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The last ten years have seen much attention devoted to
anaiy s and cringue of the sexual division of labor. Especiaily
unted out for critical discussion has been women's anigue
tole in the rearing ot chidren—what bas traditionally been
called “mothenng.” [ this book Nancv Chodarow has set her-
seit the task of explaining “the reproduction cf mothenng.”
that o, how it comes to be that girls, unlike boys, grow up

des.ang to become the primary parents ia their children’s up-
bringng. with the maor respoasibility for care and nurtur-
ance, phymcal and emational. OF course such generalizations
jprore vartations. bach between ditferent farilies in one soq-
ety and between diiferent societies. Chodorow claims, how-
ever, that the<e generalizations are by and large true. and that
the axplamation resides in phenomena which are charactenstic

of all hutherto existing societies. It i3, in fact, to the mother-
chiid relationship that she looks for understanding. She claims
tRat 4 5iuALON 10 WiHCh WOmen are the primary caretakers ot
children has its own psychoiogical dynamic which leads to its
reproduction in the next generation. [n this regard, it is inter-
esting 10 fnote that i a paper preventing on earler version of
her argument.’ Chiodorow himited herself to discussing the
implications of women's child-rearing role for psychoiogical
differences between the sexes, [a the bock under discussion she
extends her argument, in what [ regard asan uniortunate marn-
aser. in an attempe to provide an expianation of the social
pheromenon of women's mothering in terms of its internal
psychological dvnamics.

Chodorew begins by considering the main explanations
that have been previousiy proposed for women's primary
responsibility for child-reanng, There have bewr many vari-
ants of expiananoas in terms of speculauve biology. All of
these theanes, she thinks. are based on fatlacious arcuments or
insutficient evidence. For instance, some research suggests that
male hormonss may have some infiuence on the differential
behavior of the sexes. However, the evidence is inconclusive
aed also suggests that experiential factors are the dominant
ones in the development of behavioral gender differences.
Again, arguments based on the adaptive advasages of wom-
en's chiid-reanty in hunter-gatherer societies generalize this to
other societivs without presenting any serious argument.

Many psvchoanaiysts have proposed variants of a drive 0

mother after gving birth, but their arguments are usua[h}
based un speculaticn and biased ciinical evidence which itsel
is. in any case. open to muitiple interpretations. Ail in ail, the
biclogically oriented theonsts generaily present arguments
based more un ideciogy than on evidence. On the other hamd,
it does not seem surpnsing that in soceties whers women must
breastized their children and where child-beariny consumes a
mayor portion of mo<t womens lives (which after ail, was the
situation everywhery unti guite recentiy) women have been
given primary responsiilisy ior children's ugornngng. It is
prize, a8 Cheadorow claums, that creastieeding does not require
that wornen ramse chiidren. but this does not mean that 2
sophisticated pevchoieical theory is required to understand
that they do: | believe that Chodarow has overextended the
range of her thesis. and thus wrakened her argument,
Chodorow s argument against the theories of role-training



and indoctrination is Jess clear. prrhaps becausd <he laiy to
nake clear evactly which ideas she is cnricining  She attachs
"the conventiona! beminst veew, drawn irorn social or copnie

live psychioluopy. which understands rermimine development as

replicnt ideolorical instruction or formal coercion™ I, 33} for
NS (0 fewide that adeguate MOINErNG Teguares tal the
nother “to sonme deygree and onr some unconscious or on-
iwcious level. has the capazity and sense of self as maternal” tp.
i3, emphasis in original). Thus, expianations based on behav-
oral contormity and indoctrinauon cannot explain why
. womes want {o mother, which is essential to the successiul
arrying out of their task. Chodorow thus correctly tocuses
ittention on a hitherto ignored aspect of the problem, naihely,
10w the development of women's subsectivity helps reproduce
he social arrangement in which women mother,

Chodorow's own approach to the problem of the repro-
luction of motherhood is based on the object-relations school
s psychoanaiytic theory. Developed in Britain over the last 30
‘ears by tairbairn, Winnicott, and Michael and Alice Balint,
his approach has only recently begun to exert some intluence,
n a modified toerm, on American psychoanalytic circles. Un-
ike orthodox Freudians, the object-relations theorists have
>een iess concerned with studying the vicissitudes of the
nsunc::al drives (libido and aggpression) and have concen-
rated attention on the growing child's internalization of his or
ver relationships to the parents and especially the relationship
o the mother in early infancy. Some of these theorists eschew

irive theory altogether, while others still nod in its direction

vhile in fact termulating their theories in other terms. While
sbiect-relations theory is similar to the American neo-Freudian

