NANCY CHODOROW

Family Structure and Feminine Personality

I propose here! a model to account for the reproduction within each
generation of certain general and nearly universal differences that char-
acterize masculine and feminine personality and roles. My perspective
is largely psychoanalytic. Cross-cultural and social-psychological evi-
dence suggests that an argument drawn solely from the universality of
biological sex differences is unconvincing.? At the same time, explana-
tions based on patterns of deliberate socialization (the most prevalent
kind of anthropological, sociological, and social-psychological explana-
tion) are in themselves insufficient to account for the extent to which
psychological and value commitments to sex differences are so emotion-
ally laden and tenaciously maintained, for the way gender identity and
expectations about sex roles and gender consistency are so deeply central
to a person’s consistent sense of self.

This paper suggests that a crucial differentiating experience in male
and female development arises out of the fact that women, universally,
are largely responsible for early child care and for (at least) later female
socialization. This points to the central importance of the mother-

1 My understanding of mother-daughter relationships and their effect on feminine
psychology grows out of my participation beginning in 1971 in a women’s group that
discusses mother-daughter relationships in particular and family relationships in
general. All the women in this group have contributed to this understanding. An
excellent dissertation by Marcia Millman (1972) first suggested to me the importance
of boundary issues for women and became a major organizational focus for my sub-
sequent work. Discussions with Nancy Jay, Michelle Rosaldo, Philip Slater, Barrie
Thorne, Susan Weisskopf, and Beatrice Whiting have been central to the develop-
ment of the ideas presented here. I am grateful to George Goethals, Edward Payne,
and Mal Slavin for their comments and suggestions about earlier versions of this
paper.

2 Margaret Mead provides the most widely read and earliest argument for this
viewpoint (cf., e.g., 1935 and 1949); see also Chodorow (1971) for another discussion
of the same issue.
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daughter relationship for women, and to a focus on the conscious and
unconscious effects of early involvement with a female for children of
both sexes. The fact that males and females experience this social envi-
- ronment differently as they grow up accounts for the development of
basic sex differences in personality. In particular, certain features of the
mother-daughter relationship are internalized universally as basic ele-
ments of feminine ego structure (although not necessarily what we nor-
mally mean by “femininity”).

Specifically, I shall propose that, in any given society, feminine per-
sonality comes to define itself in relation and connection to other people
more than masculine personality does. (In psychoanalytic terms, women
are less individuated than men; they have more flexible ego bounda-
ries.?) Moreover, issues of dependency are handled and experienced dif-
ferently by men and women. For boys and men, both individuation and
dependency issues become tied up with the sense of masculinity, or mas-
culine identity. For girls and women, by contrast, issues of femininity,
or feminine identity, are not problematic in the same way. The struc-
tural situation of child rearing, reinforced by female and male role
training, produces these differences, which are replicated and repro-
duced in the sexual sociology of adult life.

The paper is also a beginning attempt to rectify certain gaps in the
social-scientific literature, and a contribution to the reformulation of
psychological anthropology. Most traditional accounts of family and
socialization tend to emphasize only role training, and not unconscious
features of personality. Those few that rely on Freudian theory have
abstracted a behaviorist methodology from this theory, concentrating
on isolated “significant” behaviors like weaning and toilet training. The
paper advocates instead a focus on the ongoing interpersonal relation-
ships in which these various behaviors are given meaning.*

8 Unfortunately, the language that describes personality structure is itself em-
bedded with value judgment. The implication in most studies is that it is always
better to have firmer ego boundaries, that “ego strength” depends on the degree of
individuation. Gutmann, who recognizes the linguistic problem, even suggests that
“so-called ego pathology may have adaptive implications for women” (1965: 281).
The argument can be made that extremes in either direction are harmful. Complete
lack of ego boundaries is clearly pathological, but so also, as critics of contemporary
Western men point out (cf., e.g., Bakan, 1966, and Slater, 1970), is individuation gone
wild, what Bakan calls “agency unmitigated by communion,” which he takes to
characterize, among other things, both capitalism based on the Protestant ethic and
aggressive masculinity. With some explicit exceptions that X will specify in context,
I am using the concepts solely in the descriptive sense.

4 Slater (1968) provides one example of such an investigation. LeVine's recent work
on psychoanalytic anthropology (1971a,b) proposes a methodology that will enable
social scientists to study personality development in this way.
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More empirically, most social-scientific accounts of socialization, child
development, and the mother-child relationship refer implicitly or ex-
plicitly only to the development and socialization of boys, and to the
mother-son relationship. There is a striking lack of systematic descrip-
tion about the mother-daughter relationship, and a basic theoretical
discontinuity between, on the one hand, theories about female develop-
ment, which tend to stress the development of “feminine” qualities in
relation to and comparison with men, and on the other hand, theories
about women’s ultimate mothering role. This final lack is particularly
crucial, because women’s motherhood and mothering role seem to be
the most important features in accounting for the universal secondary
status of women (Chodorow, 1971; Ortner, Rosaldo, this volume). The
present paper describes the development of psychological qualities in
women that are central to the perpetuation of this role.

In a formulation of this preliminary nature, there is not a great body
of consistent evidence to draw upon. Available evidence is presented
that illuminates aspects of the theory—for the most part psychoanalytic
and social-psychological accounts based almost entirely on highly in-
dustrialized Western society. Because aspects of family structure are
discussed that are universal, however, I think it is worth considering
the theory as a general model. In any case, this is in some sense a pro-
grammatic appeal to people doing research. It points to certain issues
that might be especially important in investigations of child develop-
ment and family relationships, and suggests that researchers look ex-
plicitly at female vs. male development, and that they consider seriously
mother-daughter relationships even if these are not of obvious “struc-
tural importance” in a traditional anthropological view of that society.

The Development of Gender Personality

According to psychoanalytic theory,® personality is a result of a boy’s
or girl’s social-relational experiences from earliest infancy. Personality
development is not the result of conscious parental intention. The na-
ture and quality of the social relationships that the child experiences
are appropriated, internalized, and organized by her/him and come to
constitute her/his personality. What is internalized from an ongoing
relationship continues independent of that original relationship and is
generalized and set up as a permanent feature of the personality. The
conscious self is usually not aware of many of the features of personality,

& Particularly as interpreted by object-relations theorists (e.g., Fairbairn, 1952, and
Guntrip, 1961) and, with some similarity, by Parsons (1964) and Parsons and Bales

(2955)-
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or of its total structural organization. At the same time, these are im-

ortant determinants of any person’s behavior, both that which is
culturally expected and that which is idiosyncratic or unique to the
individual. The conscious aspects of personality, like 2 person’s general
self-concept and, importantly, her /his gender identity, require and de-
pend upon the consistency and stability of its unconscious organization.
In what follows I shall describe how contrasting male and female ex-
periences lead to differences in the way that the developing masculine
or feminine psyche resolves certain relational issues.

