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FALLAVTT PARSONS,
“The Kinship Svstem of the Contemnporary United Stanes”

Girls and hovs develop different relational capacities and senses of
self as a result of growing up in a family in which women mother,
These gender personalities are reinforced by ditferences in the iden-
tification processes of boys and g@rls that also result from women's
mothering. Ditfering relational capacities and forms of identification
prepare women and men w assume the adult gender roles which sit-
uate women primarily within the sphere of reproduction in a sexually
unequal society.

GENINH FIDENTIFICATION
AND GENDER ROLE LEARNING

All social scientists who have examined processes of gender role
lEurtlingurl(l the development of a sense of wdentificaton in boys and
girls have argued thar the asvimmerrical organization of parenting in
which women mother is the hasic cause of significam contrasts be-
tween feminine and masculine identification processes.’ Their dis-
cussions range from concern with the learning of appropriate gender
role behavior—through imitation, explicit training and admonitions,
and cognitive learning processes—uo concern with the development
of hasic gender identity. The processes these people discuss seem o
be universal, to the extent that all societies are constituted around a




174 The Reproduction of Mothering

structural split, growing out of women's mothering, between the pri
vate, domestic world of women and the public, social world of men 2
Because the first identification for children of both genders has
always been with their mother, they argue, and because children are
first around women, women's family roles and being feminine are
more available and often more intelligible o growing children than
masculine roles and being masculine. Hence, male development is
more complicated than female because of the difficult shifts of iden-
tification which a boy must make to attain his expected gender iden-
tification and gender role assumption. Their view contrasts sharply
to the psychoanalytic stress on the difficulties inherent in feminine
development as girls make their convoluted way to heterosexual oh-
Ject choice.®

Because all children identify first with their mother, a girl's gender
and gender role identification processes are continuous with her ear-
liest identifications and a boy’s are not. A girl’s oedipal identification
with her mother, for instance, is continuous with her earliest primary
identification (and also in the context of her early dependence and
attachment). The boy's oedipal crisis, however, is supposed to enable
him to shift in favor of an identification with his father. He gives up,
in addition to his oedipal and precedipal attachment to his mother,
his primary identification with her.

What is true specifically for oedipal identification is equally true
for more general gender identification and gender role learning. A
boy, in order to feel himself adequately masculine, must distinguish
and differentiate himself from others in a way that a girl need not
—must categorize himself as someone apart. Moreover, he defines
masculinity negatively as that which is not feminine and/or con-
nected to women, rather than positively.” This is another way boys
come to deny and repress relation and connection in the process of
growing up. '

These distinctions remain even where much of a girl’s and boy's
socialization is the same, and where both go to school and can par-
ticipate in adulthood in the labor force and other nonfamilial inst-
tutions. Because girls at the same time grow up in a family where
mothers are the salient parent and caretaker, they also can begin to
identify more directly and immediately with their mothers and thetr

*The extent of masculine difficulty varies, as does the extent to which identificanon
processes for hoys and girls differ. This variance depends on the extent uli' the puhln.i
domestic split in a subculiure or society —the extent 1o which men, men’s wartk, an
masculing activities are removed [rom the home, and therefore masculinity and per-
sonal relations with adult men are hard 1o come by for a child.
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mothers’ familial roles than can boys with their fathers and men. In-
far as a woman's identity remains primarily as a wife/mother, more-
over, there is greater generational continuity in role and life-activity
from mother to daughter than there can be from father to son. This
entity may be less than totally appropriate, as girls must realistically
pect to spend much of their life in the labor force, whereas their
"r_nmhers were less likely to do so. Nevertheless, family organization
d ideology still produce these gender differences, and generate
pectations that women much more than men will find a primary
entity in the family.
. Permanent father-absence, and the “father absence” that is nor-
~mal in our society, do not mean that boys do not learn masculine roles
Lor proper masculine behavior, just as there is no evidence that ho-
osexuality in women correlates with father absence.* What marters
the extent to which a child of either gender can form a personal
elationship with their object of identification, and the differences in
nodes of identification that result from this. Mitscherlich, Slater,
Winch, and Lynn all speak to these differences.® They suggest that
girls in contemporary society develop a personal identification with
their mother, and that a tie between affective processes and role
earning—between libidinal and ego development—characierizes
' feminine development. By contrast, boys develop a positional iden-
nification with aspects of the masculine role, For them, the tie between
ffective processes and role learning is broken.

Personal identification, according to Slater and Winch, consists in
iffuse identification with someone else's general personality, behav-
oral traits, values, and attitudes. Positional identification consists, by
ntrast, in identification with specific aspects of another's role and
es not necessarily lead to the internalization of the values or atti-
udes of the person identified with, According to Slater, children
preferentially choose personal identification because this grows out
0f a positive affective relationship to a person who is there. They re-
sort to positional identification residually and reactively, and identify
th the perceived role or situation of another when possibilities for
rsonal identification are not available,

In our society, a girl's mother is present in a way that a boy's
ather, and other adult men, are not. A girl, then, can develop a per-
onal identification with her mother, because she has a real relation-
ship with her that grows out of their early primary tie. She learns
- What it is to be womanlike in the context of this personal identification
- with her mother and often with other female models {kin, teachers,
- mother’s friends, mothers of friends). Feminine identification, then,
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can be based on the gradual learning of a way of being famihar in
everyday life, exemplified by the relationship with the person with
whom a girl has been most involved.

A boy must attempt to develop a masculine gender identification
and learn the masculine role in the absence of a continuous and on-
going personal relationship to his father (and in the absence of a con-
tinuously available masculine role model). This positional identifica-
tion occurs both psychologically and sociologically. Psychologically, as
is clear from descriptions of the masculine oedipus complex, boys
appropriate those specific components of the masculinity of their
father that they fear will be otherwise used against them, but do not
as much identify diffusely with him as a person. Sociologically, boys
in father-absent and normally father-remote families develop a sense
of what it is to be masculine through identification with cultural im-
ages of masculinity and men chosen as masculine models.

Boys are taught to be masculine more consciously than girls are
taught to be feminine. When fathers or men are not present much,
girls are taught the heterosexual components of their role, whereas
boys are assumed to learn their heterosexual role without teaching,
through interaction with their mother.® By contrast, other compo-
nents of masculinity must be more consciously imposed. Masculine
identification, then, is predominantly a gender role identification. By
contrast, feminine identification is predominantly parentaf: “Males
tend to identify with a cultural stereotype of the masculine role;
whereas females tend to identify with aspects of their own mother’s
role specifically,””

Girls’ identification processes, then, are more continuously em-
bedded in and mediated by their ongoing relationship with their
mother. They develop through and stress particularistic and atfecuve
relationships to others. A boy's identification processes are not likely
to be so embedded in or mediated by a real affective relation to his
father. At the same time, he tends to deny identification with and
relationship to his mother and reject what he takes to be the feminine
world; masculinity is defined as much negatively as positively. Mas-
culine identification processes stress differentiation from others,
the denial of affective relation, and categorical universalistic com-
ponents of the masculine role. Feminine identification processes are
relational, whereas masculine identification processes tend to deny
relationship. .

These distinctions do not mean that the development of feminin-
ity is all sugar and spice for a girl, but that it poses different kinds of
problems for her than the development of masculinity does for a boy.
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~ The feminine identification that a girl attains and the masculine iden-
 dification about which a boy remains uncertain are valued differently.
" In their unattainability, masculinity and the masculine role are fan-
 tasized and idealized by boys (and often by girls), whereas femininity
~ and the feminine role remain for a girl all too real and concrete. The
- demands on women are often contradictory—for instance, to he pas-
- sive and dependent in relation to men, and active and independently
. imnating toward children. In the context of the ego and object-re-
. lational issues I described in the preceding chapters, moreover, it is
i c]f:ar that ‘mmhu|uidentiﬁcaliun presents difficulties. A girl identifies
- with and is expected to identify with her mother in order to auain
~ her adult feminine identification and learn her adul gender role.
~ At the same time she must be sufficiently differentiated 1o grow
- up and experience herself as a separate individual—must overcome
- primary identification while maintaining and building a secondary
identification.

- Studies suggest that daughters in American society have problems
- with differentiation from and identification with their mothers.* Slater
reports that all forms of personal parental identification (cross-gen-
- der and same-gender) correlate with freedom from psychaosis or neu-
| rosis except personal identification of a daughter with her mother.
- Johnson reports that a boy's identification with his father relates to
- psychological adjustment, whereas a girl’s with her mother does not.
- The implication in both accounts is that for a girl, just as for a boy,
 there can be oo much of mother. It may be E:JS}': but possibly too
- asy, for a girl 1o attain a feminine gender identification.* :
 Gender and gender-role identification processes accord with my
' earlier account of the development of psychic structure. They rein-
'._Fﬂrce and replicate the object-relational and ego outcomes which 1
. have described. Externally, as internally, women grow up and remain
 more connected to others. Not only are the roles which girls learn
- more interpersonal, particularistic, and affective than those which
Ebnyx learn. Processes of identification and role learning for girls also
‘tend to be particularistic and affective—embedded in an interper-
nal relationship with their mothers. For boys, identification pro-
- tesses and masculine role learning are not likely to be embedded in
- relationship with their fathers or men but rather to involve the denial
of affective relationship to their mothers. These processes tend to be
| More role-defined and cultural, to consist in abstract or categorical
learning rather than in personal identification. .