«<hool in its concentration on interpersonal relationships, it -

litters in considering unconscious and fantasy relationships to
e as imporrant as real ones in the formation of the personal-
ty. Thus. it is'not only the actual treatment of the child by
wher people that is important. but also how the child, con-
<iously and unconsciously, construes these relationships. For
~ample, it is likely that in some cases at least the horrible
tories of maltreatment by their families that schizophrenics
stten tell. and that had such a strong intluence on studenits of
he tamilies of schizophrenics such as R.D. Laing not mems-
wies of real childhood relationships but fantasies developed
lue to the pre-schizophrenic child's being, for some reason,
mable to make use of the love and atention given to her or
lim by the parents. '

The sther modification of psychoanalytic theory under-
zken by the object-relations school is to place increased
mphasis on the dyadic mother-infant relationship of early life
nstead of the traditional emphasis on the triadic, “oedipal”
elatichship between mothker, father. and child that is pre-
umed to occur between ages four and six. Freud's theory.
ocused on the oedipal period, dealt with neurotic conflicts,
«#.. conflicts internal to the person. such as the obsessive-
ompulsive contlict, in which a person may teel compelind to
void stepping on the cracks of a sidewall in order to prevent
atastrophe, even though he or she is aware that this tear is
roundless. In recent years, mare attention has been devoted
v problems which involve a durtuse iveling of Gitticulty in five
1g. Therapists today are more likely to perceive their patients
» autrteniny o dubal feeiits of sometiung peny not guite
it 02 gencial CPLIIES dild Dulodul, di Ul Vague GepIes-
won and anxiety which cannot be attributed to specitic causes.
‘he classic description of & rathier extreme sorm of thus hund ot
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pavient s RUED Larmge v The Drinded 5ot which desetibes the
so-called schaznid person who is upatle to teel “real” and con-
necied ta Bas or Rer actrvty in the wotld. The cause of this
change in therapeotic attention » uncdear: relevant factors
may be a chanuean the selection of patienis, chanees in social
SUUCTUre, FevISION Of teTapeutic tecnmgues, and modiica-
tions tn the theoreticai cenceptions ot therapsts, In any case,
this change 10 the protorypical patient has been accompanied
by charues in psychuanalytic theory. Modern anaivtic theory
works on the assumption that the problems or the contempo-
rary patent are moere bhely o anse dunng the early (so-calied
precedipal teiationship with the mother, when a primal sense

" of selt was formed. This has led to many attempts to theorize
 about this early "nrst relationship” ot wiich obiect-relations

theory was the forerunner and, perhaps, the most influential
variant. ’

Though it may constitute a beginning. abject-relations
theory has not tormed an adequate account of human devel-
opment. One of its greatest weaknesses is its lack of any de-
tailed account ot psvchic structure. Traditional Freudian con-
cepts such as id. ego. and superego, which are metaphoric
attempets at describing psychoiogical Functioning, are dropped
or reduced in rmporiance, but nothing takes their place. This
results in hidden appeais to common-sense and vague meta-
phors which are never examined. Thus, writers of this school
are oiten extremely imprecise in their-use of such-fundamentai
concepts as “internalization,” “fantasy,” “obiect-relationship,”
etc. They often use verbal trichs which cover over their lack of
clanty through the use of such undetined concepis as “matura-
tion.” “love.” and “whole person,” which carry us along with
their sugnective pewer, but which ultimately need to be either
made more precise or dispensed with. | agree with Chodorow
that obiect-relations theory is one of the most promising devel-
opments in psychoanalviic and psychological theory, but [ feel
that it shares many of the faults ot other psychuanalytic
schools and that tundamentaliy new theoretical directions will
ultimately have to be taken. Probably this will involve an
integration of psvchoanalytic clinical insights with work on
cognitive development like that of Piagel, and with the obser-
vational work on child development being done by develop-
mentzl pevchologists. However, no one has so far beer able to
achieve this desired integration, and we are torced to continue
working with partial theories in order to determine how useful
they are in dealing with various problems.

