as to warrant comparison with the masters of ancient philosophy. … We see the same fruitful relationship between philosophy and the word of God in the courageous research pursued by more recent thinkers, among whom I gladly mention, in a Western context, figures such as John Henry Newman, Antonio Rosmini, Jacques Maritain, Étienne Gilson and Edith Stein.”  


� Although it appears that much of Stein’s thought on women influenced John Paul’s writings, I do not see a commitment in his work to Stein’s metaphysics.


� Quoted in Maria Amata Neyer’s Edith Stein: Her Life in Photos and Documents (Washington, DC: ICS Publications, 1999), p. 30.  For the complete letter, see Edith Stein: Ein Lebensbild in Zeugnissen und Selbstzeugnissen ed. Waltraud Herbstrith (Mainz: Matthias Grünewald, 1998). 


� See Stein’s “The Significance of Woman’s Intrinsic Value in National Life” in Essays on Woman (The Collected Works of Edith Stein 2) trans. Freda Mary Oben (Washington, DC: ICS Publications, 1996, revised edition), esp. pp. 253-254.


� Essays on Woman, p. 255.  I have adapted the translation slightly.


� Ibid., p. 45.


� Ibid., p. 96.


� Ibid., pp. 256-257.


� Ibid., p. 190.


� Ibid., p. 48.  See also, pp. 257-258.


� Ibid., p. 257.


� Ibid., p. 48.


� Ibid., p. 45.


� Ibid., p. 132.


� She says, rather strongly, “Only subjective delusion could deny that women are capable of practicing vocations other than that of [literal] spouse and mother” (ibid., p. 49). 


� Ibid., p. 73.


� Ibid., p. 81.


� Ibid., p. 264.


� Ibid., p. 105.


� Ibid., p. 80.


� This position is articulated clearly in Finite and Eternal Being, but we can see indications of these commitments in, for example, Essays on Woman pages 88, 97-98, and 130.  


� She says, “the basic faculties which exist originally are unique in degree and in kind to each human soul” (Essays on Woman, pp. 97-98).  See also Essays on Woman, pp. 201-202. 


� Stein’s notion of individual form is developed more fully in her Beiträge essays and Finite and Eternal Being.  


� We might note her comments on page 187 of Essays on Woman, but nonetheless, species there is not meant in the same sense as the human species but, rather, as unchangeable and permanent.


� See Essays on Woman, p. 182.


� She says, “[w]e saw a threefold goal prescribed by the nature of woman:  the development of her humanity, her womanhood, and her individuality.  These are not separate goals, just as the nature of the particular human individual is not divided into three parts but is one:  it is human nature of a specifically feminine and individual character.  Only in abstract thought are we obliged to consider separately what is separable in concept” (Essays on Woman, p. 192).  


� See the “Diskussion zum Vortrag ,Grundlagen der Frauenbildung‘”  in the appendix to Edith Stein Gesamtausgabe 13 (Die Frau: Fragestellungen und Reflexionen) (Freiburg: Herder Verlag, 2000), p. 246.


� She says, for example, “Christ embodies the ideal of human perfection:  in Him all bias and defects are removed, and the masculine and feminine virtues are united and their weaknesses redeemed” (Essays on Woman, p. 84).


� Essays on Woman, p. 80. 


� It is not yet clear to me whether Stein wants to claim merely that women tend to emphasize certain traits or faculties, while men tend to emphasize others, or whether she also wants to argue that the processes or paths of development for the faculties differs for women and men.  


� See, for example, Essays on Woman, p. 45.


� In one passage, Stein does, oddly, say, “[o]f course, woman shares a basic human nature, but basically her faculties are different from men” (Essays on Woman, p. 45).  I take it that she does not mean this in quite as strong a way as it may come across, out of context with her other claims.  


� She talks of woman as a ‘species,’ and by this she means “a permanent category which does not change” (Essays on Woman, p. 173).  


� Ibid., p. 49.


� See Essays on Woman, p. 110 and 188-189 as well as Linda Lopez McAlister’s “Edith Stein: Essential Differences” in Philosophy Today, 37 (Spring 1993), 70-77.


� Ibid., p. 189.
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