*Recall ale L dcaty YTl . ;
! Recall also Deutsch’s description of the prepubertal girtl's random attemps 1o
. break her identification with her mother.
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FAMILY AND ECONOMY

Women's relatedness and men’s denial of relation and categorical
self-definition are appropriate to women's and men’s differential par-
ticipation in nonfamilial production and familial reproduction.
Women's roles are basically familial, and concerned with personal,
affective ties. Ideology about women and treatment of them in this
society, particularly in the labor force, tend to derive from this fa-
milial location and the assumptions that it is or should be both exclu-
sive and primary for women, and that this exclusivity and primacy
come from biological sex differences. By contrast, men’s roles as they
are defined in our society are basically not familial. Though men are
interested in being husbands and fathers, and most men do occupy
these roles during their lifetime, ideology about men and definitions
of what is masculine come predominantly from men’s nontamilial
roles. Women are located first in the sex-gender system, men first in
the organization of production.

We can reformulate these insights to emphasize that women's
lives, and beliefs about women, define them as embedded in social
interaction and personal relationships in a way that men are not.
Though men and women participate in both the family and the non-
familial world, the sexual division of labor is such that women'’s first
association is within the family, a relational institution, and men's is
not. Women in our society are primarily defined as wives and moth-
ers, thus in particularistic relation to someone else, whereas men are
defined primarily in universalistic occupational terms. These femi-
nine roles and women’s family functions, moreover, stress especially
affective relationship and the affective aspects of family life. As I dis-
cuss in Chapter 1, being a mother and wife are increasingly centered
on emotional and psychological functions—women's work is “emo-
tion work.”™ By contrast, men's occupational roles, and the occupa-
tional world in general, are increasingly without room for affect and
particularistic commitments. Women’s two interconnected roles, their
dual relatedness to men and children, replicate women’s internalized
relational triangle of childhood —preoccupied alternately with male-
female and mother-child issues.

The definitional relatedness of being a wife and mother, and
women'’s intrafamilial responsibility for affectively defined funcrions.
receive further support from the way the family is related socially to
the extrafamilial world. Parsons and many feminist theorists point out
that it is the hushand/father whose occupational role is mainly deter-
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. minant of the class position and status of the whole family, and so-
- ciologists who measure socioeconomic status by paternal occupation
nd education seem to concur. The husband/father thus formally ar-
ticulates the family in the larger society and gives it its place. And
although families increasingly depend on income from both spouses,
class position derives ideologically from what the male spouse does.
he wife, accordingly, is viewed as deriving her status and class po-
ition mainly trom her husband, even if she also is in the labor force
and contributes to the maintenance of the family’s life style. She is
een as a representative of her family, whereas her husband is seen
s an independent individual. :

The wife/mother role draws on women's personality in another
way, as a result of the fundamentally different modes of organization
f the contemporary sex-gender system and contemporary capital-
m. The activities of a wife/mother have a nonbounded quality. They
consist, as countless housewives can attest and as women poets, nov-
elists, and feminist theorists have described, of diffuse obligations.
Women's activities in the home involve continuous connection to and
‘concern about children and attunement to adult masculine needs,
both of which require connection to, rather than separateness from,
aothers. The work of maintenance and reproduction is characterized
by its repetitive and routine continuity, and does not involve specified
quence or progression, By contrast, work in the labor force—"men’s
ork”—is likely to be contractual, to be more specifically delimited,
- and to contain a notion of defined progression and product.

.~ Even when men and women cross into the other’s sphere, their
- roles remain different. Within the family, being a husband and father
different from being a wife and mother: as women have become
more involved in the family, men have become less so. Parsons’s char-
acterization of men’s instrumental role in the family may be too
treme, but points us in the right direction. A father’s first re-
ponsibility is to “provide” for his family monetarily. His emotional
- contribution is rarely seen as of equal importance. Men's work in the
. home, in all but a few households, is defined in gender-stereotyped
- Ways. When men do “women's” chores—the dishes, shopping, put-
ng children to bed—this activity is often organized and delegated
- by the wife/mother, who retains residual responsibility (men “babysit”
i their own children; women do not). Fathers, though they relate to
their children, do so in order to create “independence.”*® This is fa-
cilitated by a father's own previous socialization for repression and
enial of relation, and his current participation in the public nonre-

ational world. Just as children know their fathers “under the sway
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of the reality principle,”!! so also do fathers know their children
more as separate people than mothers do.

Outside the family, women's roles and ideology about women are
more relational than nonfamilial male roles and ideology about men.
Women's work in the labor force tends to extend their holl?ewl?e,
wife, or mother roles and their concern with personal, atfective ties
(as secretaries, service workers, private household workers, nurses,
teachers). Men's work is less likely to have affective m'erlmnes—-meu
are craft workers, operatives, and professional and 1ech11lu__'al warker::..

Rosaldo claims that all these aspects of women’s position are uni-
versal.'? She suggests that feminine roles are I.ess_p_»ghlic or _“s,c:ucmh'
that they exhibit less linguistic and institutional differentiation, and
that the interaction they involve is more likely to be kin—rba?;cd aqd o
cross generations, whereas men’s interaction remains Emhm asin gle
generation and cuts across kin units on the hasis of universalistic cat-
egories. Women's roles are thus based on what are seen as _pe_t'smml
rather than “social” or “cultural” ties. The corollary to this is 1|‘|Eit
women's roles typically tend to involve the «‘_‘}_;lil'l‘(_‘i&ﬂ of 'tnﬂugm:e in
face-to-face, personal contexts rather than Iegmnluzec_ll power in con-
texts which are categorical and defined by authority. F inally, women's
roles, and the biological symbolism attached m_thenn share a concern
with the crossing of boundaries: Women m_ednate between the social
and cultural categories which men have defined; tt?e}_r bridge the gap
and make transitions—especially in their role as socializer and maother
—between nature and culture.

Women's role in the home and primary definition in social repro-
ductive, sex-gender terms are characterized by particularism,_com:crn
with affective goals and tes, and a dif't"_use_. unhuun_u;led Iquah{'_.'. Mn%-
culine occupational roles and men's primary definition in the sphﬂ.ﬁ
of production are umiversalistically det_med a_m_jl n:cnuter!, and :11”:‘
less likely to involve affective considerations. 1 his nc:nrfclauunul. eco-
nomic and political definition informs the rest of their lives. The prtfj
duction of feminine personalities oriented toward relat_mnall ISSUES
and masculine personalities defined in terms of L"ﬂ[fg_ﬂrll_‘u' res an_d.
the repression of relation fits these roles and contributes to thei

reproduction.

MOTHERING, MASCULINITY, AND CAPITALISM

Women's mothering in the isolated nuclear family of contemporary
capitalist society creates specific personality characteristics in men that

#Conscious of him as a separatc person, verbally rather than preverbally.
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reproduce both an ideology and psychodynamic of male superiority
and submission to the requirements of production. It prepares men
. for participation in a male-dominant family and society, for their

lesser emotional participation in family life, and for their participa-
. pon in the capitalist world of work.
Masculine development takes place in a family in which women
. mother and fathers are relatively uninvolved in child care and family
life, and in a society characterized by sexual inequality and an ide-
ology of masculine superiority. This duality expresses itself in the
family. In family ideology, fathers are usually important and consid-
':ered the head of the household. Wives focus energy and concern on
.~ their husbands, or at least think and say that they do. They usually
.~ consider, or at least claim, that they love these husbands. Mothers
_:'_ma}' present fathers to children as someone important, someone
- whom the mother loves, and may even build up their hushands to
 their children to make up for the fact that these children cannot get
| to know their father as well as their mother. They may at the same
- time undercut their husband in response to the position he assumes
- of social superiority or authority in the family.

~ Masculinity is presented to a boy as less available and accessible
. than femininity, as represented by his mother. A boy's mother is his
. primary caretaker. At the same time, masculinity is idealized or ac-

Igﬂ‘s and children often idealize them and give them ideological primacy,
. precisely because of their absence and seeming inaccessibility, and
. because of the organization and ideology of male dominance in the
Arger society.
Masculinity becomes an issue in a way that femininity does not.
Masculinity does not become an issue because of some intrinsic male
biology, nor because masculine roles are inherently more difficult
_i:l_lan feminine roles, however. Masculinity becomes an issue as a
direct result of a boy's experience of himself in his family—as a result
of his being parented by a woman. For children of both genders,
mothers represent regression and lack of autonomy. A boy asso-
Clates these issues with his gender identification as well. Depen-
dence on his mother, attachment to her, and identification with
her represent that which is not masculine; a boy must reject depen-
ence and deny attachment and identification. Masculine gender
Tole training becomes much more rigid than feminine. A boy re-
. Presses those qualities he takes to be feminine inside himself, and

Tejects and devalues women and whatever he considers to be fem-
ine in the social world.
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Thus, boys define and attempt to construct their sense of mas-
culinity largely in negative terms. Given that masculinity is so elusive,
it becomes important for masculine identity that certain social activ-
ities are defined as masculine and superior, and that women are be-
lieved unable to do many of the things defined as socially important.
It becomes important to think that women’s economic and social con-
tribution cannot equal men's. The secure possession of certain realms,
and the insistence that these realms are superior to the maternal
world of youth, become crucial both to the definition of masculinity
and to a particular boy's own masculine gender identification.'®

Freud describes the genesis of this stance in the masculine cedipal
crisis. A boy's struggle to free himself from his mother and become
masculine generates “the contempt felt by men for a sex which is the
lesser™*—"“What we have come to consider the normal male con-
tempt for women.”?

Both sexes learn to feel negatively toward their mother during the
oedipal period. A girl's negative feelings, however, are not so much
contempt and devaluation as fear and hostility: “The hittle girl, in-
capable of such contempt because of her own identical nature, frees
herself from the mother with a degree of hostility far greater than
any comparable hostility in the boy.”"® A boy’s contempt serves to free
him not only from his mother but also from the femininity within
himself. It therefore becomes entangled with the issue of masculinity
and is generalized to all women. A girl's hostility remains tied more
to her relationship to her mother (and/or becomes involved in self-
depreciation). _

A boy’s oedipus complex is directly tied to issues of masculinity,
and the devaluation of women is its “normal” outcome. A girl’s de-
valuation of or hostility toward her mother may be a part of the pro-
cess, but its “normal” outcome, by contrast, entails acceptance of her
own femininity and identification with her mother. Whatever the in-
dividual resolution of the feminine oedipus complex, however, it does
not become institutionalized in the same way.