As the toregoing account of object-relations theory sug.
gests, Chodorow's discussion ot teminine psvchology and the
reproduction ot mothering relies heavily on an analysis of the
intant s tirst relatenship to another person, which in most
SIEHALIGNS LUy ol o L€ 10 d teMaie  moiher —whether she
is in fact the biological mother or another woman. She ad-
duces much evidencz—hoth clinical and social-psychological
~—that boys and girls experience relationship to the mother dif-
ferentiy duning all phases ot develupment. These differential
experiences. she arzues, provide a psvehological basis tor the
sevual division of labor in adulthood. and, in parucular, for
the tac that women usually perrorm most of the childrearing
tunctions. My summary of her presentation will be little better
than a caricature or her subtie and nuanced anzument, which
TEeN DR Qali tPOM NN ditterent souros and aerproaches.
dne avulids Lite trap (21EN N0 DY Many of the others who have
dealt with these questions te.g., Juliet Muzehell in Psychoanaly=
ais Wi FenmEitiam), wio seem to peleve that the truth can be
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found simply through arguing about the 1nterpretation of texts
(be they those of Freud. Lacan, or the latest guru) without con-
fronting the texts with the facts that they are intended to help
us understand. Similarly, she avoids the position which savs
that data collected outside of a laboratory and unaccompanied
by elaborate statistics is of no interest.

Much clinical psychoanalytic evidence suggests that the
mother-dacghter tie is usuaily characterized by ideptification
and merming which is more prolonged and intense than that
between the mother and her son. The mother tends not to
consider the daughter to be a separate person. but an aspect of
erself. In technical terms. there are “patterns of {usion. pro-,
jection, rarcissistic extension, and denial of separation” which
~are more Likely to happen in early mother-daughter relation-
ships than in those of mothers and sons” {p. 1031, This treat-
ment by the mother makes it difficult for the daughter to rec-
ognize herself as a separate person. She instead perceives her-
self as a part ot or an extension of her mother. This mode of
relating o ker mother is later generalized to other aspects of
ihe world. In contrast; Chodorow suggests that the young son
is more likely to expenence himself as the object of his moth-
er's fantasies and desires. The boy's expenence of ks mother
will tend to catapult him :nto "oedipal” conflicts regarding

gender wenuty and gender dizrerences eativr than the gzl

As weil as these dirferences in the early sreoedipal
mother-infant relationship. the differential treatment of boys
and girls continues into the cedipal phase when. as already
indicated. issues regarding the differences between the sexes
and the formation of gender identity are dominant. The clas-
sical psvchoanalytic problem concerning fermaie deveiopment
during this phase is to explain why it is that the gir! ums from
the mother to the father fand other men) as object of her de-
sires, both sensual and aifectional. It is to solve this problem
that the concepts of penis envy and women as castrated peopie
were introduced (as well as to explain clinizal evdence of
unconscious desires for a penis in adult women patients). Asis
well known. these ideas have raised a storm of coatroversy
and have become a focal point of discussion among the vari-
ous psychoanalytic approaches to feminine psyche gy, Some
authors, e.g.. Helene Deutsch, claim that penis eavy is an
inevitable “psychological consequence of the anatomical dis-
rinction between the sexes,” while members of the culturalise
school claim that penis envy is a result of the girl's desire for
the greater power of the malein a patriarchal saciery. and that
the oedipal girl's turn toward her father is a result o¢ an inborn
heterosexuality. Both these positions thus end up with biologi-
ca! explanations for fermnine heterosexuality. '

Chodorow's idea is that it is the constraining nature of the
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sweoedipal mother-daughter relationship which Jeads the girl
0 turn to the father in an atiempt to escape trom remaining
arcissistic extemsion of her mother in orger to become a it in
ver own right. The penis is desired by the girl because it isa
symbol of the desired independence. Quoting the French psy-
:hoanalyst Chassequet-Smirgel: “Basically. penis envy is the
symbolic expression of another desire. Women do not wish to
secome men, but want to detach themseives from the mother
and become complete, autonomous women.” (p. 113, empha-
sis in original). Meanwhile, as Chodorow’s reacing of social
psychological literature suggests, the father has probably been
acting seductively toward the girt and encouraging her to act
in a “leminine” manner.