Separation and individuation (preoedipal development). All children
begin life in a state of “infantile dependence” (Fairbairn, 1952) upon
an adult or adults, in most cases their mother. This state consists first
in the persistence of primary identification with the mother: the child
does not differentiate herself/himself from her /his mother but experi-
ences a sense of oneness with her. (It is important to distinguish this
from later forms of identification, from “secondary identification,” which
presuppose at least some degree of experienced separateness by the per-
son who identifies.) Second, it includes an oral-incorporative mode of
relationship to the world, leading, because of the infant’s total helpless-
ness, to a strong attachment to and dependence upon whoever nurses
and carries her/him.

Both aspects of this state are continuous with the child’s prenatal ex-
perience of being emotionally and physically part of the mother’s body
and of the exchange of body material through the placenta. That this
relationship continues with the natural mother in most societies stems
from the fact that women lactate. For convenience, and not because of
biological necessity, this has usually meant that mothers, and females
in general, tend to take all care of babies. It is probable that the mother’s
continuing to have major responsibility for the feeding and care of the
child (so that the child interacts almost entirely with her) extends and
intensifies her/his period of primary identification with her more than
if, for instance, someone else were to take major or total care of the child.
A child’s earliest experience, then, is usually of identity with and attach-
ment to a single mother, and always with women.

For both boys and girls, the first few years are preoccupied with issues
of separation and individuation. This includes breaking or attenuating
the primary identification with the mother and beginning to develop
an individuated sense of self, and mitigating the totally dependent oral
attitude and attachment to the mother. I would suggest that, contrary
to the traditional psychoanalytic model, the preoedipal experience is
likely to differ for boys and girls. Specifically, the experience of mother-
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ing for a woman involves a double identification (Klein and Riviére,
1937)- A woman identifies with her own mother and, through identifi-
cation with her child, she (re)experiences herself as a cared-for child.
The particular nature of this double identification for the individual
mother is closely bound up with her relationship to her own mother.
As Deutsch expresses it, “In relation to her own child, woman repeats
her own mother-child history” (1944: 205). Given that she was a female
child, and that identification with her mother and mothering are so
bound up with her being a woman, we might expect that a woman’s
identification with a girl child might be stronger; that a mother, who
is, after all, a person who is 2 woman and not simply the performer of a
formally defined role, would tend to treat infants of different sexes in
different ways.

There is some suggestive sociological evidence that this is the case.
Mothers in a women’s group in Cambridge, Massachusetts (see note 1),
say that they identified more with their girl children than with boy chil-
dren. The perception and treatment of girl vs. boy children in high-caste,
extremely patriarchal, patrilocal communities in India are in the same
vein. Families express preference for boy children and celebrate when
sons are born. At the same time, Rajput mothers in North India are “as
likely as not” (Minturn and Hitchcock, 1963) to like girl babies better
than boy babies once they are born, and they and Havik Brahmins in
South India (Harper, 1969) treat their daughters with greater affection
and leniency than their sons. People in both groups say that this is out
of sympathy for the future plight of their daughters, who will have to
leave their natal family for a strange and usually oppressive postmarital
household. From the time of their daughters’ birth, then, mothers in
these communities identify anticipatorily, by reexperiencing their own
past, with the experiences of separation that their daughters will go
through. They develop a particular attachment to their daughters be-
cause of this and by imposing their own reaction to the issue of separa-
tion on this new external situation.

It seems, then, that a mother is more likely to identify with a daughter
than with a son, to experience her daughter (or parts of her daughter’s
life) as herself. Fliess’s description (1961) of his neurotic patients who
were the children of ambulatory psychotic mothers presents the prob-
lem in its psychopathological extreme. The example is interesting, be-
cause, although Fliess claims to be writing about people defined only
by the fact that their problems were tied to a particular kind of rela-
tionship to their mothers, an overwhelmingly large proportion of the
cases he presents are women. It seems, then, that this sort of disturbed
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mother inflicts her pathology predominantly on daughters. The mothers
Fliess describes did not allow their daughters to perceive themselves as
separate people, but simply acted as if their daughters were narcissistic
extensions or doubles of themselves, extensions to whom were attributed
the mothers’ bodily feelings and who became physical vehicles for their
mothers’ achievement of autoerotic gratification. The daughters were
bound into a mutually dependent “hypersymbiotic” relationship. These
mothers, then, perpetuate a mutual relationship with their daughters of
both primary identification and infantile dependence.

A son’s case is different. Cultural evidence suggests that insofar as a
mother treats her son differently, it is usually by emphasizing his mas-
culinity in opposition to herself and by pushing him to assume, or ac-
quiescing in his assumption of, a sexually toned male-role relation to
her. Whiting (1959) and Whiting et al. (1958) suggest that mothers in
societies with mother-child sleeping arrangements and postpartum sex
taboos may be seductive toward infant sons. Slater (1968) describes the
socialization of precarious masculinity in Greek males of the classical
period through their mothers’ alternation of sexual praise and seductive
behavior with hostile deflation and ridicule. This kind of behavior con-
tributes to the son’s differentiation from his mother and to the formation
of ego boundaries (I will later discuss certain problems that result from
this).

Neither form of attitude or treatment is what we would call “good
mothering.” However, evidence of differentiation of a pathological na-
ture in the mother’s behavior toward girls and boys does highlight ten-
dencies in “normal” behavior. It seems likely that from their children’s
earliest childhood, mothers and women tend to identify more with
daughters and to help them to differentiate less, and that processes of
separation and individuation are made more difficult for girls. On the
other hand, a mother tends to identify less with her son, and to push
him toward differentiation and the taking on of a male role unsuitable
to his age, and undesirable at any age in his relationship to her.

For boys and girls, the quality of the preoedipal relationship to the
mother differs. This, as well as differences in development during the
oedipal period, accounts for the persisting importance of preoedipal
issues in female development and personality that many psychoanalytic
writers describe.® Even before the establishment of gender identity, gen-
der personality differentiation begins.