Freud “explains” the development of boys’ contempt for mothers
as coming from their perception of genital differences, particularly
their mother's “castration.” He takes this perception to be unme-
diated by social experience, and not in need of explanation. As many
commentators have pointed out, it did not occur to Freud that such
differential valuation and ensuing contempt were not in the natural
order of things. However, the analysis of “Little Hans,” which pro-
vides the most direct (reported) evidence that Freud had for such an
assumption, shows that in fact Hans's father perpetuated and crcatﬂ_ﬂ
such beliefs in his son—beliefs about the inferiority of female geni-
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~ talia, denial of the feminine role in gestation and parturition, views

that men have something and women have nothing, rather than hav-
ing something different.”
Karen Horney, unlike Freud, does take masculine contempt for

. and devaluation of women as in need of interactive and develop-
. mental explanation.'® According to her, these phenomena are man-
 ifestations of a deeper “dread of women”—a masculine fear and ter-

ror of maternal Gl'l'lﬂipﬂtli'ﬂﬂ.‘_‘ that arises as one I'I'!B:jﬂl' consequence

of their early caretaking and socialization by women. Psychoanalysts
. previously had stressed boys’ fears of their fathers. Horney argues
. that these fears are less severe and therefore less in need of being
. repressed. Unlike their fears of a mother, boys do not react to a
- father’s total and incomprehensible control over his child's life at a
. time when the child has no reflective capacities for understanding:
. "Dread of the father is more actual and tangible, less uncanny in qual-
- ity.""" Moreover, since their father is male like them, boys' fears of
~ men do not entail admission of feminine weakness or dependency on

women: “Masculine self-regard suffers less in this way.”*
Dread of the mother is ambivalent, however. Although a boy fears

~ her, he also finds her seductive and attractive. He cannot simply dis-
- miss and ignore her. Boys and men develop psychological and cul-
. turalfideological mechanisms to cope with their fears without giving
- up women altogether. They create folk legends, beliefs, and poems
- that ward off the dread by externalizing and objectifying women: “It
\ isnot. .. that [ dread her; it is that she herself is malignant, capable
* of any crime, a beast of prey, a vampire, a witch, msatiable in her
.~ desires . . . the very personification of what is sinister.”*' They deny
. dread at the expense of realistic views of women. On the one hand,
. they glorify and adore: “There is no need for me to dread a being
* 50 wonderful, so beautiful, nay, so saintly."** On the other, they dis-
* parage: “It would be too ridiculous to dread a creature who, if you
~ take her all round, is such a poor thing."*?

Unfortunately, Horney does not point to developmental impli-

.~ cations of the mother’s overwhelming power for girls,. We can apply
- here the difference I noted earlier. A girl may well develop a fear or
~ dread of her mother. However, this dread does not become tied up
G For her with the assertion of genderedness. Because she is also female,
- and presumably does not feel herself dreadful or fearsome, but
.~ rather the reverse, it is likely that a girl will not generalize her dread
. toall females. Moreover, because women's and girls’ experiences take
. Place in a male-dominant society, whatever fear or dread individual
. women do experience is less likely to gain cultural or normative
mport.
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Horney's article implicitly claims that fear and dispalragemem of
women and assertions of masculine superiority are universal. This
claim needs further specification, since the extent of men"s “dread of
women® and need to assert masculine superiority varies widely among
different societies.?* Horney noticed the dread of women because 1t
was salient in her own society. Tendencies in contemporary family
organization have produced a murher:son n:la'glonshlp that i?uds o
disparagement and fear of women. Direcl_pan'larcha! authority an:cl
paternal salience in the family have dcclmec_l as a 1'e_5ul_l of men’s
steady loss of autonomy in work, and the growing submission of their
lives to work requirements (whether the work of I:n_urelaucmmFd and
salaried professionals and managers, or of proletarianized craft work-
ers and small entrepreneurs).*® ; _

Grete Bibring provides a suggestive clinical account. She descr!bc:-
the fathers and mothers in “matriarchal” families in the IUr_utc:‘J
States.**% As described by their grown sons and daughters (Bibring's
patients), the mothers in these households were active and strong,
efficient household managers, and generally seemed supenm-_an-;_t
more competent than their husbands. Fathers werelge_ncrally inet-
fectual in the home and uninvolved in fanily life. (Bibring seems 10
be talking about professional, middle- and upper-middle-class hus-
bands. What she says, however, would seem to apply equally to waork-
ing-class households, where fathers have jobs which keep them away
even longer hours, may exhaust them even more, am:_l whvlere much
social life is sex-segregated.) Bibring summarizes the situation:

At closer investigation it seems evident that in all these cases the 1'.:;_:Iu*.r did
not participate essentially in the upbringing ot his children, that 'S(]Ii.'l'-.I] as w:?]l.
as moval standards, religious and aesthetic values were nmsLI_}'_t:nme_\_u:d by
the mother. The same holds true of praise and reprimands. The setting ol
goals and the supervision of the boy's development lay in her fI.um.d::.?j.]w
father appears in all these instances as a friendly onlooker rather than as an
important participant.*

The sons in these families considered their mothers to be reject-
ing, punitive, ambitious, and cold. But the women who grew up mﬁ
this “matriarchal” setting were less likely to reject the feminine 1'_-;:|I-’.
than female patients coming from patriarchal 1':;1_mi1}' setings. Bnbrm;._,rl
concludes, guided by the sons’ concrete descriptions of their mot]u:r.n
behavior, that the mothers were thoughtful and responsible and that

+Horkheimer suggests, in conrast o Bibring, that in Germany at Least this decline

in real paternal anthority and power was accompanied by a rise in what we might call
prenda-authoriy.
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the fathers' “absence,” rather than anything the mother actually did,
was the “major factor in determining these attitudes in the sons.”®
For these sons, whatever the social reality and however their mother
acted, there was simply “too much of mother.”2*

Sons in this situation inevitably experience their mother as over-
whelming and resent her for this. They both admire and fear her,
experience her as both seductive and rejecting. In such a situation,
mothers themselves may also reciprocate and encourage their sons’
incestuous wishes as well as their infantile dependence. As Bibring
puts it, they are “as much in need of a husband as a son is of his
father.”*® Moreover, because there is no mediator to his oedipal
wishes—no father to protect him—a boy's wishes also build. He often
projects both these and the fears they engender onto his mother,
making her both a temptress and hostile punisher. Sons take these

. fears with them into adulthood and experience the world as filled

with “dangerous, cold, cutting women.”*'

Too much of mother results from the relative absence of the
father and nearly exclusive maternal care provided by a woman iso-
lated in a nuclear household. It creates men's resentment and dread
of women, and their search for nonthreatening, undemanding, de-

. pendent, even infantile women—women who are “simple, and thus
- safe and warm.”* Through these same processes men come to reject,
- devalue, and even ridicule women and things feminine.

Women's mothering produces a psychological and ideological

. complex in men concerning women's secondary valuation and sexual
| inequality. Because women are responsible for early child care and

for most later socialization as well, because fathers are more absent
from the home, and because men’s activities generally have been re-
moved from the home while women’s have remained within it, boys

~ have difficulty in attaining a stable masculine gender role identifi-
. cation. Boys fantasize about and idealize the masculine role and their
. fathers, and society defines it as desirable.

Given that men control not only major social institutions but the

. very definition and constitution of society and culture, they have the
. power and ideological means to enforce these perceptions as more

general norms, and o hold each other accountable for their enforce-

. ment. (This is not solely a matter of force. Since these norms define
. Mmen as superior, men gain something by maintaining them.?¥) The
. Structure of parenting creates ideological and psychological modes

which reproduce orientations to and structures of male dominance

. in individual men, and builds an assertion of male su periority into
- the definition of masculinity itself,
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The same repressions, denials of affect and attarhmtleml, rejection
of the world of women and things feminine, appropriation of the
world of men and identification with the father that create a psy-
chology of masculine superiority also condition men for participation
in the capitalist work world. Both capitalist accumulation and proper
work habits in workers have never been purely a matter of economics.
Particular personality characteristics and behavioral Fodes f:{cilltazl;ed
the transition to capitalism. Capitalists developed inner direction,
rational planning, and organization, and workers developed a will-
ingness to come to work at certain hours and work steadily, whether
or not they needed money that day. : _

Psychological qualities become perhaps even more important with
the expansion of bureaucracy and hierarchy: In modern capitalism
different personality traits are required at different I_evels of the bu-
reaucratic hierarchy.*?* Lower level jobs are often directly 311{! con-
tinuously supervised, and are best perfm‘mr.:d by someone willing to
obey rules and conform to external authority. Mo_wng_m_zp the huf_r-
archy, jobs require greater dependability and prem_-ll_cmhﬂlt}r, the 3:'31]-
ity to act without direct and continuous supervision. In I.EC!'II‘HEHL
professional, and managerial positions, workers must on their own
initiative carry out the goals and values of the organization for which
they work, making those goals and values their own. thep they must
be able to draw on their interpersonal capacities as a skill. Parental
child-rearing values and practices (insofar as these latter reflect pa-
rental values) reflect these differences: Working class parents are
more likely to value obedience, conformity to external authority,
neatness, and other “behavioral” characteristics in their children;
middle-class parents emphasize more “internal” a1_1d ilmerpersonat
characteristics like responsibility, curiosity, self-motivation, self-con-
trol, and consideration.*®

These behavioral and personality qualities differentiate appro-
priately according to the requirements of work in theldﬁ'ferem strata.
But they share an important commonality. Conformity to hell!awm'al
rules and external authority, predictability and dependability, the
ability to take on others’ values and goals as one’s own, all reflect an
orientation external to oneself and one’s own standards, a lack of au-

tonomous and creative self-direction. The nuclear, isolated, nelv::rim:ﬂ|
family in which women mother is suited to the pro-dllctiqn_ in children
of these cross-class personality commitments and capacities.

