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The Traffic in Women:

o Q\ﬁ\u\ Notes on the “Political Economy” of Sex
a2 e | |

The 1;pgfangg,' on wp‘m_Eh-ﬁ}qot.}] ferninist and anti-feminist—is
UD% (\7 "4 long Tumination on the giiestion of the nature and genesis
% Q “of 'women’s oppression and social subordination. The ques-

45 tion is not-a trivial one, since the answers given it determine
5/0 i our visions of the future, and our evaluation of whether or
not it is realistic to hope for a sexually egalitarian society. More

importantly, the analysis of the causes of women’s oppression
forms the basis for any assessment of just what would have to
be changed in order to achieve a society without gender
hierarchy. Thus, if innate male aggression and dominance are
at the root of female oppression, then the feminist program
would logically require either the extermination of the
offending sex, or else a eugenics project to modify its
character. If sexism is a by-product of capitalism’s relentless
appetite for profit, then sexism would wither away in the
advent of a successful socialist revolution. If the world histor-
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_t.amed cnthue of some of the currently popula.r expla.natlons
of ‘the geriesis of sexual mequahty—theones such as the popu-
lar evolutlon exemphfled by The Imperial Ammal the alleged
overthrow of prehlstonc matnarchles or the attempt to ex-
tract all of the phenomena of social subordination from the
first volume of Capital. Instead, I want to sketch some ele-
ments of an alternate explanation of the problem.

Marx once asked: “What is a Negro slave? A man of the

black race. The one explanation is as good as the other. A
Negro is a Negro. He only becomes a slave in certain rela-
tions. A cotton spinning jenny is a machme for spinning cot-
ton. It becomes capital only in certain relations. Torn from
these relationships it is no more capital than gold ‘in itself is
money or sugar is the price of sugar’” (Marx, 1971b:28). One

might paraphrase What is a domestlcated woma.n" A female -

of thespecies. The one explanatmn 1s as good as the other A
woman is a ‘womarn. She' ionly becomies a domestlc a wife, a
chattel,. a playboy bunny, a prostltute, or a_human dicta-
- phorie in: cert-am relatlons. Torn from. these relatlonshlp' “she
is'no more the heIpmate“of man than gold ‘in itself is :money

under other ames is. dlscussed aﬁ:';'}e‘ngth 1n both o

oeuuvres.: Inﬂre‘admg through these works, one begins to have.a .

sense of a systematic socxai apparatus which takes up females

as raw mate a}s‘ and fash:ons domesticated women as’ prod-

ucts. Neither’ F‘reud nor Lévi- Strauss sees his work in- this
light, and (,ertamly neither turns a critical glance upon the
processes he: desnr:bes Their analyses and descriptions must
be read, _Lherefore in somet,hmg like the way in which Marx
read the clas "(.al_pohtu,a] et.onomlsts who prer.eded hlm {on

. ete. ‘Whatithen are these relatiohships by Whlch-a ‘female _ox_avn 1nte_rpretat10n of the Freudian, scripture has been he:

tl:ian trymg to’ co Y
“‘fact that Lacan and

g ] y .
nor-the mphcs‘ _crithu 1€ ,;helr work can generate when -
'subject.ed to-a-feminist eye Nevertheiess they prowde con-

e can”build descriptions of the

ceptual topls with which"ony
'the 1ocus.of ‘the oppression of

o

part of social life whieh:

“women, of sexuaj ‘minorities;. and of certain aspects of human

personality within individuals. I call that part of social life
the “‘sex/gender system,” for lack of a more elegant term. As
apreliminary definition, a “sex/gender system” is the set of-

* arrangements by which a- soci"ety transforms biological sexual-

ity into products of human activity, and in which these trans-
formed sexual needs are satlsﬁed

.The purpose of this essay is to arrive at a more fully devel-
oped definition- of the sex/gender system by way of a some-
what idiosyncratic and exegetical reading of Lévi-Strauss and
Freud. I use the word “exegetical” deliberately. The diction-

.ary defines “exegesxs” 45 a ‘‘critical .explanation or a.nalys1s .

espec1ally, mterpretatlon of ‘the Scnptures > At times,’ my
readmg of Lévi-Strauss and :Freud is freely 1nterpret1ve mov-
ing from the exp11c1t conte" -.of a text to 1ts presupposztxons

and’ zmphcatlon' ‘M ng: oanaly .
is® flitered through & lenst prov1ded by Jacques Lacan whose.

* Movmg betweed Marxism, structuralism; and psychoanal_vsns produ
lS molog I partlcular, structuralisn’ is'a; can
: ;ajl over r.he eplstemologtcal map- -'Ra_t.her,‘

_‘\n Strauss are’ among the foremost lwmg an-
cestors of the contemporary French intellectual revolution (see¢ Fou-
cault, ¥970). It would be fun, :nterestmg, and, if this were France,
essential, to start” my drgument from .the center ‘of the st.ruct,urahsl
maze and work my way vut from there, along the lines of a “dialectical
Lheory of sngmfymg practlcc.s [we He f'ner 1974)




,dlfferences between the soc1al expenence of men ; and‘

wormen. B
_ Mclrx - _

There is no theory whlch accounts for the oppress1on of
women—in "its- endless variety and monotonous similarity,
© Cross- culturally and throughout hlStOI’y—Wlth anything like
‘the explanatory power of the Marxist theory of class oppres-

sion. Therefore, it is not surprising that there have been -

numerous. attempts to. apply Marxist analysis to the question
of women. There are ma.ny ways 6f doing this. It has been
argued' that women are a reserve labor force for capitalism,
that women’s generally lower wages provide extra surplus
to'a capltahst employer, that women serve the ends of ‘capi-
talist consumensm in theu‘ roles as administrators of family
consumption, ‘and so forth. :

However, a,number of articles have tried to do somethmg
much more ambitious—to locate the. oppression of women .in
the heart of the capitalist dynamic by pointing to the rela-
tionship between housework and the reproduction of labor
(see Benston, 1969 Dalla Costa, 1972; Larguia and
Dumoulin, 1972 Gerstein, 1973; Vogel, 1973' Secombe,
1974; Gardmer, 1974; Rowntree M. & d., 1970) To do this

is to place women squarely in the definition of capitalism,
the process in” which capital is produced by the extractlon of_';j ‘

surplus value from labor by capital.