The girl does not abandon interest in the mother while

this turn toward the father is occurring. She is still intimately

involved with the mother, though in complex ways that can
not be gone into here. One important result is that in girls,
unlike boys, the oedipal phase tends to be a prolonged process
which is never really resolved. This helps explain differences in
the male and female experiences of adoiescence. The ado-
lescent girl is more likely to remain emotionally involved with
her mother and o experience conflicts regarding dependence
on and separateness from her than is the adolescent boy.

One important result of the girl's path to development is
that she will emerge as an adult wornan with a greater ability
to experience another’s desires and conflicts as her own—that
is, for "empathy”—than most men, who did not have the
experience of being considered an extension of their mother.
Furthermore, due to the nature of girls' early ties to their
mothers, they “come to experience themselves as less differ-
entiated than boys, as more continuous with and related to the
external object-world and as differently oriented to their inner
object-world as well” (p. 167). Chodorow discusses specitic
aspects of the developmental history of boys that make it diffi-
cult for them to experience those continuous, merging ways of
relating to the world. [t is these states of merging with and
empathy for others that are important in caring tor young chii-
dren, and are involved in the derivation of pleasure from this
activity. The seeds of this caring are created in both boys and
gitls by their early experiences of being cared for by a loving
mother. However, the vicissitudes of development that we
have sketched above and that Chodorow discusses in detail
suggest why women are more likely to become mothers.

These difterences in personality are also involved in the
wider realm of the sexual division of labor. 1t is typical of our
society and most other existent societies that women tend to
play a preponderant role in tamilial lite and attective matters
while men are Jargely concerned with nontamilial production.
Chuodorow cites Michele Rosaldo who suggests that in all soci-
eties N

terninine roles are less public or “social.”. . .they exhibit fess
linquistic and nsututionai diterentianon. and that the
interaction they involve 15 mare likely to be kin-based and
10 ctoss generabions, whereas mans ipteracuon remains
within a single generanon and cuts across hin units on the
basis of universalstic caresriva,  Womereorel in the
home and primany defimtion 12 Sorul rep il tne
gender terms are characterized by pamaularism, concern
with aftective goals and tes and a ditruse, unbounded
quality. Mascaline occypationalt roles and mens primary
deiinition in the sphere of produsizon are usvenalistically
defined and recruited, and are jess-likely to involve affec-
tive considerations (p: 150).

The division of labor has social and psychic costs. as well
(4% contradictons leading toward sts abohtion. In her bref
appendiy entithed “Women's Mothering and \Women's Libera-
tion™ Chodorow claims that:

the seaual division of Labor and women's respunsbility for
chiid care are hobed to and generate male Jomenance.
Psycholownts have demonstrated unequivecally that the
very tact ot being mothered by women generates in men
conilicts over masculinaty. a pywchoiogy of male domi-
nance. and a newd to be supenior to women, . Thus the
soci1a) organization of parenung produces sexual inequality
not simply role ditterennation. 1t s pohitically and socially
important 10 contrunt this orgamizanon of parenting. Even
“though Wt ts an artangement that seems umiversal, directly
rooted i ideclogy. and inevitable, 1t can be changed. The
possibility of change 1s indicated not only by 2 theoretical
cnuque ot Mological determinam. but by the contradictory
2spectnof the present organization ot parenting. Even as the
.present torms regroduce mothenng, they help to produce
a widespread dissatistaction with thar own limitations
among women (and sometimes men) /p. 2140

Chodorow only hints at what these contradictory aspects are,
She suggests that the recent nuclear family arrangement in
which a [one woman has almost sole respensibility for taking
care of her children tends to produce a situation in which the
mother is both overinvolved with, and profoundly ambivalent
about her children. This, in turn, has psychicconsequences for
them. Further tension is induced as women increasingly enter
the paid labor force, but are still expected to maintain primary
responsibility for the care of their children. These tensions can
produce efforts toward the transformation of the system of
exclusive female mothering, but Chodorow does not really say
much about what could or should replace it, except for 2 brief
nod at experiments with collective childrearing a la the kib-
butzim, China, and Cuba. which she claims iadicate that chil-
dren so reared show “more sense of solidarity and commit-
ment to the group, less individualism: and competitiveness, are
less liable to form intense, exclusive adult relationships than

children reared in Western nuclear families” {p. 217). It is .