*I1 is certainly possible that these same characteristics apply in all extensively hu:
reaucrarc and hierarchical settings (in the 1.5.5.R. and Eastern Europe, for instance;
however, the work 1 am drawing on has investigated only the capitalist West, and es-
pecially the United States.
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Parsonsians and theorists of the Frankfurt Institute for Social Re-

- search have drawn on psychoanalysis to show how the relative posi-

tion of fathers and mothers in the contemporary family helps to cre-
ate the foundations of men’s psychological acquiescence in capitalist
domination.* They discuss how the family prepares men for subor-
dination to authority, for participation in an alienated work world,

. for generalized achievement orientation.?® These complementary and

overlapping accounts discuss personality traits required of all strata,
centering on lack of inner autonomy and availability to manipulation.
Yet their differences of emphasis point to variation among strata as
well. Parsonsians discuss more how middle-class families prepare boys
to be white—collar bureaucrats, professionals, technicians, and man-
agers; Frankfurt theorists discuss more the genesis of working-class
character traits. Parsonsians start from the growing significance of
the mother, and her sexualized involvement with her male infant.
Frankfurt theorists start from the historical obverse, from the decline
- in the father's role and his growing distance, unavailability, and loss
- of authority in the family.

In American families, Parsons argues, where mothers tend not to
have other primary affective figures around, a mutual erotic invest-
ment between son** and mother develops—an investment the mother
can then manipulate. She can love, reward, and frustrate him at
‘appropriate moments in order to get him to delay gratification and
sublimate or repress erotic needs. This close, exclusive, preoedipal
mother—hild relationship first develops dependency in a son, creating
a motivational basis for early learning and a foundation for depen-
‘dency on others. When a mother “rejects” her son or pushes him to
be more independent, the son carries his still powerful dependence
with him, creating in him both a general need to please and conform
outside of the relationship to the mother herself and a strong asser-
tion of independence. The isolated, husband-absent mother thus helps

0 create in her son a pseudo-independence masking real depen-
dence, and a generalized sense that he ought to “do well” rather than

. an orientation to specific goals. This generalized sense can then be

*1 do not mean to suggest here that a psychological account gives a complete ex-
ﬂﬂﬂal'ﬂ]ﬂ for the reproduction of workers, The main reason people go o work is
cause they need to in order to live. The family creares the psychological foundations

- of acquiescence in work and of work skills. But even reinforced by schools and other

Socializing instiltions, it is dear that sodalization for work never works well enough
o prevent all resistance,

**Parsons and his colleagues talk of the “mother-child” relationship. However, they

¢ focus on erotic, oedipal attachment as motivating, and on the development of character
\ traits which are appropriate 1o masculine work capacity and not to feminine expressive
o toles. I is safe to conclude, therefore, that the child they have in mind is male.
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used to serve a variety of specific goals—goals not set by these men
themselves. The oedipus complex in the contemporary family creates
a “ ‘dialectical’ relationship between dependency, on the one hand,
independence and achievement on the other.”* '

In an earlier period of capitalist development, individual goals
were important for more men, and entrepreneurial achievement as
well as worker discipline had to be based more on inner moral di-
rection and repression. Earlier family arrangements, where depen-
dency was not so salient nor the mother-child bond so exclusive, pro-
duced this greater inner direction. Today, with the exception of a
very few, individual goals have become increasingly superseded by
the goals of complex organizations: “Goals can no longer be directly
the individual’s responsibility and cannot be directly specified to him
as a preparation for his role.”* The contemporary family, with its
manipulation of dependency in the mother-child relationship, and its
production of generalized achievement orientation rather than inner
goals and standards, produces personalities “that have become a fully
fluid resource for societal funcrions.™®

Slater extends Parsons's discussion. People who start life with only
one or two emotional objects, he argues, develop a “willingness to put
all [their] emotional eggs in one symbolic basker. ™" Boys who grow up
in American middle-class nuclear families have this experience.® Be-
cause they received such a great amount of gratification from their
mother relative to what they got trom anyone else, and because their
relationship to her was so exclusive, it is unlikely that they can repeat
such a relationship. They relinguish their mother as an object of depen-
dent attachment and deny their dependence on her, but, because she
was so uniguely important, they retain her as an oedipally motivared
object to win in fantasy—they retain an unconscious sense that there
is one finally satisfying prize to be won. They turn their lives into a
search for a success that will both prove their independence and win
their mother. But because they have no inner sense of goals or real
autonomy apart from this unconscious, unattainable goal from the
past, and because success in the external world does not for the mos!
part bring real satisfactions or real independence, their search is likely
to be never-ending. They are likely to continue to work and to con-
tinue to accept the standards of the situation that confronts them.

This situation contrasts to that of people who have had a larger
number of pleasurable relationships in early infancy. Such people are
more likely to expect gratification in immediate relationships and

=Apain, girls do as well, and both genders transfer it to monogamic, jealous ten-
dencies. But Slater is talking about the sexually roned oedipaliprecedipal relationship
that is more specific o hoys,
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maintain commitments to more people, and are less likely to deny
themselves now on behalf of the future. They would not be the same
kind of good worker, given that work is defined in individualist, non-
cooperative, outcome-oriented ways, as it is in our society.

Horkheimer and other Frankfurt theorists focus on the oedipal
relationship of son to father, rather than son to mother, and on the
internalization of paternal authority. The family in every society
transmits orientation to authority. However, the nature of this ori-
entation changes with the structure of authority in the economic
world. During the period of early capitalist development, when in-
dependent craftspeople, shopkeepers, farmers, and professionals were
relatively more important, more fathers had some economic power
in the world * This paternal authority expressed iself also in the fam-
ily. Sons could internalize their father’s authority through a classic
oedipal struggle. They could develop inner direction and self-moti-
vation and accept “realistic” limits on their power: “Childhood in a
limited family [became] an habituation to authority.”*! But with the
growth of industry, fathers became less involved in family life. They
did not just physically leave home, however. As more fathers became
dependent on salaries and wages, on the vagaries of the labor market
and the authority of capitalists and managers, the material base for
their family authority was also eroded. Fathers reacted by developing
authoritarian modes of acting. But because there was no longer a real
basis for their authority, there could be no genuine oedipal struggle.
Instead of internalizing paternal authority, and developing a sense
of self with autonomous inner principles, sons remained both fearful
of and attracted to external authority. These charactenistics were ap-
propriate to obedience and conformity on the job and in the world
at large.

Contemporary family structure produces not only malleability and
lack of internalized standards, but often a search for manipulation.
These character traits lend themselves to the manipulations of mod-
ern capitalism—to media and product consumerism, to the attempt
to legitimate a polity that serves people unequally, and finally to work
performance. The decline of the oedipal father creates an orientation
to external authority and behavioral obedience. Exclusive maternal
involvement and the extension of dependence create a generalized
need (o please and to “succeed,” and a seeming independence. This
need to succeed can help to make someone dependable and reliable,

*The Frankfurt theorists ave not explicit and in their implicit account are incon-
sistent about class. The reading of their account that is 1w me most consistent with the
changes in work and the Family they describe is that they are talking about the pro-
lerarianization of the wadiionally independent middle strana,
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Because it is divorced from specific goals and real inner standards
but has involved the maintenance of an internal dependent relation-
ship, it can also facilitate the taking of others’ goals as one’s own, pro-
ducing the pseudo-independent organization man.

An increasingly father-absent, mother-involved family produces
in men a personality that both corresponds to masculinity and male
dominance as these are currently constituted in the sex-gender sys-
tem, and fits appropriately with participation in capitalist relations of
production. Men continue to enforce the sexual division of spheres
as a defense against powerlessness in the labor market. Male denial
of dependence and of attachment to women helps to guarantee both
masculinity and performance in the world of work. The relative un-
availability of the father and overavailability of the mother create neg-
ative definitions of masculinity and men’s fear and resentment of
women, as well as the lack of inner autonomy in men that enables, de-
pending on particular family constellation and class origin, either
rule-following or the easy internalization of the values of the
organization.

Thus, women's and men’s personality traits and orientations mesh
with the sexual and familial division of labor and unequal ideology
of gender and shape their asymmetric location in a structure of pro-
duction and reproduction in which women are in the first instance
mothers and wives and men are workers. This structure of produc-
tion and reproduction requires and presupposes those specific rela-
tional modes, between husband and wife, and mother and children,
which form the center of the family in contemporary society. An ex-
amination of the way that gender personality is expressed in adult-
hood reveals how women and men create, and are often committed
to creating, the interpersonal relationships which underlie and re-
produce the family structure that produced them.

12

The Psychodynamacs
of the Famuly

Let us recall that we left the pubescent girl in a triangular situation and
expressed the hope that later she would dissolve the sexually mixed friangle . .
in favor of heterasexuality. This formulation was mede for the sake of sim-
plification. Actually, whether a constitutional bisexual factor contributes to
the creation af such a triangle or not, this triangle can never be given up
completely. The deepest and most inevadicable emotional relations with both
parenis shave in its formation. If succeeds another velation, even older and
mare enduring—the relationship between mother and child, which every man
or woman preserves from his birth to his death. It is evvoneous to say that the
little girl gives up her first mother relation in favor of the father. She only
gradually draws him mto the alliance, develops fram the maother-child exclu-
sivetiess toweard the triangular pﬂrmr-dziﬂd relation and continues the latter,
gust as she does the former, althotgh in a weaker and less elemenial form,
all her life. Only the principal part changes; now the mother, now the father
plays it. The ineradicability of affective constellations manifests itself in later

Tﬁj}f{t“ﬂﬂ.‘i. HELENE DEUTSUH,
The Psychalogy of Women

A woman 18 hev mother

That's the main dhing
ANN SEXTON,
“Housewile”

OEDIPAL ASYMMETRIES
AND HETEROSEXUAL KNOTS!