Gender identity (oedipal crisis and resolution). There is only a slight

6 Cf,, e.g., Brunswick, 1940; Deutsch, 1932, 1944; Fliess, 1948; Freud, 1931; Jones,
1927; and Lampl~de Groot, 1928,
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suggestion in the psychological and sociological literature that preoedi-
pal development differs for boys and girls. The pattern becomes explicit
at the next developmental level. All theoretical and empirical accounts
agree that after about age three (the beginning of the “oedipal” period,
which focuses on the attainment of a stable gender identity) male and
female development becomes radically different. It is at this stage that
the father, and men in general, begin to become important in the child’s
primary object world. It is, of course, particularly difficult to generalize
about the attainment of gender identity and sex-role assumption, since
there is such wide variety in the sexual sociology of different societies.
However, to the extent that in all societies women’s life tends to be more
private and domestic, and men'’s more public and social (Rosaldo, this
volume), we can make general statements about this kind of develop-
ment.

In what follows, I shall be talking about the development of gender
personality and gender identity in the tradition of psychoanalytic the-
ory. Cognitive psychologists have established that by the age of three,
boys and girls have an irreversible conception of what their gender is
(cf. Kohlberg, 1966). I do not dispute these findings. It remains true that
children (and adults) may know definitely that they are boys (men) or
girls (women), and at the same time experience conflicts or uncertainty
about “masculinity” or “femininity,” about what these identities require
in behavioral or emotional terms, etc. I am discussing the development
of “gender identity” in this latter sense.

A boy’s masculine gender identification must come to replace his early
primary identification with his mother. This masculine identification
is usually based on identification with a boy’s father or other salient
adult males. However, a boy’s father is relatively more remote than his
mother. He rarely plays a major caretaking role even at this period in
his son’s life. In most societies, his work and social life take place farther
from the home than do those of his wife. He is, then, often relatively
inaccessible to his son, and performs his male role activities away from
where the son spends most of his life. As a result, a boy’s male gender
identification often becomes a “positional” identification, with aspects
of his father’s clearly or not-so-clearly defined male role, rather than a
more generalized “personal” identification—a diffuse identification with
his father’s personality, values, and behavioral traits—that could grow
out of a real relationship to his father.?

Mitscherlich (1963), in his discussion of Western advanced capitalist

7 The important distinction between “positional” and “personal” identification
comes from Slater, 1961, and Winch, 1962.
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society, provides a useful insight into the problem of male development.
The father, because his work takes him outside of the home most of the
time, and because his active presence in the family has progressively
decreased, has become an “invisible father.” For the boy, the tie between
affective relations and masculine gender identification and role learn
ing (between libidinal and ego development) is relatively attenuatcd.
He identifies with a fantasied masculine role, because the reality con-
straint that contact with his father would provide is missing. In all so-
cieties characterized by some sex segregation (even those in which a son
will eventually lead the same sort of life as his father), much of a boy’s
masculine identification must be of this sort, that is, with aspects of his
father’s role, or what he fantasies to be a male role, rather than with
his father as a person involved in a relationship to him.

There is another important aspect to this situation, which explains
the psychological dynamics of the universal social and cultural devalua-
tion and subordination of women.® A boy, in his attempt to gain an
elusive masculine identification, often comes to define this masculinity
largely in negative terms, as that which is not feminine or involved with
women. There is an internal and external aspect to this. Internally, the
boy tries to reject his mother and deny his attachment to her and the
strong dependence upon her that he still feels. He also tries to deny the
deep personal identification with her that has developed during his early
years. He does this by repressing whatever he takes to be feminine inside
himself, and, importantly, by denigrating and devaluing whatever he
considers to be feminine in the outside world. As a societal member,
he also appropriates to himself and defines as superior particular social
activities and cultural (moral, religious, and creative) spheres—possibly,
in fact, “society” (Rosaldo, this volume) and “culture” (Ortner, this
volume) themselves.?

Freud's description of the boy’s oedipal crisis speaks to the issues of
rejection of the feminine and identification with the father. As his early
attachment to his mother takes on phallicsexual overtones, and his
father enters the picture as an obvious rival (who, in the son’s fantasy,
has apparent power to kill or castrate his son), the boy must radically
deny and repress his attachment to his mother and replace it with an

8 For more extensive arguments concerning this, cf., e.g., Burton and Whiting
(1961), Chodorow (1971), and Slater (1968).

9 The processes by which individual personal experiences and psychological factors
contribute to or are translated into social and cultural facts, and, more generally,
the circularity of explanations in terms of socialization, are clearly very complicated.
A discussion of these issues, however, is not within the scope of this paper.




Family Structure and Feminine Personality 51

identification with his loved and admired, but also potentially punitive,
therefore feared, father. He internalizes a superego.1®

To summarize, four components of the attainment of masculine gen-
der identity are important. First, masculinity becomes and remains a
problematic issue for a boy. Second, it involves denial of attachment or
relationship, particularly of what the boy takes to be dependence or
need for another, and differentiation of himself from another. Third,
it involves the repression and devaluation of femininity on both psy-
chological and cultural levels. Finally, identification with his father does
not usually develop in the context of a satisfactory affective relationship,
but consists in the attempt to internalize and learn components of a not
immediately apprehensible role.

The development of a girl’s gender identity contrasts with that of a
boy. Most important, femininity and female role activities are imme-
diately apprehensible in the world of her daily life. Her final role iden-
tification is with her mother and women, that is, with the person or
people with whom she also has her earliest relationship of infantile
dependence. The development of her gender identity does not involve
a rejection of this early identification, however. Rather, her later iden-
tification with her mother is embedded in and influenced by their on-
going relationship of both primary identification and preoedipal at-
tachment. Because her mother is around, and she has had a genuine
relationship to her as a person, a girl's gender and gender role identifi-
cation are mediated by and depend upon real affective relations. Iden-
tification with her mother is not positional—the narrow learning of
particular role behaviors—but rather a personal identification with her
mother’s general traits of character and values. Feminine identification
is based not on fantasied or externally defined characteristics and nega-
tive identification, but on the gradual learning of a way of being familiar
in everyday life, and exemplified by the person (or kind of people—
women) with whom she has been most involved. It is continuous with
her early childhood identifications and attachments.

10 The question of the universality of the oedipus complex as Freud describes it
is beyond the scope of this paper. Bakan (1966, 1968) points out that in the original
Oedipus myth, it was the father who first tried to kill his son, and that the theme of
paternal infanticide is central to the entire Old Testament. He suggests that for a
variety of reasons, fathers probably have hostile and aggressive fantasies and feelings
about their children (sons). This more general account, along with a variety of psy-
chological and anthropological data, convinces me that we must take seriously the
notion that members of both generations may have conflicts over the inevitable re-
placement of the elder generation by the younger, and that children probably feel
both guilt and (rightly) some helplessness in this situation.
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The major discontinuity in the development of a girl’s sense of gender
identity, and one that has led Freud and other early psychoanalysts to
see female development as exceedingly difficult and tortuous, is that at
some point she must transfer her primary sexual object choice from her
mother and females to her father and males, if she is to attain her ex-
pected heterosexual adulthood. Briefly, Freud considers that all children
feel that mothers give some cause for complaint and unhappiness: they
give too little milk; they have a second child; they arouse and then for-
bid their child’s sexual gratification in the process of caring for her /him.
A girl receives a final blow, however: her discovery that she lacks a penis.
She blames this lack on her mother, rejects her mother, and turns to her
father in reaction.