atypical that Chodorow gives no reference for this assertion,
which. in the case of China and Cuba. at least, is probably
based on the impressionistic accounts of the revolutionary
groupies who can interpret every attempt of a "Communist”
state to control its populat.on as a victory for human libera-
tion. Other observers have interpreted the same character
traits as signs of a “lotalitarian’” destruction of the individual
and of a strong sense of seif. it is not at ali clear that the prob-
lem. of the relations of the individual and the collectivity will
be solved under socialism simply by replacing the conformist
individualism of contemporary capitalism by conformist col-
lectivism. Hopetully, the changed social conditions ot a social-
ist revalution will lead to a revision in the way this question is
formuatetd. At present, most discussion of this queston is
largely a matter of value judgments, which is probably the

result of our lack of adequate social experience and the appro- -

priate theoretical concepts to deal with it. It remains an open
GUUESHION 10 W dt Extent PoYCRVANALY HIC CAlEnries Wi De Uses
Ui I L @y i) 40y Case. Cinautow dues CoiTe oul 108
the equal participation of women and men in childrearing.
which would signuicantiy aiter the typicai pattern of chid
development outlined in this bonk. ‘

These questions point 1o the greatest weakness in Cho-

. dorow’s book. She recognizes that changes in family and social
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strucsure should resuit in modifications in the basic pattern of
Eetrprerces 10 maie and temale child development. towever,
the gredass remans as to what aspects ot the psychodnalytic
theury and chanal matenal she relies on so heavtiy wii turn
Ot o D¢ siapfapreate fUT aKaing woth human Jeselopment
in soeset s Daswadly duterert from those in which it was devel-
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heavily on the .m.:!\_r.-is of detailed clinical reports, all of which
are trom Weentern societios, and most of which are nt people
from muidle and upper class bachgrounds. Thus we need to
hraw @ the patterns of ditferences between mother-dauzhter

and mother-son relationships that she descnibes as wwpical of

- our society hold up in detailed studies of lower social classes
. -and ot other secetiws. This would require clinical study cap-

abie ot uneartiuny detaiis of psychic development ror peopie in
otiver classes and cultures comparable to these that psycho-
ANaiy I sifiudl Wors Pruviies tor muddne and uppei-ides
individuals in cur own society. Refiance on socioloxical data
is not _suthicrent. My own view is that the broad outlines of
P choaralytic theory will prove useful in this task. but it
rerrans 1o be <een what rmod:tications this theory will reguire.
As § indicated 10 my diccussion of obiect-relations theory, |
teel that peychoanaiytic theory needs to be moditied t order
adequately to conceptualize psychic reality in our own cul-
ture. These ditticulties regarding the extent ot applicability of
the theory are aot Chodorew's alone. and may even be inher-
ent in the provect of applying psychoanalytic insights to cross
cultural subrects. What is needed is not an end to such at-
tempts, but an awareness of their dangers.

This bovk is. in my opinion, one of the best attempts to
apply pevchoanalytic concepts-to the understanding of social
phenomena, However. it shates with all works of this genre
the characteristic of being stronger on intuitive plausibility

41

than ue solid ‘proot of its hyputheses. In this light we should
keep in mund Lhadorow s own feservations as presented o the
earhier versien ot her argument mentioned above: e e

2y

In a formulation o this preleminary oatire, thére is mt 3
great bodv o conustent evidence to draw upon. Avatlable
evidence is presented that siiuminates aspects of the theory
et T L afTCen Fecitie i gt seUide Pescioings
e maan ot o e bk 3b nainieep V8 ity andu Inidlized
Western sovietv ;aml on the muddle and upper claswes in
that smwty S S 1 (T is v vome senve a program-
matic appeal to peeple Jdunag research, It poiats to wertan
e that mueht be spevially important in o mvestazations.
ot chifd development and tamily relationships. and sussests
that resedrchers fowk exphitly at temale vv. male develops
ment. and that they conuder seficusly motker-doughter
relationsbipe ever b these are not of obvicus “steuctural
importance” in & traditional anthropoloical view of that
society © . S
As an appeal tor further seszarch in these areas, this book i
extremeiy eftective. It would be a great mistake, however, if its
hypothesis were to be accepted by others as prover and as evi-
dence for ather ideas. Too much of radical social thinkin:
already rests unawares on what are simply plausible hypoth-
eses,

Stephen Sokiz
>
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