The same oedipally produced ideology and psychology of male dom-
inance, repression, and denial of dependence that propel men into
the nonfamilial competitive work world place structural strains on
marriage and family life. Because women mother, the development
and meaning of heterosexual object-choice differ for men and women.
The traditional psychoanalytic account of femininity and masculinity
begins from this perception. In our society, marriage has assumed a
larger and larger emotional weight, supposedly offsetting the strains
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of increasingly alienated and bureaucratized work in the paid econ-
omy. It no longer has the economic and political basis it once had,
and the family has collapsed in upon its psychological and personal
functions as production, education, religion, and care for the sick and
aged have left the home. In this context, the contradictions between
women's and men’s heterosexuality that result from women's per-
forming mothering functions stand out clearly.

According to psychoanalytic theory, heterosexual erotic orienta-
tion is a primary outcome of the oedipus complex for both sexes. Boys
and girls differ in this, however. Boys retain one primary love object
throughout their boyhood. For this reason, the development of mas-
culine heterosexual object choice is relatively continuous: “In males
the path of this development is straightforward, and the advance
from the *phallic’ phase does not take place in consequence of a com-
plicated ‘wave of repression’ but is based upon a ratification of thar
which already exists. . . ."* In theory, a boy resolves his oedipus com-
plex by repressing his attachment to his mother. He is therefore ready
in adulthood to find a primary relationship with someone [like his
mother. When he does, the relationship is given meaning from its
psychological reactivation of what was originally an intense and ex-
clusive relationship—first an identity, then a “dual-unity,” finally a
two-person relationship.

Things are not so simple for girls: “Psychoanalytic research dis-
covered at the very outset that the development of the infantile libido
to the normal heterosexual object-choice is in women rendered dif-
ficult by certain peculiar circumstances.”* These “peculiar circum-
stances” are universal facts of family organization. Because her first
love object is a woman, a girl, in order to attain her proper hetero-
sexual orientation, must transfer her primary object choice to her
father and men. This creates asymmetry in the feminine and mas-
culine oedipus complex, and difficulties in the development of female
sexuality, given heterosexuality as a developmental goal.

For girls, just as for boys, mothers are primary love objects. As a
result, the structural inner object setting of female heterosexuality
differs from that of males. When a girl’s father does become an im-
portant primary person, it is in the context of a bisexual relational
triangle. A girl's relation to him is emotionally in reaction to, inter-
woven and competing for primacy with, her relation to her mother.
A girl usually turns to her father as an object of primary interest from
the exclusivity of the relationship to her mother, but this libidinal
turning to her father does not substitute for her attachment to her
mother. Instead, a girl retains her preoedipal tie to her mother (an
intense tie involved with issues of primary identification, primary
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love, dependence, and separation) and builds oedipal attachments to
both her mother and her father upon it. These attachments are char-
acterized by eroticized demands for exclusivity, feelings of competi-
tion, and jealousy. She retains the internalized early relationship, in-
cluding its implications for the nature of her definition of self, and
internalizes these other relationships in addition to and not as re-
placements for it.

For girls, then, there is no absolute change of object, nor exclusive
attachment to their fathers. Moreover, a father’s behavior and family
role, and a girl's relationship to him, are crucial to the development
of heterosexual orientation in her. But fathers are comparatively un-
available physically and emotionally. They are not present as much
and are not primary caretakers, and their own training for masculin-
ity may have led them to deny emotionality. Because of the father's
lack of availability to his daughter, and because of the intensity of the
mother-daughter relationship in which she participates, girls tend not
to make a total ransfer of affection to their fathers but to remain also
involved with their mothers, and to oscllate emotionally between
maother and father.

The implications of this are twofold. First, the nature of the hei-
erosexual relationship differs for boys and girls. Most women emerge
from their oedipus complex oriented to their father and men as pri-
mary erofic objects, but it is clear that men tend to remain emotionally
secondary, or at most emotionally equal, compared to the primacy
and exclusivity of an oedipal boy’s emotional tie to his mother and
women. Second, because the father is an additional important love
object, who becomes important in the context of a relational triangle,
the feminine inner object world is more complex than the masculine.
This internal situation continues into adulthood and affects adult
women's participation in relationships. Women, according to Deutsch,
experience heterosexual relationships in a triangular context, in which
men are not exclusive objects for them. The implication of her state-
ment is confirmed by cross-cultural examination of family structure
and relations between the sexes, which suggests that conjugal close-
ness is the exception and not the rule.*

Because mother and father are not the same kind of parent, the
nature and intensity of a child’s relationship to them differ as does
the relationship’s degree of exclusiveness. Because children first ex-
perience the social and cognitive world as continuous with themselves
and do not differentiate objects, their mother, as first caretaking fig-
ure, is not a separate person and has no separate interests. In addi-
tion, this lack of separateness is in the context of the infant’s toral
dependence on its mother for physical and psychological survival.
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The internalized experience of self in the original mother-relation
remains seductive and frightening: Unity was bliss, yet meant the loss
of self and absolute dependence. By contrast, a child has always dif-
ferentiated itself from its father and known him as a separate person
with separate interests. And the child has never been totally depen-
dent on him. Her father has not posed the original narcissistic threat
(the threat to basic ego integrity and boundaries) nor provided the
original narcissistic unity (the original experience of oneness) to a girl.
Oedipal love for the mother, then, contains both a threat to selfhood
and a promise of primal unity which love for the father never does.
A girl's love for her father and women's attachment to men reflect
all aspects of these asymmetries.

Men cannot provide the kind of return to oneness that women
can. Michael Balint argues that the return to the experience of pri-
mary love—the possibility of regressing to the infantile stage of a
sense of oneness, no reality testing, and a tranquil sense of well-being
in which all needs are satisfied—is a main goal of adult sexual rela-
tionships: “This primary tendency, I shall be loved always, every-
where, in every way, my whole body, my whole being—without any
criticism, without the slightest effort on my part—is the final aim of
all erotic striving.”® He implies, though, that women can fulfill this
need better than men, because a sexual relationship with a woman
reproduces the early situation more completely and is more com-
pletely a return to the mother. Thus, males in coitus come nearest to
the experience of refusion with the mother—"The male comes nearest
to achieving this regression during coitus: with his semen in reality,
with his penis symbolically, with his whole self in phantasy."®

Women's participation here is dual. (Balint is presuming women's
heterosexuality.) First, a woman identifies with the man penetrating
her and thus experiences through identification refusion with 2 woman
{mother). Second, she becomes the mother (phylogenetically the all-
embracing sea, ontogenetically the womb). Thus, a woman in a het-
erosexual relationship cannot, like a man, recapture as herself her own
experience of merging. She can do so only by identifying with some-
one who can, on the one hand, and by identifying with the person
with whom she was merged on the other. The “regressive restitution”
(Balint’s term)} which coitus brings, then, is not complete for a woman
in the way that it is for a man.

Freud speaks to the way that women seek to recapture their re-
lationship with their mother in heterosexual relationships.” He sug-
gests that as women “change object” from mother to father, the
mother remains their primary internal object, so that they often im-
pose on their relation to their father, and later to men, the issues
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which preoccupy them in their internal relation to their mother. They
look in relations to men for gratifications that they want from a
woman. Freud points to the common clinical discovery of a woman
who has apparently taken her father as a model for her choice of
hushand, but whose marriage in fact repeats the conflicts and feelings
of her relationship with her mother. For instance, a woman who re-
mains ambivalently dependent on her mother, or preoccupied inter-
nally with the question of whether she is separate or not, is likely to
transfer this stance and sense of self to a relationship with her hus-
band.® Or she may identify herself as a part-object of her male part-
ner, as an extension of her father and men, rather than an extension
of her mother and women.*

But children seek to escape from their mother as well as return
to her. Fathers serve in part to break a daughter’s primary unity with
and dependence on her mother. For this and a number of other rea-
sons, fathers and men are idealized.® A girl's father provides a last
ditch escape from maternal omnipotence, so a girl cannot risk driving
him away. At the same time, occupying a position of distance and
ideological authority in the family, a father may be a remote figure
understood to a large extent through her mother's interpretation of
his role. This makes the development of a relationship based on his
real strengths and weaknesses difficult. Finally, the girl herself has
not received the same kind of love from her mother as a boy has.
Mothers experience daughters as one with themselves; their relation-
ships to daughters are “narcissistic,” while those with their sons are
more “anaclitic.”

Thus, a daughter looks to her father for a sense of separateness
and for the same confirmation of her specialness that her brother
receives from her mother. She (and the woman she becomes) is will-
ing to deny her father's limitations {and those of her lover or hus-
band) as long as she feels loved.!? She is more able to do this because
his distance means that she does not really know him. The relation-
ship, then, because of the father's distance and importance to her,
occurs largely as fantasy and idealization, and lacks the grounded
reality which a boy's relation to his mother has.