Problems in this account have been discussed extensively in the gen-
eral literature that has grown out of the women’s movement, and within
the psychoanalytic tradition itself. These concern Freud’s misogyny and
his obvious assumption that males possess physiological superiority, and
that a woman'’s personality is inevitably determined by her lack of a
penis.!* The psychoanalytic account is not completely unsatisfactory,
however. A more detailed consideration of several theorists!? reveals im-
portant features of female development, especially about the mother-
daughter relationship, and at the same time contradicts or mitigates the
absoluteness of the more general Freudian outline.

These psychoanalysts emphasize how, in contrast to males, the female
oedipal crisis is not resolved in the same absolute way. A girl cannot
and does not completely reject her mother in favor of men, but contin-
ues her relationship of dependence upon and attachment to her. In addi-
tion, the strength and quality of her relationship to her father is com-

11 These views are most extreme and explicit in two papers (Freud, 1925, 1933) and
warrant the criticism that has been directed at them. Although the issue of penis
envy in women is not central to this paper, it is central to Freud’s theory of female
development. Therefore I think it worthwhile to mention three accounts that avoid
Freud's ideological mistakes while allowing that his clinical observations of penis envy
might be correct.

Thompson (1943) suggests that penis envy is a symbolic expression of women’s
culturally devalued and underprivileged position in our patriarchal society; that pos-
session of a penis symbolizes the possession of power and privilege. Bettelheim (1954)
suggests that members of either sex envy the sexual functions of the other, and that
women are more likely to express this envy overtly, because, since men are culturally
superior, such envy is considered “natural.” Balint (1954) does not rely on the fact
of men’s cultural superiority, but suggests that a little girl develops penis envy when
she realizes that her mother loves people with penises, i.e., her father, and thinks that
possession of a penis will help her in her rivalry for her mother’s attentions.

12 See, e.g., Brunswick, 1940; Deutsch, 1925, 1930, 1932, 1944; Freedman, 1961; Freud,

1931; Jones, 1927.
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pletely dependent upon the strength and quality of her relationship to
her mother. Deutsch suggests that a girl wavers in a “bisexual triangle”
throughout her childhood and into puberty, normally making a very
tentative resolution in favor of her father, but in such a way that issues
of separation from and attachment to her mother remain important
throughout a woman’s life (1944: 205):

It is erroneous to say that the little girl gives up her first mother relation in
favor of the father. She only gradually draws him into the alliance, develops
from the mother-child exclusiveness toward the triangular parentchild rela-
tionship and continues the latter, just as she does the former, although in a
weaker and less elemental form, all her life. Only the principal part changes:
now the mother, now the father plays it. The ineradicability of affective con-
stellations manifests itself in later repetitions.

We might suggest from this that a girl’s internalized and external
object-relations become and remain more complex, and at the same time
more defining of her, than those of a boy. Psychoanalytic preoccupation
with constitutionally based libidinal development, and with a norma-
tive male model of development, has obscured this fact. Most women
are genitally heterosexual. At the same time, their lives always involve
other sorts of equally deep and primary relationships, especially with
their children, and, importantly, with other women. In these spheres
also, even more than in the area of heterosexual relations, a girl imposes
the sort of object-relations she has internalized in her preoedipal and
later relationship to her mother.

Men are also for the most part genitally heterosexual. This grows
directly out of their early primary attachment to their mother. We
know, however, that in many societies their heterosexual relationships
are not embedded in close personal relationship but simply in relations
of dominance and power. Furthermore, they do not have the extended
personal relations women have. They are not so connected to children,
and their relationships with other men tend to be based not on particu-
laristic connection or affective ties, but rather on abstract, universalistic
role expectations.

Building on the psychoanalytic assumption that unique individual
experiences contribute to the formation of individual personality, cul-
ture and personality theory has held that early experiences common to
members of a particular society contribute to the formation of “typical”
personalities organized around and preoccupied with certain issues:
“Prevailing patterns of child-rearing must result in similar internalized
situations in the unconscious of the majority of individuals in a culture,
and these will be externalized back into the culture again to perpetuate
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it from generation to generation” (Guntrip, 1961: 378). In a similar vein,
I have tried to show that to the extent males and females, respectively,
experience similar interpersonal environments as they grow up, mascu-
line and feminine personality will develop differently.

I have relied on a theory which suggests that features of adult per-
sonality and behavior are determined, but which is not biologically
determinist. Culturally expected personality and behavior are not sim-
ply “taught,” however. Rather, certain features of social structure, sup-
ported by cultural beliefs, values, and perceptions, are internalized
through the family and the child’s early social object-relationships. This
largely unconscious organization is the context in which role training
and purposive socialization take place.

Sex-Role Learning and Its Social Context

Sex-role training and social interaction in childhood build upon and
reinforce the largely unconscious development I have described. In
most societies (ours is a complicated exception) a girl is usually with
her mother and other female relatives in an interpersonal situation that
facilitates continuous and early role learning and emphasizes the moth-
er-daughter identification and particularistic, diffuse, affective relation-
ships between women. A boy, to a greater or lesser extent, is also with
women for a large part of his childhood, which prevents continuous or
easy masculine role identification. His development is characterized by
discontinuity.

Ariés (1962: 61), in his discussion of the changing concept of child-
hood in modern capitalist society, makes a distinction that seems to have
more general applicability. Boys, he suggests, became “children” while
giris remained “little women.” “The idea of childhood profited the boys
first of all, while the girls persisted much longer in the traditional way
of life which confused them with the adults: we shall have cause to
notice more than once this delay on the part of the women in adopting
the visible forms of the essentially masculine civilization of modern
times.” This took place first in the middle classes, as a situation devel-
oped in which boys needed special schooling in order to prepare for
their future work and could not begin to do this kind of work in child-
hood. Girls (and working-class boys) could still learn work more directly
from their parents, and could begin to participate in the adult economy
at an earlier age. Rapid economic change and development have ex-
acerbated the lack of male generational role continuity. Few fathers
now have either the opportunity or the ability to pass on a profession
or skill to their sons.