Briefly, Ma.rx argued that capltahsm is dlstmgmshecl from_
m; the creatl on’

all other _mOdes-of productxon by 1ts umque ai

' product (use va]ue) nor. : Ly, __'at is, a use-value whlc-h:¢
has exchange value. Its result 1ts product is the creataon of sur-
plus-value for. capital, and consequently the actual fransforma:’
tion of money or commodxty mto capltal .7 (Marx, 1969:399;

; 1tal1cs in the original) : T

The exchange between 'oapital and labor which produces sur-
plus value, and hence capital, .is highly specific. The worker
gets a wage; the capitalist gets the. things the worker has. made
during his or her time of employment If ‘the total value of
the.things the worker has made exceeds the value of his or
her;wage, the aim.of- capxta.hsm has: been achieved. ‘The. ‘capi-
talist gets back the cost’ ‘of - “the wage plus an mcrement—
surplus value. This can occur, because the wage is determmed _
not_by the value of what the ‘Iaborer makes, but by the value; ‘
of what it takes to’ keep ‘Him‘or:her gomg—-to reproduce him
or her from day to day, and to reproduce the entire’ work'_
force from one generatzon to the next. Thus, surplus value is
the difference between ‘what the laboring class: produces asa
whole, and the: amount of . that ‘total whmh is recycled mto

maintai nmg the labormg class

The capntal given ln exchange for !abour power is converted mLo
'necessanes by the consumphon of whxch the muscles, nerves' -
bones, and bralns of exxstmg labourers are reproduced, and new‘
labourers are begotten “...".:the.individual -consumption’ of the
- labourer whethe oceed mthm t.he workshop or outmde ll ‘




vheth it b_;? part of 'the'proc_ess‘qa production” or not, forms
o -"'?*'t;heré_fc)jré“?"?f;ictor-"of the production and reproduction of capital;:
just-as cleaning machinery does. . .. (Marx, 1972:572)

vidual, the productiori of; labour-power consists in -
“his ‘reproduction “of -himself or his maintenance. For his main:’
fenance “hie 'requires a’ given quantity of the means of sub-
- +sistence.i. .. Labour-power sets itself in action only by working.

. But:thereby;:a ‘definite quantity of human muscle, brain; nerve;.
' o (Tbid171)

unt of the dlfference between fthgrepi‘bdﬁ_c' o

ducts depends; th

snsumable form whe
itional labor must be:pe
before theycarr be turmed into peop : 00k
‘clothes clearied, beds made, wood chopped, etc.”Houisewor

is therefore a key element in the process of the reproduction

of the laborer from whom surplus value is taken. Since it is

usually women who do housework;it has been observed that
it is through the reproduction of labor power that women are
articulated into the surplus value nexus which is the sine qua
non of capitalism.* It can be further argued that since no
wage is paid for housework, the labor of women in the home
contributes to the.ultimate quantity of surplus value realized

* A lot of the debate on vgémen and housework has centered around
the question of whether or not housework is “productive’ labor.
Strictly. speaking, housework is not ordinarily “productive” in the tech-
nical sense of the term (1. Gough, 1972; Marx, 1969:387-413). But this.
distinction is irrelevant to the main line of the argument. Housework
may not be ‘‘productive,” in the sense of directly producing surplus
value and capital, and yet be a crucial element in the production of
surplus value and capital. ‘ .

nit
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by the capitalist. But to explain worﬁeh’sfus@efulness _'_gb,cap'i-
talism is one thing. To argué that this uséfulness explains the

- genesis of the oppression of women is qu-i‘t;;e..-anothe'__‘r_‘.-;_lt;.‘_ is

isely-at this point that:the analysis:o capitalism ceases to.
very - much aboutwomen:.an( heszoppr :

1 by no stretch -

A -

“incrediblezarra tine, fetishiz
ies, let -alone the- more-ordinary ones, which- have ‘been
inflicted upon women in-various times and places. The anal--

ysis of the reproduction.of labor power does not:eyen explain-

why it is usu'a;lly"w‘omén"’thc’ij,dd"dlaiﬁéétic work in the home,
rather than men.

In this light it is interesting to return to Marx’s discussion
of the reproduction of labor: What is necessary to reproduce
the worker is determined in’ part by the biological needs of
the. human organism, in part by the physical conditions of
thé place in which it lives, and in part by cultural tradition.
Marx observed that beer is necessary for the reproduction of
the English working class, and wine necessary for the French.

" the number and extent of his [the worker’s] so-called neces-
sary wants, as also the modes of salisfying them, are themselves
the product of historical development, and depend therefore {0 a
" great extent on the degree of civilization-of a country, more




“on. the condmons under which and consequently on’
nd degree of comfott.in which, the ‘class of free -
een’ formed in contradzstmctzon therefore !o the

e}y thls“‘hmtoncal and moral element” which
hat-a - swife” is among the necessities, of a

~de tenn nes
wo’frke_r,j-,‘
capltahsm: ‘is he1r to a Iong tradition’ in which women do not
mhent Jin whzeh women do not lead, and in which women do
: It .15 th:s “hlstonca.l and moral element”

'ni:ent nly sg:rvéé to emphasu:e

' wHic'H

'amage and.a-—- the fa:mly wh1chs_¢,

e*ndence r_ﬁ Orzgm renders it quaint; to a reader fam1ha.r w;th'_
more recent aevelopments in anthropoiogy Nevertheless, it is

a2 book whose cons1derable insight should not be over-

shadowed by its limitations. The idea that the “relations of
- sexuality” can and should be distinguished from the ‘‘rela-

tions of productlon is not the least of Engels’ intuitions:

According .to the materialistic conception, the determining fac-
tor in history is, in the final instance, the production and repro-

that women rather than men do housework, and that

ichsit 'co '\_rs'and leaves- unexammed Ohly by sub;ectmg"
thlS “hxstonca.l and moxal element’ to analys1s can the struc‘_

':mmed and obtam

- dIc “"“ll""" Erw FF o rewer e - -

duct:on of immediate life. Thzs agam, is of a twofo!d character
on the one hand the proa‘uctzon of the means of extstence, of N
food clothmg, end shelter""‘ d. the" tools"neci ary for,that pro- :
e - side;the: proguc. ; ' '

under “which®

- particular country hve
. duction: by the stage of development of labor on the one hand S

 and of the family on’the 'ther . ; (Engels,: 1972 71-72; my
1tahcs) -

This passage 1nd1cates an - 1mportant recogmtlon-—that a

: _human group must. do- more than apply its activity to reshap-

ihg the natural . worC rder to :clothe, feed, and warm.
itself. We usua]ly call the: yste'm by which elements of the
natural- world are transformed into objects of human con-
sumptlon the ° eco 2, But ‘the' needs. which are -satlsﬁed
5y I ‘the Tichest; Marxaan sense',‘ do
'uman requirements. A’ human
teelf from generat:on to genera-

,-:A:;m -
-y,

. 1zed economic:: 'cthty Se is sex,. but what ‘counts. as sex is
equally cultural_y'determmed and obtamed Every soclety,
also has a sex!gender system—a set of a:rangements by which
the biological raw material“of human sex and procreatxon is
shaped by human, soc1al intérvention and satisfied in a. con-
ventional manner, no matter how bizarre some of the conven-

tions may be.*

* That some of them are pretty bizarre, from our point of view, only
demonstrates the point that sexuality is expressed through the inter-
veation of culture (see Ford and Beach; 1972). Some examples may he

chosen from among Lhe exolica in which anthropologists delight.