These differences in the experience of self in relation to father
and mother are reinforced by the different stages at which boys and
girls are likely to enter the oedipal situation. Girls remain longer in
the preoedipal relationship, enter the oedipus situation later than
boys, and their modes of cedipal resolution differ. Bibring, Slater,

*This is abviously only one side of the psychological mater, Chasseguer-Smirgel,

who points this out, notes that men also gain satisfaction and security from turning
their all-powerful mother inte a part-object arachment.
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and John Whiting have suggested that in the absence of men, a
mother sexualizes her relationship with her son early, so that “oedi-
pal” issues of sexual attraction and connection, competition and jeal-
ousy, become fused with “precedipal” issues of primary love and one-
ness. By contrast, since the girl’s relationship to her father develops
later, her sense of self is more firmly established. If oedipal and
preoedipal issues are fused for her, this fusion is more likely to occur
in relation to her mother, and not to her father. Because her sense
of self is firmer, and because oedipal love for her father is not so
threatening, a girl does not “resolve” her oedipus complex to the
same extent as a boy. This means that she grows up more concerned
with both internalized and external object-relationships, while men
tend to repress their oedipal needs for love and relationship. At the
same time, men often become intolerant and disparaging of those
who can express needs for love, as they atempt to deny their own
needs.*!!

Men defend themselves against the threat posed by love, but needs
for love do not disappear through repression. Their training for
masculinity and repression of affective relational needs, and their
primarily nonemotional and impersonal relationships in the public
world make deep primary relationships with other men hard 1o come
by.'* Given this, it is not surprising that men tend to find themselves
in heterosexual relationships.

These relationships to women derive a large part of their meaning
and dynamics from the men’s relation to their mothers. But the ma-
ternal wreatment described by Bibring, Slater, and Whiting creates
relational problems in sons. When a boy's mother has treated him as
an extension of herself and at the same ume as a sexual object, he
learns to use his masculinity and possession of a penis as a narcissistic
defense. In adulthood, he will look to relationships with women for
narcissistic-phallic reassurance rather than for mutual affirmation
and love. Because their sexualized preoedipal attachment was en-
couraged, while their oedipal-genital wishes were thwarted and
threatened with punishment, men may defensively invest more ex-
clusively in the instinctual gratifications to be gained in a sexual re-
lationship in order to avoid risking rejection of love.

Women have not repressed affective needs. They still want love
and narcissistic confirmation and may be willing to put up with lim-
itations in their masculine lover or husband in exchange for evidence

*Chasseguet-Smirgel argues that what Freud and Brunswick call the boy's “normal
contempt” for women, and consider a standard outcome of the oedipus complex, is
a pathological and defensive reaction to the sense of inescapable maternal omnipotence
rather than a direct outcome of genital differences,
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of caring and love. This can lead to the denial of more immediately
felt aggressive and erotic drives. Chasseguet-Smirgel suggests that a
strong sexuality requires the expression of aggressive, demanding im-
pulses fused with erotic love impulses and idealization. To the extent
that women feel conflict and fear punishment especially over all im-
pulses they define as aggressive, their sexuality suffers.*

As a result of the social organization of parenting, then, men op-
erate on two levels in women’s psyche. On one level, they are emo-
tionally secondary and not exclusively loved—are not primary love
objects like mothers. On another, they are idealized and experienced
as needed, but are unable either to express their own emotional needs
or respond to those of women. As Grunberger puts it, “The tragedy
of this situation is that the person who could give [a woman)] this con-
firmation, her sexual partner, is precisely the one who, as we have
just seen, has come to despise narcissistic needs in an effort to dis-
engage himself from them.”!?

This situation is illuminated by sociological and clinical findings.
Conventional wisdom has it, and much of our everyday observation
confirms, that women are the romantic ones in our society, the ones
for whom love, marriage, and relationships matter. However, several
studies point out that men love and fall in love romantically, women
sensibly and rationally.'* Most of these studies argue that in the cur-
rent situation, where women are economically dependent on men,
women must make rational calculations for the provision of them-
selves and their (future) children. This view suggests that women's
apparent romanticism is an emotional and ideological response to
their very real economic dependence. On the societal level, especially
given economic inequity, men are exceedingly important to women.
The recent tendency for women to initiate divorce and separation
more than men as income becomes more available to them (and as
the feminist movement begins to remove the stigma of “divorcee™)
further confirms this.

Adult women are objectively dependent on men economically, just
as in childhood girls are objectively dependent on their fathers to
escape from maternal domination. Their developed ability to roman-
ticize rational decisions (to ignore or even idealize the failings of their
father and men because of their dependence) stands women in good
stead in this adult situation.

*She suggests that this reaction, in which aggressive and erotic drives opposed 10
idealization are counter-cathected and repressed. bewer explains feminine frigidity and
what Marie Bonaparte and Deutsch consider to be the “normal” feminine spiritual-
ization of sex. Bonaparte explains these in terms of women's lesser libidinal energy,
and Deutsch explains them as constitutional inhibition.
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There is another side to this situation, however. Women have ac-
quired a real capacity for rationality and distance in heterosexual re-
lationships, qualities built into their earliest relationship with a man.
Direct evidence for the psychological primacy of this latter stance
comes from findings about the experience of loss itself. George Goe-
thals reports the clinical finding that men’s loss of at least the first
adult relationship “throws them into a urmoil and a depression of
the most extreme kind”'*—a melancholic reaction to object-loss of
the type Freud describes in “Mourning and Melancholia”—in which
they withdraw and are unable to look elsewhere for new relationships.
He implies, by contrast, that first adult loss may not result in as severe
a depression for a woman, and claims that his women patients did
not withdraw to the same extent and were more able to look else-
where for new relationships. Zick Rubin reports similar findings.'®
The women he studied more frequently broke up relationships, and
the men, whether or not they initiated the break-up, were more de-
pressed and lonely afterward. Jessie Bernard, discussing older peo-
ple. reports that the frequency of psychological distress, death, and
suicide is much higher among recently widowed men than women,
and indicates that the same difference can be found in a comparison
of divorced men and women.'?

These studies imply that women have other resources and a cer-
tain distance from their relationships to men. My account stresses that
women have a richer, ongoing inner world to fall back on, and that
the men in their lives do not represent the intensity and exclusivity
that women represent to men. Externally, they also retain and de-
velop more relationships. It seems that, developmentally, men do not
hecome as emotionally important to women as women do to men.

Because women care for children, then, heterosexual symbiosis
has a different “meaning” for men and women. Freud originally
noted that “a man's love and a woman’s are a phase apart psycholog-
ically.”*® He and psychoanalytic thinkers after him point to ways In
which women and men, though usually looking for intimacy with
each other, do not fulfill each other's needs because of the social or-
ganization of parenting. Differences in female and male oedipal ex-
periences, all growing out of women’s mothering, create this situa-
tion. Girls enter adulthood with a complex layering of affective ties
and a rich, ongoing inner object world. Boys have a simpler oedipal
situation and mare direct affective relationships, and this situation is
repressed in a way that the girl's is not. The mother remains a pri-
mary internal object to the girl, so that heterosexual relationships are
on the model of a nonexclusive, second relationship for her, whereas
for the boy they recreate an exclusive, primary relationship.
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As a result of being parented by a woman, both sexes look for a
return to this emotional and physical union. A man achieves this di-
rectly through the heterosexual bond, which replicates the early
mother-infant exclusivity. He is supported in this endeavor by women,
who, through their own development, have remained open to rela-
tional needs, have retained an ongoing inner affective life, and have
learned to deny the limitations of masculine lovers for both psycho-
logical and practical reasons.

Men both look for and fear exclusivity. Throughout their devel-
opment, they have tended to repress their affective relational needs,
and to develop ties based more on categorical and abstract role ex-
pectations, particularly with other males. They are likely to partici-
pate in an intimate heterosexual relationship with the ambivalence
created by an intensity which one both wants and fears—demanding
from women what men are at the same time afraid of receiving.

As a result of being parented by a woman and growing up het-
erosexual, women have different and more complex relational needs
in which an exclusive relationship to a man is not enough. As noted
previously, this is because women situate themselves psychologically
as part of a relational triangle in which their father and men are
emotionally secondary or, at most, equal to their mother and women.
In addition, the relation to the man itself has difficulties. Idealization,
growing out of a girl's relation to her father, involves denial of real
feelings and to a certain extent an unreal relationship to men. The
contradictions in women's heterosexual relationships, though, are
due as much to men's problems with intimacy as to outcomes of early
childhood relationships. Men grow up rejecting their own needs for
love, and therefore find it difficult and threatening to meet women'’s
emotional needs. As a result, they collude in maintaining distance
from women.

THE CYCLE COMPLETED:
MOTHERS AND CHILDREN

Families create children gendered, heterosexual, and ready to marry.
But families organized around women's mothering and male domi-
nance create incompatibilities in women’s and men’s relational needs,
In particular, relationships to men are unlikely to provide for women
satisfaction of the relational needs that their mothering by women
and the social organization of gender have produced. The less men
participate in the domestic sphere, and especially in parenting, the
more this will be the case.

Women try to fulfill their need to be loved, try to complete the
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relational triangle, and try to reexperience the sense of dual unity
they had with their mother, which the heterosexual relationship tends
to fulfill for men. This situation daily reinforces what women first
experienced developmentally and intrapsychically in relation to men.
While they are likely to become and remain erotically heterosexual,
they are encouraged both by men’s difficulties with love and by their
own relational history with their mothers to look elsewhere for love
and emotional gratification.

One way that women fulfill these needs is through the creation
and maintenance of important personal relations with other women.
Cross-culturally, segregation by gender is the rule: Women tend to
have closer personal ties with each other than men have, and to spend
more time in the company of women than they do with men. In our
society, there is some sociological evidence that women's friendships
are affectively richer than men’s.'® In other societies, and in most sub-
cultures of our own, women remain involved with female relatives in
adulthood.*® Deutsch suggests further that adult female relationships
sometimes express a woman's psychological participation in the re-
lational triangle. Some women, she suggests, always need a woman
rival in their relationship to a man; others need a best friend with
whom they share all confidences about their heterosexual relation-
ships. These relationships are one way of resolving and recreating the
mother-daughter bond and are an expression of women's general
relational capacities and definition of self in relationship.