Sex-role development of girls in modern society is more complex. On
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the one hand, they go to school to prepare for life in technologically
and socially complex society. On the other, there is a sense in which this
schooling is a pseudo-training. It is not meant to interfere with the
much more important training to be “feminine” and a wife and mother,
which is embedded in the girl’s unconscious development and which
her mother teaches her in a family context where she is clearly the salient
parent.

This dichotomy is not unique to modern industrial society. Even if
special, segregated schooling is not necessary for adult male work (and
many male initiation rites remain a form of segregated role training),
boys still participate in more activities that characterize them as a cate-
gory apart from adult life. Their activities grow out of the boy’s need
to fill time until he can begin to take on an adult male role. Boys may
withdraw into isolation and self-involved play or join together in a
group that remains more or less unconnected with either the adult world
of work and activity or the familial world.

Jay (1969) describes this sort of situation in rural Modjokuto, Java.
Girls, after the age of five or so, begin gradually to help their mothers
in their work and spend time with their mothers. Boys at this early age
begin to form bands of age mates who roam and play about the city, re-
lating neither to adult men nor to their mothers and sisters. Boys, then,
enter a temporary group based on universalistic membership criteria,
while girls continue to participate in particularistic role relations in a
group characterized by continuity and relative permanence.

The content of boys’ and girls’ role training tends in the same direc-
tion as the context of this training and its results. Barry, Bacon, and
Child, in their well-known study (1957), demonstrate that the socializa-
tion of boys tends to be oriented toward achievement and self-reliance
and that of girls toward nurturance and responsibility. Girls are thus
pressured to be involved with and connected to others, boys to deny this
involvement and connection.

Adult Gender Personality and Sex Role

A variety of conceptualizations of female and male personality all
focus on distinctions around the same issue, and provide alternative con-
firmation of the developmental model I have proposed. Bakan (1966: 15)
claims that male personality is preoccupied with the “agentic,” and fe-
male personality with the “communal.” His expanded definition of the
two concepts is illuminating:

I have adopted the terms “agency” and “communion” to characterize two fun-
damental modalities in the existence of living forms, agency for the existence
of an organism as an individual and communion for the participation of the
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individual in some larger organism of which the individual is a part. Agency
manifests itself in self-protection, self-assertion, and self-expansion; communion
manifests itself in the sense of being at one with other organisms. Agency
manifests itself in the formation of separations; communion in the lack of
separations. Agency manifests itself in isolation, alienation, and aloneness; com-
munion in contact, openness, and union. Agency manifests itself in the urge to
master; communion in noncontractual cooperation. Agency manifests itself in
the repression of thought, feeling, and impulse; communion in the lack and
removal of repression.

Gutmann (1965) contrasts the socialization of male personalities in
“allocentric” milicux (milieux in which the individual is part of a larger
social organization and system of social bonds) with that of female per-
sonalities in “autocentric” milieux (in which the individual herself/
himself is a focus of events and ties).?* Gutmann suggests that this leads
to a number of systematic differences in ego functioning. Female ego
qualities, growing out of participation in autocentric milieux, include
more flexible ego boundaries (i.e. less insistent self-other distinctions),
present orientation rather than future orientation, and relatively greater
subjectivity and less detached objectivity.1¢

Carlson (1971) confirms both characterizations. Her tests of Gutmann’s
claims lead her to conclude that “males represent experiences of self,
others, space, and time in individualistic, objective, and distant ways,
while females represent experiences in relatively interpersonal, subjec-

18 Following Cohen (1969), I would suggest that the external structural features of
these settings (in the family or in school, for instance) are often similar or the same
for boys and girls. The different kind and amount of adult male and female partici-
pation in these settings accounts for their being experienced by children of different
sexes as different sorts of milieux.

14 Gutmann points out that all these qualities are supposed to indicate lack of ade-
quate ego strength, and suggests that we ought to evaluate ego strength in terms of
the specific demands of different people’s (e.g. women’s as opposed to men's) daily
lives. Bakan goes even further and suggests that modern male ego qualities are a
pathological extreme. Neither account is completely adequate. Gutmann does not
consider the possibility (for which we have good evidence) that the everyday demands
of an autocentric milieu are unreasonable: although women’s ego qualities may be
“functional” for their participation in these milieux, they do not necessarily con-
tribute to the psychological strength of the women themselves. Bakan, in his (legiti-
mate) preoccupation with the lack of connection and compulsive independence that
characterizes Western masculine success, fails to recognize the equally clear danger
(which, I will suggest, is more likely to affect women) of communion unmitigated by
agency—of personality and behavior with no sense of autonomous control or inde-
pendence at all.

I think this is part of a more general social-scientific mistake, growing out of the
tendency to equate social structure and society with male social organization and
activities within a society. This is exemplified, for instance, in Erikson’s idealistic
conception of maternal qualities in women (1965) and, less obviously, in the contrast
between Durkheim’s extensive treatment of “anomic” suicide (1897) and his relegation
of “fatalistic” suicide to a single footnote (p. 276).
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tive, immediate ways” (p. 270). With reference to Bakan, she claims that
men’s descriptions of affective experience tend to be in agentic terms
and women’s in terms of communion, and that an examination of ab-
stracts of a large number of social-psychological articles on sex differ-
ences yields an overwhelming confirmation of the agency/communion
hypothesis.

Cohen (1969) contrasts the development of “analytic” and “relational”
cognitive style, the former characterized by a stimulus-centered, parts-
specific orientation to reality, the latter centered on the self and re-
sponding to the global characteristics of a stimulus in reference to its
total context. Although focusing primarily on class differences in cog-
nitive style, she also points out that girls are more likely to mix the two
types of functioning (and also to exhibit internal conflict about this).
Especially, they are likely to exhibit at the same time both high field
dependence and highly developed analytic skills in other areas. She sug-
gests that boys and girls participate in different sorts of interactional
subgroups in their families: boys experience their family more as a for-
mally organized primary group; girls experience theirs as a group char-
acterized by shared and less clearly delineated functions. She concludes
(p- 836): “Since embedded responses covered the gamut from abstract
categories, through language behaviors, to expressions of embeddedness
in their social environments, it is possible that embeddedness may be a
distinctive characteristic 'of female sex-role learning in this society re-
gardless of social class, native ability, ethnic differences, and the cogni-
tive impact of the school.”

Preliminary consideration suggests a correspondence between the pro-
duction of feminine personalities organized around “communal” and
“autocentric” issues and characterized by flexible ego boundaries, less
detached objectivity, and relational cognitive style, on the one hand,
and important aspects of feminine as opposed to masculine social roles,
on the other.