‘forget for ,awhﬂe, about food clothmg, automobﬂes and
transxstor radxos In most Marx1st ‘tradition, and even m

tion—of tools, Iabor,’

-fnend of her groom 's father After beanng a child by this

":begms :to have mtercourse mthwher husband: She also: has an

" ahd: 1260 days ayear (Kelly, 974) In much of New Gumea men fear

copulatxo 'and think that it will kill them if. they engage init w1thout :
magical : precaut:ons (G]as.se 1971; Meggitt, 1970). Usually, such” ideas

of femmme _"poliutaon express the subordmatlon of women, But sym-
_bohc systems contain internal contradictions, whose loglca] extens:ons
sometimes lead 10 mverswns ‘of the proposntlons on whick.a system is

based. In’ ‘New: Br:tam, men’s fear of sex is so extreme that rape appears

to be féared’ by men rather- than women. Women tun after the men,

who flee from them, women are the sexual aggressors and it is br:de—.

grooms who ‘are reluctant (Goodale and Chowning, 1971). Other in-
teresting. sexual variations can be found in Yalmon (1963} and K.
Gough (1958). - ' -

_;b1olog1cal _ senseb"o

The forinatxon of-ge

tmctlon bet‘ween economlc” systems and sexual” systems,

and to mdlcate that sexual systems have a certam autonomy
and cannot always be explamed in terms of economic forces.

“Mode of reproductlon »"for instance, has been proposed in.
opposition -to the more famlhar mode of production.” But’
this terminology links the economy ’ to production, .and the -
sexual system to. “reproductlon.” It reduces the’ nchness of

either’ system, since *‘productions” and * ‘reproductions” take'

place in both. Every mode of production involves. reproduc-
ocial relations. We. cannot, relegate

all- of the multl-facete c_;ts of social reproductlon to'the
sex. system Replacement, of machl’nery is an example of

' reproductlon in.the ‘economy. On ‘the- other hand, we cannot

-“reproductlon” in either the soc:al or
> term. A sex/gender system"."_ -_n_ot :
ent-of a ‘mode of production.”
ntl_ty,'_1s an example of: prodnc-
tion ‘in the realm of the sexual system. And a sex/gender

linit the sex system ‘1o

:system involves. more’ thm .the “relations of procreatlon,
“reproduction in the bxologlca} sense.’ :

/‘_The term “patnarchyf:._’fwas ‘introduced to dlstmgulsh the
forces maintaining sex1s om other social forces, such as
capltahsm ‘But the use’'of ,patnarchy” ‘obscures other.dis-
t1nct1ons Its use is analagousto using’ capltahsm ‘to refer to
aII ‘modes of product whereas the usefulness of the term
“cap1tal1sm” lies precisely:in that it dxstmgulshes between the

_ dxfferent systems by whlch soc1et1es are prov1sxoned and or-

gamzed _Any- socxety wzll have some system of * poht1ca]'
economy.” Such a system may be egahtanan or socialist. It
may be class: strat1f1ed in ‘which case the oppressed class may
consist of serfs, peasants, or slaves. The oppressed class may
consist of wage laborers, in which case the system is properly
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labeled “capltahst ” The power of the term lies.in its lmpllca-
tion that, in fact, there are alternatives-to capitalism.

Sim’iI:arI y socxety will have some systematlc ways to‘f'

,1stoi;y °. mamtam a_distinction between‘ the
ecessxty to create a sexual world and_;

1966 L denbaum' 1973) are vzc1ously oppresswe to women
But the ‘power--of ‘males in these groups is not founded on
ath_ers or patna.rchs biit on theu' collective

W .
hood, as defmed int the social group in:which he vaed

Whlchever term we use, what is- unportant is: to develop'--

| pmcal forms of sex jgende "System

N( On ‘the palrt ptayed by sex
in: the transzttort from ape

" command ‘in the Home’
'ser\ntude she. became th

“social authon.ty

when he located the subo; ination of women in a. evelop-

ment w:thm the ‘mode. 0 roductlon * To do thls ‘we'can

"mmtate Engeis m hlS meth d- rather than in his. results Engels
'_approached the task of anaLyzmg the’ “second aspect of mater-

.matlon of a theory of’ kmshlp

ial life” by way .of an e
systems Kmshlp systems are and do many thmgs. But they

are made up of, and reproduce concrete forms of. socially
organized sexuahty Kmship systems_ are observable and em-

K msh zp

To an a.nthropolog:st a,kmshlp system is not a hst of

. biological relatives. 1t-is a system of categones and statuses

which often contradlct actual genetzc relatlonshlps There are
dozens of -examples in wh1ch socially-defined kinship statuses

take precedence over blology The Nuer custom .of “woman

marriage” is a case 1h pomt The .Nuer define the status of
fatherhood as belonging to the person in whose name cattle
bridewealth is given for the mother. Thus, a woman can be
married to another woman, and be husband to the wife and
father of her children, despite the fact that she is not the
msemmator(Evans-Pntchard 1951:107-09).

JIn pre-state societies, kmsth is the idiom of social inter-
actlon orgamzmg ‘economic, pohtlcal and ceremonial, as
well as sexual _,ct1v1ty ‘One s dutres, responmblhtles and

productlom of chlldren

socle :es 5 pract:cmg matnhneal mhentance

(Schne:der and Gough 1962)
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privileges vis-a-vis others are defiried in terms of mutual Kin.
ship or lack thereof. The exchange. of goods and services,
productlon and drstnbutlon hostility and solidarity, ritual

and ceremony, all take: ,place thhm the orgamzatxonal strue-

ture of" k1nsh1p The ublqulty and’ adaptive effectlveness of
kmshlp has :led -many anthropologmts to, consmler its inven-
‘tion, along 'W1th the 1nventlon of language, to have been the

status’ of sfirst pnncrple in anthropology, the: mterna.l WO k-
ings of: klnshrp ‘systems:have long’been a focus for’ ‘intense

controversy.-Kinship: systems vary wildly from one culture to-f'
the next.~They. containiall sorts. of " bewﬂdenng rules which
govern whom one may: or may not ‘marry.” Their intemal
complemty s:__dazz'.'hng.'f?Kmshlp systems have for decades pro-?' .

voked-'th' anthr

¢ _,j'e' nmeteenth century,
j-tto wnte comprehenswe accounts
of ,human sexual systems (see Fee

. _ Iy, Pnoate Property, and the State Engels’
theory-iisibs ‘ __pon Morgan s account of k1nsh1p and mar-

o Sf ethnology since the nineteenth century
We a.Iso have‘uthe advantage of a pecuhar and particularly
appropnate ook, Lew-Strauss The ' Elementary-Structures
of Kmshrp Th1s is .the boldest twentieth-century version of
the nmeteenth century project to understand human mar-
riage. 1tis a book in which kinship is explicitly conceived of
as an 1mposmon of cultural organization upon the facts of