However, deep affective relationships to women are hard to come
by on a routine, daily, ongoing basis for many women. Lesbian re-
lationships do tend to recreate mother-daughter emotions and con-
nections,?! but most women are heterosexual. This heterosexual pref-
erence and taboos against homosexuality, in addition to objective
economic dependence on men, make the option of primary sexual
bonds with other women unlikely—though more prevalent in recent
years, In an earlier period, women tended to remain physically close
to their own mother and sisters after marriage, and could find rela-
tionships with other women in their daily work and community. The
development of industrial capitalism, however—and the increasingly
physically isolated nuclear family it has produced —has made these
primary relationships more rare and has turned women (and men)
increasingly and exclusively to conjugal family relationships for emo-
tional support and love #*

There is a second alternative, made all the more significant by the
elimination of the first, which also builds both upon the nature of
women's self-definition in a heterosexual relationship and upon the
primary mother-child bond. As Deutsch makes clear, women's psyche
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consists in a layering of relational constellations. The precedipal
mother-child relation and the oedipal triangle have lasted until late
in a woman's childhood, in fact throughout her development. To the
extent that relations with a man gain significance for a woman, this
experience is incomplete. Given the triangular situation and emo-
tional asymmetry of her own parenting, a woman’s relation to a man
requires on the level of psychic structure a third person, since it was
originally established in a triangle. A man's relation to women does
not. His relation to his mother was originally established first as an
identity, then as a dual unity, then as a two-person relationship, be-
fore his father ever entered the picture.

On the level of psychic structure, then, a child completes the re-
lational triangle for a woman. Having a child, and experiencing her
relation to a man in this context, enables her to reimpose intrapsychic
relational structure on the social world, while at the same time re-
solving the generational component of her oedipus complex as she
takes a new place in the triangle—a maternal place in relation to her
own child.

The mother-child relationship also recreates an even more basic
relational constellation. The exclusive symbiotic mother-child rela-
tionship of a mother's own infancy reappears, a relationship which
all people who have been mothered want basically to recreate. This
contrasts to the situation of a man. A man often wants a child through
his role-based, positional identification with his father, or his primary
or personal identification with his mother. Similarly, a woman has
been involved in relational identification processes with her mother,
which include identifying with a mother who has come to stand to
both sexes as someone with unique capacities for mothering. Yet on
a less conscious, object-relational level, having a child recreates the
desired mother-child exclusivity for a woman and interrupts it for a
man, just as the man’s father intruded into his relation to his mother.
Accordingly, as Benedek, Zilboorg, and Bakan suggest, men often
feel extremely jealous toward children.* These differences hold also
on the level of sexual and biological fantasy and symbolism. A woman,

 as I have suggested, cannot return to the mother in coitus as directly

as can a man. Symbolically her identification with the man can help.
However, a much more straightforward symbolic return occurs
through her identification with the child who is in her womb: “Fer-
enczi’s ‘maternal regression’ is realized for the woman in equating
coitus with the situation of sucking. The last act of this regression
(return into the uterus) which the man accomplishes by the act of

*This is not 1o deny the conflics and resentments which women may Feel abour
their children. F
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introjection in coitus, is realized by the woman in pregnancy in the
complete identification between mother and child.”**

For all these reasons, it seems psychologically logical to a woman
to turn her marriage into a family, and to be more involved with these
children (this child) than her husband. By doing so, she recreates for
herself the exclusive intense primary unit which a heterosexual re-
lationship tends 1o recreate for men. She recreates also her internal-
ized asymmetrical relational triangle. These relational issues and
needs predate and underlie her identifications, and come out of nor-
mal family structure regardless of explicit role training. Usually, how-
ever, this training intensifies their effects. In mothering, a woman
acts also on her personal identification with a mother who parents
and her own training for women’s role.

This account indicates a larger structural issue regarding the way
in which a woman's relation to her children recreates the psychic sit-
uation of the relationship to her mother. This relationship 1s recre-
ated on two levels: most deeply and unconsciously, that of the pri-
mary mother-infant tie; and upon this, the relationship of the bisexual
triangle. Because the primary mother-infant unit is exclusive, and
because oscillation in the bisexual triangle includes a constant pull
back to the mother attachment, there may be a psychological contra-
diction for a woman between interest in and commitment to children
and that to men. Insofar as a woman experiences her relationship to
her child on the level of intrapsychic structure as exclusive, her re-
lationship to a man may therefore be supertluous,

Freud points tentatively to this (to him, unwelcome) situation, in
contrasting men’s and women's object-love. In his essay “On Narcis-
sism,” he claims that “complete object-love of the anachment type 1s,
properly speaking, characteristic of the male.”** Women, by contrast,
tend to love narcissistically—on one level, o want to be loved or to
be largely self-sufficient; on another, to love someone as an extension
of their self rather than a differentiated object. He implies here that
the necessary mode of relating to infants is the normal way women
love. Yet he also claims that women do attain true object-love, but
only in relation to their children—who are both part of them and
separate. Freud's stance here seems 1o be that of the excluded man
viewing women’s potential psychological self-sufficiency vis-a-vis men.
This situation may be the basis of the early psychoanalytic claim that
women are more narcissistic than men, since clinically it is clear that
men have just as many and as serious problems of fundamental ob-
ject-relatedness as do women.*®

Clinical accounts reveal this contradiction between male-female
and mother-child love, Fliess and Deutsch point to the extreme case
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where children are an exclusively mother-daughter affair.?® Some
women fantasize giving their mother a baby, or even having one from
her. These are often teenage girls with extreme problems of attach-
ment and separation in relation to their mothers, whose fathers were
more or less irrelevant in the home. Ofien a girl expresses this fantasy
through either not knowing who the father of her baby is, or knowing
and not caring. Her main object is to take her baby home to her
mother.

Deutsch points out that in women’s fantasies and dreams, sexuality
and erotism are often opposed to motherhood and reproduction.??
She reports clinical and literary cases of women who choose either
sexuality or motherhood exclusively, mothers for whom sexual sat-
isfactions become insignificant, women with parthenogenic fantasies.
Benedek and Winnicott observe that the experience of pregnancy,
and the anticipation of motherhood, often entail a withdrawal of a
woman’s interest from other primary commitments to her own body
and developing child. As Benedek puts it, “The woman's interest
shifts from extraverted activities to her body and its welfare. Ex-
pressed in psychodynamic terms: the libido is withdrawn from exter-
nal, heterosexual objects, becomes concentrated upon the self."2%

This libidinal shift may continue after birth. Psychological and li-
bidinal gratifications from the nursing relationship may substitute for
psychological and libidinal gratifications formerly found in hetero-
sexual involvements.*” The clinical findings and theoretical claims of
Bakan, Benedek, and Zilboorg concerning men's jealousy of their
children confirm this as a possibility.

On the level of the relational triangle also, there can be a contra-
-Eiict.iun between women’s interest in children and in men. This is ev-
ident in Freud's suggestion that women oscillate psychologically be-
tween a precedipal and oedipal stance (he says between periods of
“masculinity” and “femininity”) and that women's and men'’s love is
a phase apart psychologically (that a woman is more likely to love her
son than her husband). Deutsch points out that a man may or may
not be psychologically necessary or desirable to the mother-child ex-
nl:lusivity. When she is oriented to the man, a woman's fantasy of hav-
ing children is “1 want a child by him, with him"; when men are emo-
tionally in the background, it is “I want a child.”™®

Women come to want and need primary relationships to children.
'Il‘hese wants and needs result from wanting intense primary rela-
tionships, which men tend not to provide both because of their place
I women's oedipal constellation and because of their difficulties with
mntimacy. Women's desires for intense primary relationships tend not
to be with other women, both because of internal and external taboos
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on homosexuality, and because of women’s isolation from their pri-
mary female kin (especially mothers) and other women.

As they develop these wants and needs, women also develop the
capacities for participating in parent-child relationships. They de-
velop capacities for mothering. Because of the structural situatinntof
parenting, women remain in a primary, preoedipal relationship with
their mother longer than men. They do not feel the need to repress
or cut off the capacity for experiencing the primary identification and
primary love which are the basis of parental empathy. Also, their de-
velopment and oedipal resolution do not require the ego def‘erllse
against either regression or relation which characterizes mascu}me
development. Women also tend to remain bound up in precedipal
issues in relation to their own mother, so that they in fact have some
unconscious investment in reactivating them. When they have a child,
they are more liable than a man to do so. In each critical period of
their child's development, the parent’s own development conflicts
and experiences of that period affect their attitudes and behavior.
The preoedipal relational stance, latent in women's normal relation-
ship to the world and experience of self, is activated in their coming
to care for an infant, encouraging their empathic identification with
this infant which is the basis of maternal care.

Mothering, moreover, involves a double identification for women,
both as mother and as child. The whole precedipal relationship has
been internalized and perpetuated in a more ongoing way for women
than for men. Women take both parts in it. Women have capacities
for primary identification with their child through regression to pri-
mary love and empathy. Through their mother identification, they
have ego capacities and the sense of responsibility which go into car-
ing for children. In addition, women have an investment in moth-
ering in order to make reparation to their own mother {or to get back
at her). Throughout their development, moreover, women have been
building layers of identification with their mothers upon the primary
internalized mother-child relationship.** :

Women develop capacities for mothering from their object-rela-
tional stance. This stance grows out of the special nature and length
of their preoedipal relationship to their mother; the nonabsolute
repression of oedipal relationships; and their general ongoing mother-
daughter preoccupation as they are growing up. It also dle'lr'elcrps
because they have not formed the same defenses against relationships
as men. Related to this, they develop wants and needs to be mothers
from their oedipal experience and the contradictions in heterosexual
love that result.
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The wants and needs which lead women to become maothers put
them in situations where their mothering capacities can be expressed.
At the same time, women remain in conflict with their internal
mother and often their real mother as well. The preoccupation with
issues of separation and primary identification, the ability to recall
their early relationship to their mother—precisely those capacities
which enable mothering—are also those which may lead to over-
identification and pseudoempathy based on maternal projection rather
than any real perception or understanding of their infant’s needs.®*
Similarly, the need for primary relationships becomes more promi-
nent and weighted as relationships to other women become less pos-
sible and as father/husband absence grows. Though women come to
mother, and to be mothers, the very capacities and commitments for
mothering can be in contradiction one with the other and within
themselves. Capacities which enable mothering are also precisely
those which can make mothering problematic.