Most generally, I would suggest that a quality of embeddedness in
social interaction and personal relationships characterizes women’s life
relative to men’s. From childhood, daughters are likely to participate in
an intergenerational world with their mother, and often with their
aunts and grandmother, whereas boys are on their own or participate
in a single-generation world of age mates. In adult life, women’s inter-
action with other women in most societies is kin-based and cuts across
generational lines. Their roles tend to be particularistic, and to involve
diffuse relationships and responsibilities rather than specific ones.
Women in most societies are defined relationally (as someone’s wife,
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mother, daughter, daughter-in-law; even a nun becomes the Bride of
Christ). Men’s association (although it too may be kin-based and inter-
generational) is much more likely than women’s to cut across kinship
units, to be restricted to a single generation, and to be recruited accord-
ing to universalistic criteria and involve relationships and responsibil-
ities defined by their specificity.

Ego Boundaries and the Mother-Daughter Relationship

The care and socialization of girls by women ensures the production
of feminine personalities founded on relation and connection, with flex-
ible rather than rigid ego boundaries, and with a comparatively secure
sense of gender identity. This is one explanation for how women’s rela-
tive embeddedness is reproduced from generation to generation, and
why it exists within almost every society. More specific investigation of
different social contexts suggests, however, that there are variations in
the kind of relationship that can exist between women’s role perfor-
mance and feminine personality.

Various kinds of evidence suggest that separation from the mother,
the breaking of dependence, and the establishment and maintenance
of a consistently individuated sense of self remain difficult psychological
issues for Western middle-class women (i.e. the women who become sub-
jects of psychoanalytic and clinical reports and social-psychological
studies). Deutsch (1944, 1945) in particular provides extensive clinical
documentation of these difficulties and of the way they affect women's
relationships to men and children and, because of their nature, are re-
produced in the next generation of women. Mothers and daughters in
the women’s group mentioned above (p. 47) describe their experiences
of boundary confusion or equation of self and other, for example, guilt
and self-blame for the other’s unhappiness; shame and embarrassment
at the other’s actions; daughters’ “discovery” that they are “really” liv-
ing out their mothers’ lives in their choice of career; mothers’ not com-
pletely conscious reactions to their daughters’ bodies as their own (over-
identification and therefore often unnecessary concern with supposed
weight or skin problems, which the mother is really worried about in
herself); etc.

A kind of guilt that Western women express seems to grow out of and
to reflect lack of adequate self/other distinctions and a sense of ines-
capable embeddedness in relationships to others. Tax describes this well
(1970: 2; italics mine):

Since our awareness of others is considered our duty, the price we pay when

things go wrong is guilt and self-hatred. And things always go wrong. We re-
spond with apologies; we continue to apologize long after the event is forgotten
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—and even if it had no causal relation to anything we did to begin with. If the
rain spoils someone’s picnic, we apologize. We apologize for taking up space in
a room, for living.

As if the woman does not differentiate herself clearly from the rest of
the world, she feels a sense of guilt and responsibility for situations that
did not come about through her actions and without relation to her
actual ability to determine the course of events. This happens, in the
most familiar instance, in a sense of diffuse responsibility for everything
connected to the welfare of her family and the happiness and success
of her children. This loss of self in overwhelming responsibility for and
connection to others is described particularly acutely by women writers
(in the work, for instance, of Simone de Beauvoir, Kate Chopin, Doris
Lessing, Tillie Olsen, Christina Stead, Virginia Woolf).

Slater (1961) points to several studies supporting the contention that
Western daughters have particular problems about differentiation from
their mother. These studies show that though most forms of personal
parental identification correlate with psychological adjustment (i.e. free-
dom from neurosis or psychosis, not social acceptability), personal iden-
tification of a daughter with her mother does not. The reason is that the
mother-daughter relation is the one form of personal identification that,
because it results so easily from the normal situation of child develop-
ment, is liable to be excessive in the direction of allowing no room for
separation or difference between mother and daughter.

The situation reinforces itself in circular fashion. A mother, on the
one hand, grows up without establishing adequate ego boundaries or
a firm sense of self. She tends to experience boundary confusion with
her daughter, and does not provide experiences of differentiating ego
development for her daughter or encourage the breaking of her daugh-
ter's dependence. The daughter, for her part, makes a rather unsatis-
factory and artificial attempt to establish boundaries: she projects what
she defines as bad within her onto her mother and tries to take what is
good into herself. (This, I think, is the best way to understand the girl’s
oedipal “rejection” of her mother.) Such an arbitrary mechanism can-
not break the underlying psychological unity, however. Projection is
never more than a temporary solution to ambivalence or boundary con-
fusion.

The implication is that, contrary to Gutmann’s suggestion (see note
3), “‘so-called ego pathology” may not be “adaptive” for women. Wom-
en'’s biosexual experiences (menstruation, coitus, pregnancy, childbirth,
lactation) all involve some challenge to the boundaries of her body ego
(“me” /“not-me” in relation to her blood or milk, to a man who pene-
trates her, to a child once part of her body). These are important and
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fundamental human experiences that are probably intrinsically mean-
ingful and at the same time complicated for women everywhere. How-
ever, a Western woman’s tenuous sense of individuation and of the
firmness of her ego boundaries increases the likelihood that experiences
challenging these boundaries will be difficult for her and conflictive.

Nor is it clear that this personality structure is “functional” for so-
ciety as a whole. The evidence presented in this paper suggests that
satisfactory mothering, which does not reproduce particular psycholog-
ical problems in boys and girls, comes from a person with a firm sense
of self and of her own value, whose care is a freely chosen activity rather
than a reflection of a conscious and unconscious sense of inescapable
connection to and responsibility for her children.

Social Structure and the Mother-Daughter Relationship

Clinical and self-analytic descriptions of women and of the psycho-
logical component of mother-daughter relationships are not available
from societies and subcultures outside of the Western middle class. How-
ever, accounts that are primarily sociological about women in other
societies enable us to infer certain aspects of their psychological situa-
tion. In what follows, I am not claiming to make any kind of general
statement about what constitutes a “healthy society,” but only to ex-
amine and isolate specific features of social life that seem to contribute
to the psychological strength of some members of a society. Considera-
tion of three groups with matrifocal tendencies in their family structure
(see Tanner, this volume) highlights several dimensions of importance
in the developmental situation of the girl.