‘_'human subject.’ On the;:c ontrary,

' ea of the nnportance of kmsh1p en_]oys the:‘

! E graphxc globe
mamage, terms of descent ‘rela- - the structural ‘

forced 1nt1macy, clans and sect1ons

’ perplexed and mystrfied Tl’i[estern anthropologlsts I-Ie con-
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bto]oglcal procreatlon lt rs permeated w1th an awareness of
the importance of sexuality . n human society. It is a descrip-
tion of society which does'n imé'an abstract, genderless
' ,'e,human subject in ‘Lévi-
Strauss s work is ‘always elther maIe or female, and the diver-
gent social destmles of thelt wo sexes can therefore be traced.
Smce Levr-Strauss sees the essence of kinship systems.to 11e in

an- exchange of ‘women-. hetvreen men, he constructs an im-
-p11c1t theory of’ sex Oppresslon Aptly, the book is ded:cated

structs a chess game of such complemty that it cannot be

Iarly relevant to women—the “glft” and the incest taboo
whose dual artlculatxon adds up to hlS concept of the ex-

change of women
The Elementqry Structu

was Mauss who fxrst theonzed as ‘to the srgmﬁcance of one of: ’
the most stnkmg features of pnmltzve societies: the extent to
which giving, recéiving,. and reciprocating gifts dominates so-
cial intercourse. In such societies, all sorts of things circulate .
in exchange—food spells rituals, words names, ornaments

tools, and powers
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Your own mother, your own sister, your own pigs, your own
yams that you have piled up, you may not eat. Other people’s
mothers, other people’s sisters, other people’s pigs, other people’s
yams that they have piled up, you may eat. (Arapesh, cited in
Lévi-Strauss, 1969:27) :

In a typical gift transaction, neither‘par-‘ty gains anything. In
the Trobriand Islands, each household maintains a garden of
yams and each household eats yams. But the yams a house-
hold grows and the yams it eats are not the same. At harvest
time, a man sends the yams he has cultivated to the house-

hold of his- sister; the household in. which he lives is pro--
vmoned by hlS wife’s brother (Mahnowsln 1929) Smce such..

Although both: Mauss and Lévi- Strauss emphasme the soh-
dary aspects of glft exchange the other purposes served by
gift gmng on]y strengthen the pomt that it is an. ub1qu1tous
means of- soc1al commerce. Mauss proposed that gifts were
the threads of socidl discourse, the means by which such
societies were held together in the absence of specialized
governmental institutions. *“The gift is the primitive way of
achxevmg ‘the ‘peace :that in civil society is secured by the
state. . . .-Composing society, the gift was the liberation of
cultt_;re” (Sghllns 1972:169, 175).
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Lévi-Strauss adds to the theory of primitive reciprocity the
idea that marriages are a most basic form of gift exchange, in
which it is women who are the most precious of gifts. He
argues that the incest tabootshould best be understood as a
mechanism to insure that sui th Xchqg_l.ges _tak ‘ "lace between
famlhes and. between g'roup ince-the, existence: of mcest-
taboos is universal, ‘but. the corlltent. thelr prohlbltrons ‘vari-,
able, they cannot be explamed as havmg the aim of prevent-
ing the occurrence of: gene'"'cally close gs. Rather, the

scendents will be related by b!ood “Two peOple may meet in
friendship and exchange gifts and yet quarrel and frght in’
later times, but intermarriage connects them in a permanent
manner” {Best, cited in Lévi-Strauss, 1969:481). As is the
case with other gift giving, marriages are not always so simply

activities to make peace. Marriages may be highly competi-
tive, and there are plenty of affines who fight each other.

Nevertheless, in a general sense the argument is that the
taboo on incest results ina w1de network of relations, a set of

i .
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people whose connectlons withone . another are a kinship
-structure. “All other levels amounts,. and directions of ex-
change—mcludmg hostile ones—are ordered by this structure.
The marriage ceremonies recorded in the ethnographic litera-
ture are moments in a ceaseless and ordered procession in
which women, children,. . shells, words cattle names, fish, an-
cestors, whales teeth, pigs, yams, spells, dances, mats, ete.,

pass from hand to hand leaving as their tracks the ties that
bind. Kmshlp is orgamzatlon and orgamzatlon gives power.
But who is organized?

If it is women who are being transacted, then it is the men
who give and take them who are linkéd, the woman being a
conduit of a relat1onsh1p rather than a partner to it.* The
exchange - of women does not necessarily imply that women
are objectified, in the modern sense, since objects in the
primitive world are imbued with. highly personal qualities,
.But it does imply a distinction between gift and giver. If
women are the glfts then it is men who are the exchange
partners. And it is the partners, not the presents, upon whom
reciprocal exchange conférs its quasi-mystical power of social
linkage. The. relatlons of suc:h a system are such that women

are in no position to reahze the benefits of their own circula-
tion. As long as the relatlons specify that men exchange
women, it -is:men’ “who are the benefzclanes of the product of--

such exchanges-soc:lal orga.mzatxon

The total relat:onshlp of exchange wh:ch constztutes marriage is' -
not estabhshed between a: man and.a. woinan, but between ‘two .
groups of men, and the woman fi gures only as one of the objects.

in the exchan e, “not as one of the partners ... This remains true'
even when t_he gn:ls feelmgs are taken'irto consnderat:on as,
moreover 45 ;ssnally the case In acquxescmg to . the proposed,

ce

* “What, would you hke to marry your mster" What is the matter w:th
you?. Dor; 't you want a brother—m law? Don’t you reahze that if you
marry another. man’ ‘-sxster ‘and another man marries your sister, you
\Ylll have ! WO, brothers—m-law whlle if you ‘marry your own
sister you

R
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one" ‘With whom will' you hunt, with whom will,
1]] you g0 visit?” (Arapesh cited in Lev:-Strauss, ‘

-t
e h‘-
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union; she prec:p;tates or al]ows the exchange to take place, she
cannot alter its nature. ... (Lew«Strauss in. ibid:; 115)* "

- To enter into a glft exchange asia partner one must have
omethmg to give. If women are for men to dispose of, they
are in no posztlon fo give themselves away..