GENDER PERSONALITY
AND THE REPRODUCTION OF MOTHERING

In spite of the apparently close tie between women’s capacities for
childbearing and lactation on the one hand and their responsibilities
for child care on the other, and in spite of the probable prehistoric
convenience (and perhaps survival necessity) of a sexual division of
labor in which women maothered, biology and instinct do not provide
adequate explanations for how women come to mother. Women's
mothering as a feature of social structure requires an explanation in
terms of social structure. Conventional feminist and social psycholog-
ical explanations for the genesis of gender roles—girls and boys are
“taught” appropriate behaviors and “learn™ appropriate feelings—
are insufficient both empirically and methodologically to account for
how women become mothers.

Methodologically, socialization theories rely inappropriately on in-
dividual intention. Ongoing social structures include the means for
their own reproduction—in the regularized repetition of social pro-
cesses, in the perpetuation of conditions which require members’ par-
ticipation, in the genesis of legitimating ideologies and instititutions,
and in the psychological as well as physical reproduction of people
to perform necessary roles. Accounts of socialization help to explain
the perpetuation of ideologies about gender roles. However, notions
of appropriate behavior, like coercion, cannot in themselves produce
parenting. Psychological capacities and a particular object-relational
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stance are central and definitional to parenting in a way that they are
not to many other roles and activities.

Women's mothering includes the capacities for its own reproduc-
tion. This reproduction consists in the production of women with,
and men without, the particular psychological capacities and stance
which go into primary parenting. Psychoanalytic theory provides us
with a theory of social reproduction that explains major features of
personality development and the development of psychic structure,
and the differential development of gender personality in particular.
Psychoanalysts argue that personality both results from and consists
in the ways a child appropriates, internalizes, and organizes early ex-
periences in their family—from the fantasies they have, the defenses
they use, the ways they channel and redirect drives in this object-re-
lational context. A person subsequently imposes this intrapsychic
structure, and the fantasies, defenses, and relational modes and
preoccupations which go with it, onto external social situations. This
reexternalization (or mutual reexternalization) is a major constituting
feature of social and interpersonal situations themselves.

Psychoanalysis, however, has not had an adequate theory of the
reproduction of mothering. Because of the teleological assumption
that anatomy is destiny, and that women's destiny includes primary
parenting, the ontogenesis of women's mothering has been largely
ignored, even while the genesis of a wide variety of related distur-
bances and problems has been accorded widespread clinical attention.
Most psychoanalysts agree that the basis for parenting is laid for both
genders in the early relationship to a primary caretaker. Beyond that,
in order to explain why wemen mother, they tend to rely on vague
notions of a girl's subsequent identification with her mother, which
makes her and not her brother a primary parent, or on an unspeci-
fied and uninvestigated innate femaleness in girls, or on logical leaps
from lactation or early vaginal sensations to caretaking abilities and
commitments.

The psychoanalytic account of male and female development,
when reinterpreted, gives us a developmental theory of the repro-
duction of women's mothering. Women's mothering reproduces itself
through differing object-relational experiences and differing psychic
outcomes in women and men. As a result of having been parented

by a woman, women are more likely than men to seek to be mothers,
that is, to relocate themselves in a primary mother-child relationship,
to get gratification from the mothering relationship, and to have psy-

cholug‘ical and relational capacities for mothering.
The early relation to a primary caretaker provides in children of
both genders both the basic capacity to participate in a relationship
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with the features of the early parent-child one, and the desire to cre-
ate this intimacy. However, because women mother, the early expe-
rience and preoedipal relationship differ for boys and girls. Girls re-
tain more concern with early childhood issues in relation to their
mother, and a sense of self involved with these issues. Their attach-
ments therefore retain more precedipal aspects. The greater length
and different nature of their preoedipal experience, and their con-
unuing preoccupation with the issues of this period, mean that
womeIn"s sense of self is continuous with others and that they retain
capacities for primary identification, both of which enable them to
experience the empathy and lack of reality sense needed by a cared-
for infant. In men, these qualities have been curtailed, both because
they are early treated as an opposite by their mother and because
their later attachment to her must be repressed. The relational basis
for mt_:nthering is thus extended in women, and inhibited in men, who
experience themselves as more separate and distinct from others.

. The different structure of the feminine and masculine oedipal
triangle and process of oedipal experience that results from women's
mothering contributes further to gender personality differentiation
and the reproduction of women’s mothering. As a result of this ex-
perience, women's inner object world, and the affects and issues as-
sociated with it, are more actively sustained and more complex than
men’s. This means that women define and experience themselves re-
lationally. Their heterosexual orientation is always in internal dia-
logue with both oedipal and preoedipal mother-child relational is-
sues. Thus, women’s heterosexuality is triangular and requires a third
person—a child—for its structural and emotional completion. For
men, by contrast, the heterosexual relationship alone recreates the
early bond to their mother; a child interrupts it. Men, moreover, do
not define themselves in relationship and have come to suppress re-
lat.iuna! capacities and repress relational needs. This prepares them
to participate in the affect-denying world of alienated work, but not
to fulfill women's needs for intimacy and primary relationships.

"Thﬁt oedipus complex, as it emerges from the asymmetrical or-
ganization of parenting, secures a psychological taboo on parent-child
incest and pushes boys and girls in the direction of extrafamilial het-
erosexual relationships. This is one step toward the reproduction of
parenting. The creation and maintenance of the incest taboo and of
heterosexuality in girls and boys are different, however. For boys,
superego formation and identification with their father, rewarded by
the superiority of masculinity, maintain the 1aboo on incest with their
mother, while heterosexual orientation continues from their earliest
love relation with her. For girls, creating them as heterosexual in the
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first place maintains the taboo. However, women'’s heterosexuality is
not so exclusive as men’s. This makes it easier for them to accept or
seek a male substitute for their fathers. At the same time, in a male-
dominant society, women’s exclusive emotional heterosexuality is not
so necessary, nor is her repression of love for her father. Men are
more likely to initiate relationships, and women's economic depen-
dence on men pushes them anyway into heterosexual marriage.

Male dominance in heterosexual couples and marriage solves the
problem of women’s lack of heterosexual commitment and lack of
satisfaction by making women more reactive in the sexual bonding
process. At the same time, contradictions in heterosexuality help to
perpetuate families and parenting by ensuring that women will seek
relations to children and will not find heterosexual relationships
alone satisfactory. Thus, men's lack of emotional availability and
women's less exclusive heterosexual commitment help ensure women'’s
mothering.

Women'’s mothering, then, produces psychological self-definition
and capacities appropriate to mothering in women, and curtails and
inhibits these capacities and this self-definition in men. The early ex-
perience of being cared for by a woman produces a fundamental
structure of expectations in women and men concerning mothers’
lack of separate interests from their infants and total concern for their
infants’ welfare. Daughters grow up identifying with these mothers,
about whom they have such expectations. This set of expectations is
generalized to the assumption that women naturally take care of chil-
dren of all ages and the belief that women's “maternal” qualities can
and should be extended to the nonmothering work that they do. All
these results of women's mothering have ensured that women will
mother infants and will take continuing responsibility for children.

The reproduction of women's mothering is the basis for the re-
production of women’s location and responsibilities in the domestic
sphere. This mothering, and its generalization to women's structural
location in the domestic sphere, links the contemporary social orga-
nization of gender and social organization of production and con-
tributes to the reproduction of each. That women mother is a fun-
damental organizational feature of the sex-gender system: It is basic
to the sexual division of labor and generates a psychology and ide-
ology of male dominance as well as an ideology about women’s ca-
pacities and nature. Women, as wives and mothers, contribute as well
to the daily and generational reproduction, both physical and psy-
chological, of male workers and thus to the reproduction of capitalist
production.

Women's mothering also reproduces the family as it is constituted
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in male-dominant society. The sexual and familial division of labor
in which women mother creates a sexual division of psychic organi-
zation and orientation. It produces socially gendered women and
men who enter into asymmetrical heterosexual relationships: it pro-
duces men who react to, fear, and act superior to women, and who
put most of their energies into the nonfamilial work world and do
not parent. Finally, it produces women who turn their energies to-
ward nurturing and caring for children—in turn reproducing the
sexual and familial division of labor in which women mother.

Social reproduction is thus asymmetrical. Women in their domes-
tic role reproduce men and children physically, psychologically, and
emotionally. Women in their domestic role as houseworkers recon-
stitute themselves physically on a daily basis and reproduce them-
selves as mothers, emotionally and psychologically, in the next gen-
eration. They thus contribute to the perpetuation of their own social
roles and position in the hierarchy of gender.

Institutionalized features of family structure and the social rela-
tions of reproduction reproduce themselves. A psychoanalytic inves-
tigation shows that women's mothering capacities and commitments,
and the general psychological capacities and wants which are the basis
of women's emotion work, are built developmentally into feminine
personality. Because women are themselves mothered by women,
they grow up with the relational capacities and needs, and psycho-
logical definition of self-in-relationship, which commits them to
mothering. Men, because they are mothered by women, do not,
Women mother daughters who, when they become women, mother.
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