Young and Willmott (1954) describe the daily visiting and mutual
aid of working-class mothers and daughters in East London. In a situa-
tion where household structure is usually nuclear, like the Western
middle class, grown daughters look to their mothers for advice, for aid
in childbirth and child care, for friendship and companionship, and for
financial help. Their mother’s house is the ultimate center of the family
world. Husbands are in many ways peripheral to family relationships,
possibly because of their failure to provide sufficiently for their families
as men are expected to do. This becomes apparent if they demand their
wife’s disloyalty toward or separation from her mother: “The great tri-
angle of childhood is mother-father-child; in Bethnal Green the great
triangle of adult life is Mum-wife-husband” (p. 64).

Geertz (1961)** and Jay (1969) describe Javanese nuclear families in

16 This ethnography, and a reading of it that focuses on strong female kin rela-
tions, was brought to my attention by Tanner (1g71).
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which women are often the more powerful spouse and have primary in-
fluence upon how kin relations are expressed and to whom (although
these families are formally centered upon a highly valued conjugal rela-
tionship based on equality of spouses). Financial and decision-making
control in the family often rests largely in the hands of its women.
Women are potentially independent of men in a way that men are not
independent of women. Geertz points to a woman’s ability to partici-
pate in most occupations, and to own farmland and supervise its culti-
vation, which contrasts with a man’s inability, even if he is financially
independent, to do his own household work and cooking.

Women'’s kin role in Java is important. Their parental role and rights
are greater than those of men; children always belong to the woman in
case of divorce. When extra members join a nuclear family to constitute
an extended family household, they are much more likely to be the
wife’s relatives than those of the husband. Formal and distant relations
between men in a family, and between a man and his children (espe-
cially his son), contrast with the informal and close relations between
women, and between a woman and her children. Jay and Geertz both
emphasize the continuing closeness of the mother-daughter relationship
as a daughter is growing up and throughout her married life. Jay sug-
gests that there is a certain amount of ambivalence in the mother-daugh-
ter relationship, particularly as a girl grows toward adulthood and
before she is married, but points out that at the same time the mother
remains a girl’s “primary figure of confidence and support” (1969: 103).

Siegel (1969)*® describes Atjehnese families in Indonesia in which
women stay on the homestead of their parents after marriage and are
in total control of the household. Women tolerate men in the household
only as long as they provide money, and even then treat them as some-
one between a child and a guest. Women’s stated preference would be
to eliminate even this necessary dependence on men: “Women, for in-
stance, envision paradise as the place where they are reunited with their
children and their mothers; husbands and fathers are absent, and yet
there is an abundance all the same. Quarrels over money reflect the
women’s idea that men are basically adjuncts who exist only to give
their families whatever they can earn” (p. 17%7). A woman in this society
does not get into conflicts in which she has to choose between her mother
and her husband, as happens in the Western working class (see above;
also Komarovsky, 1962), where the reigning ideology supports the nu-
clear family.

In these three settings, the mother-daughter tie and other female kin

16 See note 15.
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relations remain important from a woman’s childhood through her old
age. Daughters stay closer to home in both childhood and adulthood,
and remain involved in particularistic role relations. Sons and men are
more likely to feel uncomfortable at home, and to spend work and play
time away from the house. Male activities and spheres emphasize uni-
versalistic, distancing qualities: men in Java are the bearers and trans-
mitters of high culture and formal relationships; men in East London
spend much of their time in alienated work settings; Atjehnese boys
spend their time in school, and their fathers trade in distant places.

Mother-daughter ties in these three societies, described as extremely
close, seem to be composed of companionship and mutual cooperation,
and to be positively valued by both mother and daughter. The ethnog-
raphies do not imply that women are weighed down by the burden of
their relationships or by overwhelming guilt and responsibility. On the
contrary, they seem to have developed a strong sense of self and self-
worth, which continues to grow as they get older and take on their ma-
ternal role. The implication is that “ego strength” is not completely
dependent on the firmness of the ego’s boundaries.

Guntrip’s distinction between “immature” and “mature” dependence
clarifies the difference between mother-daughter relationships and wom-
en’s psyche in the Western middle class and in the matrifocal societies
described. Women in the Western middle class are caught up to some
extent in issues of infantile dependence, while the women in matrifocal
societies remain in definite connection with others, but in relationships
characterized by mature dependence. As Guntrip describes it (1961: 2g1):
“Mature dependence is characterized by full differentiation of ego and
object (emergence from primary identification) and therewith a capacity
for valuing the object for its own sake and for giving as well as receiving;
a condition which should be described not as independence but as ma-
ture dependence.” This kind of mature dependence is also to be distin-
guished from the kind of forced independence and denial of need for
relationship that I have suggested characterizes masculine personality,
and that reflects continuing conflict about infantile dependence (Gun-
trip, 1961: 293; my italics): “Maturity is not equated with independence
though it includes a certain capacity for independence. ... The inde-
pendence of the mature person is simply that he does not collapse when
he has to stand alone. It is not an independence of needs for other per-
sons with whom to have relationship: that would not be desired by the
mature.”

Depending on its social setting, women'’s sense of relation and connec-
tion and their embeddedness in social life provide them with a kind of
security that men lack. The quality of a mother’s relationship to her
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children and maternal self-esteem, on the one hand, and the nature of
a daughter’s developing identification with her mother, on the other,
make crucial differences in female development.

Women’s kin role, and in particular the mother role, is central and
positively valued in Atjeh, Java, and East London. Women gain status
and prestige as they get older; their major role is not fulfilled in early
motherhood. At the same time, women may be important contributors
to the family’s economic support, as in Java and East London, and in
all three societies they have control over real economic resources. All
these factors give women a sense of self-esteem independent of their
relationship to their children. Finally, strong relationships exist between
women in these societies, expressed in mutual cooperation and frequent
contact. A mother, then, when her children are young, is likely to spend
much of her time in the company of other women, not simply isolated
with her children.

These social facts have important positive effects on female psycho-
logical development. (It must be emphasized that all the ethnographies
indicate that these same social facts make male development difficult
and contribute to psychological insecurity and lack of ease in interper-
sonal relationships in men.) A mother is not invested in keeping her
daughter from individuating and becoming less dependent. She has
other ongoing contacts and relationships that help fulfill her psycho-
logical and social needs. In addition, the people surrounding a mother
while a child is growing up become mediators between mother and
daughter, by providing a daughter with alternative models for personal
identification and objects of attachment, which contribute to her dif-
ferentiation from her mother. Finally, a daughter’s identification with
her mother in this kind of setting is with a strong woman with clear
control over important spheres of life, whose sense of self-esteem can
reflect this. Acceptance of her gender identity involves positive valua-
tion of herself, and not an admission of inferiority. In psychoanalytic
terms, we might say it involves identification with a preoedipal, active,
caring mother. Bibring points to clinical findings supporting this inter-
pretation: “We find in the analysis of the women who grew up in this
‘matriarchal’ setting the rejection of the feminine role less frequently
than among female patients coming from the patriarchal family culture”
(1953: 281).