" “What woman,” mused a young ‘Northern Melpa man, “is ever
strong enough to.gel up and_,_say, ‘Let: us- make moka, let us find
-wives and pigs, let us give' our daughters to men, let us wage war,

. let us kill ourenemies!”No. lndeed not!. they are little mbblsh-

" things who stay at home® snnply, ‘don’ t you see"” (Strathem

- 1972:161)

What women indeed! The Melpa women of whom the young

man spoke can’t get wives;. they are wives, and ‘what they get
are husbands, an entirely d1fferent madtter. The Melpa women
can’t give their daughters to men, because they do not have
the same rights in their’ daughters that their male kin have,
nghts of bestowal (although not of ownership). - )
"The “exchange of women” is a seductive and powerful
concept It is attractive in- ‘that it places the oppressron of.
women w1th1n soc1a1 systemsl rather than in b1ology ‘More-

changed for favors ,f-. ' -,.' Be
Far from bemg confmed to he"‘pnmltwe world these prac-
tlces seem only: to b ‘more pronounced -and commer-
mahzed in more. “cwlhzed” societies. Men are of course also

traff’ cked—but as slav‘ "'hustlers athletrc stars serfs -Or as

* Thls analysxs of society, as based on bonds between men by Ineans of.
women makes the. separatist responses of the. women’s . movement.
thoroughly mtelhglble Separatrsm can be seen asa muta io m soc:a]‘
structure, as an- attempt to form socla] groups base ¢

bonds between women.' L can also’ be seen as'a. radi
“nghts" in women, ‘and’as a cla:m by women of nghts : .t.hemsel es::




of its. apphcatlon constztute the orlgm of culture, it
deduced that the world historical’ defeat of women' occurred
with the origin of culture and is a prerequisite of culture. If
his analysis is adopted in its pure form, the feminist program
must include a task even more onerous than the extermina-
tion of men; it must attempt to get rid of culture and substi-
tute some entlrely new phenomena on the face of the earth.
However, it would be a dubious proposition at best to argue
that if there were ne exchange of women there would be no
culture, if for no other reason than that culture is, by defini-
tion, mventzve -1t is even debatable that “exchange .of
women” adequately describes all of the empirical evidence of
kinship systems. Some cultures, such as the Lele and the
Luma, exchange women exp11c1tly and overtly. In other cul-
tures, the exchange of women can be inferred. In some—
particularly those hunters and gatherers excluded from Lévi-
Strauss’s sample—the effxcacy of the. concept becomes aito-
gether questlonable What are we to make of a concept which
seems so useful and yet so dlfflcult‘? -

The “exchange. of women is- neither a definition of cul-
ture nor 2 system. in and. of itself. The concept is an acute,
but condensed apprehens;on of certam ‘aspects of the social
relations of sex and’ gender A kmshlp system is an imposition
of social ends upon‘a’ part- ‘of the natural world. It is. therefore

productlon” in the mostjgeneral sense of the term: a ‘mold-
ing, a transformatlon of objects (in"this case, people) to and
by a sub_;ectlve purpose (for this sense of product:on see

o

PN R

-exchange sexua.l access, .n-genealogxc_, _

'kmshxp system is approached__
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Marx, 1971a 80 99) It has 1ts own relatlons of productlon

tatuses !meage names

and ancestots, rights and: people*nnen ‘women, and children
—~in concrete systems of social relationships. These relation-
ships always include certain r1ghts for men, others for
women. “Exchange.of women” is a shorthand for expressing.
that the social relations of a kinship system specify that men
have certain rights in their female kin, and that women do
not have the same rights either to themselves or to their male
kin. In this sense, the- exchange of women is a profound
perception of a- system in which women do not havefull
rights to themselves. The exchange of women becomes an
obfuscation if it i& seen as a cultural nece551ty, and _whenlzt is

used as the- smgle tool w1th wh:ch

women can be seen “as. a produc o .the relationship by
which sex and gender are orgamzed and produced. The eco-
nomic oppressmn of women is derivative and secondary ‘But
there is an econom1cs’:’ of sex and gender, and what we need
is'a pohtlcal economy ”of sexual systems We need to study
each society to determine. the. exact mechanisms by which
particular conventlons of sexualzty are produced ‘and main-
tained. ‘The * exchange ‘of women™ is an initial step toward

building an arsenal of concepts with which sexua] systems
can be descnbed . _




: S cepts cdn 'be- derived” from an’ essay by Lev1-
Strauss' “The Family,” in which"he introduces:other con-
. s1deratlons into his analysis of. kmshlp In The Efementary
Structures of Kinship, he describes rules and systems: of sex- -
ual comblnatlon. In “The Farnlly,” he raises" the issue of the
preconditions necessary for marriage systems to operate. He
asks what sort of ‘“‘people” are required by kinship systems
by-way.of an‘analysis of the sexual, division of labor, -
Although_every society has some sort of division’ of tasks
by sex; the assignment of any part1cular task to one sex or
the other. vanes enormously In some groups agnculture is
i the: work:

caxry the heavy burdens in some soc:etles ‘men- in. others.u

There are even, examples of female hunters and wa.rnors and .

“biologlcai specrahzatron,‘ but must have some other purpose :
This purpose, he argues, is to insure the union of men. and
. women by makmg the smallest viable econormc umt contain

at least one ma_n and one woman.

The very fact that it [the sexual dmsmn of labor] varies endlessly
according to the society selected for- consideration shows that ,

it is the mere fact of its existence whic¢h is mysteriously reqmred
the form under which it comes to exist being utterly irrelevant, at
least’ from the point of view of any natural necessity ... the
sexual division of labor is nothing else than a device to institute a
reciprocal state of dependency between the sexes. (Lévi-Strauss,
1971:34 7—48)

The dmszon of Iabor by sex can therefore be seen as a
“taboo”: a taboo against the sameness of men and women, a

taboo dividing -the sexes into two mutually exclusive cate- -

gories, a taboo which exacerbates the biological differences
between the sexes and thereby creates gender. The division of
labor can also be seen as a taboo against sexual arrangements
other than those containing at least one man and one woman,
thereby enjoining heterosexual marriage.

i}ffupon gender, oblrgaf‘
' of female sexuality.. :

the lmperatlves o.f SOCla.I-: systems : Frorn such‘a- perspectlve,'
even The Elementary_ Stmctures of _Kmsth can be seen to

erosexuahty, and the c.‘onstramt "

".Gender is a socially. lmposed lelSlOIl of the sexes.. It is a
product of the soc1a.l relatlons of sexuahty Klnshlp systems
rest upon marnage. They therefore transform males and fe-

" males into “men’ -and * Women » each an- mcomplete half

which can only find wholeness when united with the other.
Men and women are, of course, different. But they are not as
different as day and night, earth and sky, yin and yang, life
and death. In fact, from the standpomt of nature, men and
women are closer to each other than either is to anything
else—for instance, mountains, kangaroos or coconut palms.

The idea that men and women' are more different from one’
ariother than either is from anythmg else must come from
somewhere other than nature. Furthermore, although there is
an average difference’ between males and females on a variety
of traits, the range of variation of those traits shows consider-

able overlap. There will always be some women who are taller
than some men, for-instance, even though men' are on the
average taller than women. But the idea that men and women
are two mutually excluswe categorles must anse out of some-
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thmg other than a nonexistent “natural” opposition.* Far
'from bemg an expressmn of natura] dlfferences excluswe
requu‘es rébressron in men, of whatever is the local version
of “feminine” traits; in women, of the local definition of
“masculine” {raits.. The division of the sexes has the effect of
repressing some of the personality characteristics of virtually
everyone,“men- and women. The same social system which
oppresses - women’ in 1ts relations -of exchange, oppresses
everyone .m its.Insistence. upon a ngld dmsron of personahty

is 1mp11cated“ m“both aspeots of. gender—-male and female it

creates them, and it creates them heterosexual,. The suppres-
sion ‘of ithe homosexual component of human sexua.hty, and

by corollary, the eppressron of homosexuals is therefore 2

product of'the same system whose rules and relations oppress
womern. ‘e

- In fact the situation IS not SO srmple, as-is obv:ous when’
we move from the level of generalities to the analysis of
specific sexual_ systems. Kmshlp systems do not merely en-
courage heterosexuality to the detriment of homosexuality.