There is another important aspect of the situation in these societies.
The continuing structural and practical importance of the mother-
daughter tie not only ensures that a daughter develops a positive per-
sonal and role identification with her mother, but also requires that the
close psychological tie between mother and daughter become firmly
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grounded in real role expectations. These provide a certain constraint
and limitation upon the relationship, as well as an avenue for its ex-
pression through common spheres of interest based in the external so-
cial world.

All these societal features contrast with the situation of the Western
middle-class woman. Kinship relations in the middle class are less im-
portant. Kin are not likely to live near each other, and, insofar as hus-
bands are able to provide adequate financial support for their families,
there is no need for a network of mutual aid among related wives. As
the middle-class woman gets older and becomes a grandmother, she
cannot look forward to increased status and prestige in her new role.

The Western middle-class housewife does not have an important eco-
nomic role in her family. The work she does and the responsibilities
that go with it (household management, cooking, entertaining, etc.) do
not seem to be really necessary to the economic support of her family
(they are crucial contributions to the maintenance and reproduction of
her family’s class position, but this is not generally recognized as im-
portant either by the woman herself or by the society’s ideology). If she
works outside the home, neither she nor the rest of society is apt to con-
sider this work to be important to her self-definition in the way that her
housewife role is.

Child care, on the other hand, is considered to be her crucially im-
portant responsibility. Our post-Freudian society in fact assigns to par-
ents (and especially to the mother'”) nearly total responsibility for how
children turn out. A middle-class mother’s daily life is not centrally in-
volved in relations with other women. She is isolated with her children
for most of her workday. It is not surprising, then, that she is likely to
invest a lot of anxious energy and guilt in her concern for her children
and to look to them for her own self-affirmation, or that her self-esteem,
dependent on the lives of others than herself, is shaky. Her life situation
leads her to an overinvolvement in her children’s lives.

A mother in this situation keeps her daughter from differentiation
and from lessening her infantile dependence. (She also perpetuates her
son’s dependence, but in this case society and his father are more likely
to interfere in order to assure that, behaviorally, at least, he doesn’t act
dependent.) And there are not other people around to mediate in the
mother-daughter relationship. Insofar as the father is actively involved
in a relationship with his daughter and his daughter develops some
identification with him, this helps her individuation, but the formation

17 See Slater (1970) for an extended discussion of the implications of this.
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of ego autonomy through identification with and idealization of her
father may be at the expense of her positive sense of feminine self. Un-
like the situation in matrifocal families, the continuing closeness of the
mother-daughter relationship is expressed only on a psychological, in-
terpersonal level. External role expectations do not ground or limit it.

It is difficult, then, for daughters in a Western middle-class family to
develop self-esteem. Most psychoanalytic and social theorists® claim that
the mother inevitably represents to her daughter (and son) regression,
passivity, dependence, and lack of orientation to reality, whereas the
father represents progression, activity, independence, and reality orien-
tation.* Given the value implications of this dichotomy, there are ad-
vantages for the son in giving up his mother and identifying with his
father. For the daughter, feminine gender identification means identi-
fication with a devalued, passive mother, and personal maternal iden-
tification is with a mother whose own self-esteem is low. Conscious re-
jection of her oedipal maternal identification, however, remains an
unconscious rejection and devaluation of herself, because of her contin-
uing preoedipal identification and boundary confusion with her mother.

Cultural devaluation is not the central issue, however. Even in patri-
lineal, patrilocal societies in which women’s status is very low, women
do not necessarily translate this cultural devaluation into low self-es-
teem, nor do girls have to develop difficult boundary problems with
their mother. In the Moslem Moroccan family, for example,?® a large
amount of sex segregation and sex antagonism gives women a separate
(domestic) sphere in which they have a real productive role and control,
and also a life situation in which any young mother is in the company
of other women. Women do not need to invest all their psychic energy
in their children, and their self-esteem is not dependent on their rela-
tionship to their children. In this and other patrilineal, patrilocal so-
cieties, what resentment women do have at their oppressive situation
is more often expressed toward their sons, whereas daughters are seen
as allies against oppression. Conversely, a daughter develops relation-
ships of attachment to and identification with other adult women.

18 See, e.g., Deutsch, 1944, passim; Erikson, 1964: 162; Klein and Riviére, 1987: 18;
Parsons, 1970, passim; Parsons and Bales, 1955, passim.

18 Their argument derives from the universal fact that a child must outgrow her/
his primary identification with and total dependence upon the mother. The present
paper argues that the value implications of this dichotomy grow out of the particular
circumstances of our society and its devaluation of relational qualities. Allied to this
is the suggestion that it does not need to be, and often is not, relationship to the father
that breaks the early maternal relationship.

20 Personal communication from Fatima Mernissi, based on her experience grow-
ing up in Morocco and her recent sociological fieldwork there.
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Loosening her tie to her mother therefore does not entail the rejection
of all women. The close tie that remains between mother and daughter
is based not simply on mutual overinvolvement but often on mutual
understanding of their oppression.

Conclusion

Women’s universal mothering role has effects both on the develop-
ment of masculine and feminine personality and on the relative status
of the sexes. This paper has described the development of relational per-
sonality in women and of personalities preoccupied with the denial of
relation in men. In its comparison of different societies, it has suggested
that men, while guaranteeing to themselves sociocultural superiority
over women, always remain psychologically defensive and insecure.
Women, by contrast, although always of secondary social and cultural
status, may in favorable circumstances gain psychological security and
a firm sense of worth and importance in spite of this.

Social and psychological oppression, then, is perpetuated in the struc-
ture of personality. The paper enables us to suggest what social arrange-
ments contribute (and could contribute) to social equality between men
and women and their relative freedom from certain sorts of psycholog-
ical conflict. Daughters and sons must be able to develop a personal
identification with more than one adult, and preferably one embedded
in a role relationship that gives it a social context of expression and
provides some limitation upon it. Most important, boys need to grow
up around men who take a major role in child care, and girls around
women who, in addition to their child-care responsibilities, have a
valued role and recognized spheres of legitimate control. These arrange-
ments could help to ensure that children of both sexes develcp a suffi-
ciently individuated and strong sense of self, as well as a positively
valued and secure gender identity, that does not bog down either in ego-
boundary confusion, low self-esteem, and overwhelming relatedness to
others, or in compulsive denial of any connection to others or depen-
dence upon them.