* “The woman shail not wear that which pertaineth unto a.man,
neither shall a man put on a ‘woman's garment: for all that do so are
abomination unto the LORD thy God” (Deuteronomy, 22:5; emphasis
not mine).

-
L
e .

come-of age.
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ln the first place, speuhc forms ‘of heterosexuallty ‘may be
required. For instance,. some marrlage systems have 'z rule of
obl:gatory Cross- (.ousm marriage: A person 1 such a system is
pot only heterosexual, but- **cross-cousin- ‘sexual.” If the rule
of marrtage further spec1f1es matrilateral cross-cousin mar-
riage, then a man will be* mother s-brother s-daughter sexual”
and awoman will be “father 5-31ster s-son-sexual.” ‘

*On. the other hand, the very complexrtles of a kmshrp,

systern may result in partlcular forms of institutionalized
homosexuahty In man New Gumea 'groups men__‘: ap,d.

band if she possessed the necessary brldewea.!th (Herskovxtz

1937

Thx)e mstltutxonahzed “transvesticism” of the Mohave per-
mrtted a person “to change from one sex to, the other. An
anatomical man could’ become a. woman by means of a
special ceremony, and an anatomical woman could in the
same way become a man. The transvestite then took a wife or
husband .of her/his own anatomical sex and opposite social

sex. These marriages, which we would label homosexual,

were heterosexual ones by Mohave standards, unions of op-
posite socially defined sexes. By comparison with our so-
ciety, this whole arrangement permitted a great deal of free-

ho :
He-simply ab dewealth in spears)..‘o_.,the-
_’boy, who is’ thereby turned into-a w1fe (Evans-Pntchard ,
1970) "In Dahomey, a woma.n could turn herself into'a' ‘hus-
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dom. However, a person was not permltted to be some of\_-
both genders—he[she could be . erth" .,male or fema.le but notj._

-‘d;e'd‘uced from The Elementary Structures of

ore.. constramt is applied to females when they
q.". the senuce of - klnShlp than to males If

of the, smooth"" and continuous. operatlon of such a system if
the’ woman_in, .questron d1d not have too many ideas of her'

standpomt._‘ of—"‘the system the preferred fema.le sexuallty

would \be-'-one which responded to the desire of others, rather

”actlvely desn'ed and sought a response

en¥sMen#in® both” cuItures are perpetually engaged in -
schemes wh1ch necesmtate that they have full control over
the: sexual destmres of the1r female’ Rxnswomen Much of ‘the -
drama ln both soc1et1es con51sts in-female attempts to-evade
the sexua.I control of their kmsmen Neverthe]ess ‘female're- -
sistance in both cases is severely c1rcumscr1bed Douglas
1963; Reay, 1959). - ( ?J-g 7
One last generality could be predlcted asa consequence of

the exchange of wom

1promlsed but asked for jorman; d; _
“were drsruptxve a double T fusal would be. msurrectlonary H

each woman is promlsed to some: ‘tan; neither-has a right to

‘dispose of herself. If twowomen ‘managed to extricate them-

selves from the debt nexus, two other women would have to

be found to replace them. As long as men have.rights in

women Whlch women do ‘not:have in themselves it would be
sensible to expect that- homosexua.hty in- wornen Would ‘be

subject to more suppress" than ih men.

In summary, some basm generahtles about the orgamzatlon
of- human sexuahty can "'be"denved from an-exegesis of Lévi-
Strauss s theones of k a're the: mcest taboo, ob--

1nd1v1duals w1th1n it 'w1 |
possxb1ht1es Each new’ generatzon “must leam and become its

sexual destmy, each person must be encoded with its appro- .
pnate status w1th1n ‘the. syste_m 1t would be extraordinary for -
one of us to ‘calmly assume that we would’ conventlonally

man‘y a mother s broth_
' ps. in’ hich such a mantal future is taken

zimthropol.ogy1 a_nd descnptrons of kmshxp systems do not
explam the me 5 ngraved- with
‘the conventi ] is,

other ‘hand, is 3 ¢
Psychoanalysis descnbes -the'resxdue left w1thm' 1nd1v1dua!s by

. their confrontatlon with'the rules and regulatlons of sexual-
ity of the souetles to wh1ch they are born: .~ :
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es___,t‘;s anatom_

. 1 1
_j_where clinical tradition has fet.lshlzed anat-_..
is thought to. tra el throug its organismic-
_.destmy. and the :nlssmn-.f

a.ty -pos : 1C pract1ce has often seen its mission as the -
repair of individuals. who somehow ‘have become. derailed en ‘
route to | lologlcal” aim. Transformmg moral:law into

scxentlﬁc Ia _1n1ca.! ‘practié¢e has’ dcted to enforce sexual
conventlon upon’ unruly part1c1pants. In this sense, psycho-
analys1s has often become more than a theory of the mecha-
nisms of the reproductzon of sexual arrangements it has been
one’of those mechamsms Since the | aim of the feminist and
gay revolts' is:tc

ment, a’ cnt que‘of psychoa.nalys:s has been in order.

But th rejectlon' of Freud by the’ women s and gay move-
oots in' the rejection by psychoanalySJ.s of
-_-fNo{vhere are the effects on women of male-

Systems better documented than within the

its ‘own %sgh_

dommate

fermmmty extracts severe costs from

-"hthe bas15 of.a cntique of sex roles. Instead, the radical impli-
cations of Freud‘s theory have been rad:caHy repressed. This’

%

'tendency' i 1%

“dismantle the apparatus of sexual enforce--

,'ccordmg to the Freudlan orthodoxy, the

ent' even, in the ongmal formulations of the
“theory, but it:has been exacerbated ‘over- tlme until-the poten- .

A gender acquisition could have been

tial for a cntlcal psychoanalytlc theory of gender is visible .
only in the symptomatology of its denla.l—an intricate rat1on- '
alization 6f sex’ roles as they are. It is not the. purpose of this -

paper to conduct a psychoanaly51s of the psychoanalytic un-._’...ﬁ

conscious: but I'do hope to demonstrate that it exists. More-

over, the sa]vage of :psychoanalysis from its own motivated
repression is not for the sake of Freud’s good name. Psycho-
analysis contams a unique set of concepts for understandmg

s

X

posed in wh1ch female expenence was thought to be a mm‘or
image of the Oedipal compléx described for males. The boy
loved his mother, but ‘gave her up out 'of fear of the father’s
threat of castration. The girl, it was thought loved her father,
ang . gave hun up out of fear of maternal vengeance. This .
formulation assumed that both children were. subject to a
blologmal 1mperat1ve toward heterosexuality. It also assumed
that the children were. already, before the Oedipal phase,
“little” men and women.

Freud had voiced reservanons about jumping to conclu-
sions about women on the basis of data gathered from men.
But his ob_]ectmns remamed general until the discovery of thati
pre.-.Oedlpal phase in. women. The concept of the pre-Oedlp

* “In studying w0men ‘we cannot neglect the methods of a science of
the mmd a t.h"‘ that attem“ts-‘ to‘-'exp!am“how women ' become

sets out to chart,
ell 1971 157)

. the

b:rth t.he hquldat:on ‘of“the
conceived by a man-and a woman mr.o a small human chlld

‘ef fect,s still present? in the survivors of the. forced"‘humamzauon c;f t;ze
small human ammal mt.o a man or a woman. (Alt.husser, 196

59; italics in ongmal)
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phase enabled both F‘reucl and Jeanne Lampl de Groot to
articulate the classic psychoanalytxc theory of femmmlty *

The idea of the pre- Oed:pal phase In' women produced a dis-’
location of ‘the biologically denved presuppositions thch
underlay notions of an “Electra” complex In the pre—Oedlpal |

- phase, chzldren of both isexes were psychically mdlstmgmsh-

able, whzch meant that their differentiation Into masculme“

and femmme children | ‘had to be. explamed rather

assumed. Pre- OEdlpa} children’ were descnbed as blsexual':.f-

) “ion' of ideal simplicity if we could suppose that
‘_age onwards the elementazy influence of the

*The psychoanalytxc theories of fem:mmty were articulated in the
context of a. debate which took place largely in the International Jour-
nal “of Ps; choanalyszs ‘and The Psychoanalytic Quarterly in the late
1920s and early 1930s. Articles representing the range of d1scuss:on

include:. Freud,_lQGla, 1961b, 1965; Lampl de Groot, 1933, 1948; .

Deutsch;, 19483 1948b Horney, 1973; Jones, 1933. Some of my dates
are of reprmts for the original chronoleogy, see Chasseguet-Smirgel
{1970: mtroduchon) The debate was complex, and [ have simplified it.
Freud, Lampl de Groot, and Deutsch argued that femmmlty developed
out.of a blsexual "phalllc" girl-child; Hoiney and Jones argued for an
innate femmmlty 'I‘he debate was not without its ironies. Horney de-
fended women against. penis envy by postulating that women are born
and nol’ made Deutsch, who considered women to be made and not

born, developed a theory of. feminine masochism whose best rival is .

Story of Q.1 have attr:buted the core of the “Freudian” version of
female development equally to Freud and to Lampl de Groot. In read-
ing through thé articles, it has seemed to me that the theory s as much
(or more) hers as lt is his. :

x - :

In short‘fe inirie: d
,granted 258 refle :
"mensely pro

Wk .
W s
. ;i.‘;
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: thmgs 50 easy; we scarcely know whether we ‘are to beheve seri-
 ously in Lhe power of .which; poets. ta]k so much: and w1th such
enthusiasm but’ whlch cann ot be- furl.her dnssected ana.lyt:cally

"{Z;(Freud 1965:119) - e |
Moreover the girl d1d not mamfest a “femmme" hbldmal

attitude. Since her des1re fbr the mother was’ actwe and ag-
gresswe ‘.her _ultlmate acéession-to. “femlmmty” had also to

blematx

and castrat1on whxch have mfunated fem1n1sts smce he first
introduced - them, The g1r1 tums from the mother a.nd re-
presses the * masculme elements of her libido as a result of-
her recogmt:on that she is castrated She compares her tiny.
clitoris ;. to the larger. penis® ‘and 'in the face of its evident
superior ability to satisfy thé mother, falls prey to penis envy
and a sense of inferiority.. She gives up her struggle for:the
mother and assumes a passwe feminine position vis-2-vis ‘the
father. Freud’s account can be. read as claiming that femi-
ninity is a consequence of:the. anatomma! dlfferences be-
tween the sexes. He has therefore been dccused of b1olog1cal
determinism. Nevertheless, even in' his most anatormca.lly
stated versions of the female castration complex, the “inferi--
ority” of the woman’s genitals. is a product of the situational
context: the girl feels less “equipped” to possess and satisfy
the mother. If the pre-Oedipal lesbian were not confronted
by the heterosexuality of the mother, she might draw differ-
ent conclusions about the relative status of her genitals. -
Freud was never:as. much of a biological determlmst as
some would have him, 'He. repeatedly stressed that all 'adult
sexuallty resulted frOm psy(.hzc, not blologlc develo. "m_ent
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But his wntmg is often a.rnblguous and his wording leaves
plenty of room for the biological interpretations which have
been so popular in American psychoanalysis. In France, on
the other hand, the trend in psychoanalytic theory has been
to de-brologlze Freud, and to conceive of psychoana.lysas asa
theory of mformatmn rather than’ organs. Jacques Lacan, the
instigator of this line of t;hmkmg, insists that Freud never
meant to say anything about anatomy, and that Freud’s
theory was instead about language and the cultural meanmgs
imposed upon anatomy The debate over the ‘real” Freud'is
extremely interesting, but it is. not my purpose here to 'coﬂrm-ﬂn
tribute to it. Rather, 1 want to rephrase the classic theory of
femrmmty m Lacan’s termmolo after mtroducmg some'of '
the preces on Lacan S conceptual chessboard

N

K m.s:hqo~ Lacan,_ and the Phallus

Lacan . suggests that psychoanalyszs is the study of the
r.he psyches of 1nd1v1duals as.a resu]t of thelr
t ‘systems of kmshlp SR :

at Lew-Strauss in suggestmg that Imphcatxon of ‘.
1¥e570 anguage with that’ ‘part-of the SOCla] laws ‘which

regulate marnag ies and: kmshrp, is- a]ready conquenng ‘ |
htch Freud mtuates,f the -u'nconscrou

¢ apprehend the analjflcal conﬂrcts and their Oedzpean
_f;otot)l; e -org:s:d_ -!:hle engagements Whlch have fi xed, long before
. the su _[ect. oame ‘into’ the world, not onl his desti :
‘1dent1t Tself? (Ibrd 126) d iy, but his

This rs precxsely where the Oed:pus complex ... may be said, in
, _th:s conn t:on to'mark the limits which our dlscmlme assigns to

subjectmty that is to say, what the subject can know of his

unconscnous partlc:pat:on in the movement of the complex strue-

tures of mamago Lies, by verifying the symbolic effects in his

__mdmdua] ex:stence of the tangenl.lal movement Lowards in-
. cest, . (lbxd 40)
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Kinship is the culturalization of biological sexuality on the
societal level; psychoanalysis describes the transformation of
the biological sexuahty of xndwldua_ls as’ they are encu]tur-
ated :

Kinship terrnmology contams mformatlon about the sys—

tem. Kin terms demarcate statuses, and mdlcate some of the

attnbutes of those: statuses For rnstance, in the. Trobrxand ‘

for famlly and relatxves
comprehends the system and hlS or her place in it; the crisis is

resolved when: the child accepts that place and accedes to it.
Even 1f the chlld refuses 1ts place, ‘he or she cannot escape

'mculcate in. their young i
carrying on: the busmess
Thompson (1963) speaks o the: transformatron of: the per-'

sonality structure of the English working class, as artisans
were changed into good industrial workers. Just as the social
forms of labor demand certain kinds of personality, the social
forms of,sex and gender demand certain kinds of people. In
the most general terms, the Oedipal complex is a machine
which fashions the appropriate forms. of sexual individuals
(see also the discussion of different forms of *‘historical mdl- ‘
viduality™ in Althusser and Balibar, 1970:112, 251- 53)
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In the Lacanian theory of psychoanalysis, it is the kin
terms that indicate a structure of relationships which will
determine the role of any individual or object within the
Oedipal drama. For instance, Lacan makes a distinction be.
tween the “function of the father” and a particular father
who embodies this function. In the same way, he makes a
radical distinction between the penis and the “phallus,” be-
tween organ and information. The phallus is a set of mean-
ings conferred upon the penis. The differentiation ‘between
phallus and penis in contemporary French psychoanalytic
terminology emphasizes the idea that the penis could not and
does not play the role attributed to it in the classmal tenm-
nology of the castration complex.* - -

In Freud’s terminology, the Oedipal complex presents two
alternatives to a child: to have a penis or to be castrated. In
contrast, the Lacanian theory of the castration complex
leaves behind gll reference to anatomical reality:

The theory of the castrat:on complex amounts to having. the male
organ play a- dommanr role—th1s time as a symbol—to the extent.
that :ts absence or presence tmnsfomzs an cmatomzcal dtfferenc

into a major classification of humans, and to the extent that, for -

each subject, this Dpresence ‘or absence s not taken for gmnted,
not reduced purely and s:mply to. a gwe '

* 1 have taken my. posmon on. Freud somswhere between t.heFre

structuralist™ tez?retatsons and American -b:ologzstlc ones, . becatuse:
think: that Freud‘;s wordmg isd smularly somewhere in the m:ddle He °

does ‘talk’ aboul penises, about the “mfenonty" of .the clitoris, about
the pSyCth c‘nsequences of anatomy The: Lacanians, on the' other
hand, argue’ from”fFreud s text that he is unmtelhg:ble if his words-are
t.aken I:terally, and that a thoroughly - ‘nonanatormical theory- can be
deduced as’ Freud s mtentlon (see Althusser, 1969). I think that they
are right; the is:is walkmg around too much for its role to be taken
' literally. The de dchablhty of f.he penis, and its transformatlon in: fan
tasy {e.g., pemé‘.— feces = child = gift), argue sf.rong]y for a symbolic
interpretation.. Nevertheless, I don’t think that Freud was as consistent
as either I or Lacan ‘'would hke him to have been, and some gesture
must be made to what he said; even as we play with what he must have
meant.

h e
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eumption of his own sex). (Laplanche and Pontalis, in Mehlman,
1972:198-99; my italics)
The alternative presented to the child may be rephrased as an
slternative between having, or not havmg, the phallus. Castra-
tion is not having the (symbohc) phallus Castration is not a
real ““lack,” but a mea.nmg conferred upon the gemtals of a
woman: . _

Castration may derive support from ... the apprehenmon in the:
Real of the absence of ‘the pems in wornen—but -even this sup-
poses a symbolization of the object, since the Real is full, and

;. “lacks™ nothing. Insofar as. one - finds castratlon in the genes:s Of,

neurosns itis never real but symbohc (Lacan 1968: 271)

feature dszerentxat—
The ha.llus is, as 1t were, ‘a dlstlnctlve
ing “Eastrated” and ‘“‘noncastrated.” The presence or absence

of the phallus carriés the dleerences between £wo sexual

bk 1

o ” and “woman (see Ja.kobson and Ha.lle, 197
Stamses B ‘Since ‘are not equal the phatlus
ice of mien over women,
vy” 13 a recogmtmn

Wzlden, 1968 303 305)

exchange networks. .In ‘£

women 'is usually one of many" cjzcles of exchange" Usually,-—-‘ .

there are other objects c1rcu1at1ng as well as women. Worien

move in one direction, cattle shells ‘or mats in the other In__

one sense, the Oedlpa} complex is an expressmn of the' (.II'CU—

lation of the phallus in mtrafamlly exchange, an inversion of .

observation. in' terms, of ‘primmitive mémage transa.ctlons and.
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the cireulation. of women in i
- cycle of exchange manifested:
“phallus passes through:the med
to another—from father to ‘son; from
sister’s son, and so forth. In this family Kula ring, women gg

one way, the phallus the other. It is where we aren’t. In this

sense, the phallus is more than a feature which distinguishes
the sexes: it is the embodiment of the male status, to which
men accede, and in which certain rights inhere—among them,
the right to.a woman. It is an expression of the transmission
of male dominance. It passes through women and. settles
upon men.* The tracks which it leaves include gender identi-
ty, the division of the sexes. But it leaves more than this. It
leaves “penis envy,” which acquires a rich meaning of the
disquietude of women in a phallic culture. |

Oedipus Revisited

We return now to the two pre-OédipaJ _andtogynes,':';itting |

on the border between biology and culture. Lévi-Strauss
places the in‘fcest taboo on that bordér,'a.rgﬁing that its initia-
tion of the exchange of women constitutes the origin-of soci-
ety. In this' sense, the' incest taboo and the ‘exchange of
women are the content of the original social contract (see

* The pre-Oedipal mother is the “phallic mother,” e.g., she is believed
to possess ;heiphallus. The Oedipal-inducing information is that the
mother does not possess the phallus. In other words, the erisis is precip-
itated by the “castration” of the mother, by the recognition that the
phalius only passes through her, but does not settle on her. The “phal-
lus” must passfthrou'gh her, since the. relationship of 2 male to every
other male is _dgﬁned; through a woman. A ‘man is linked to a son by a

mother, to his’ nephew by virtue ‘of a sister, etc. _Every_'re]'atibns.'h'ip'.

between male kin is defined by the woman between them. If power isa

male prerogative, én:d fmu_‘st.;. be passed on, it must go ‘through, the
woman-in-between. -Marshall:-Sahlins .(personal communication} once .-
suggesied that the reason women are so often defined as stupid; poHut-

ing, disorderly’, sillyi_;;[":&:ijofgng} .or whatever, is that such categorizaiic
define women as' “incapable’
transferred through them.. -

m ‘mother’s brother to

‘father affirms the phallus/in his ‘son'(does not castrate him).
'The boy exchanges*his. mother forithe phallus, the symbolic
' tok‘eid_ which can later be exchanged for a woman. The only

" of 'possessing the power which must be .

Y

y certain-ifermns of infor-

..mation. The children -di&jc.over'-fhe-' 'diffe're'r:lces between the

sexes, and that each child must become one or the other

"gender. They also discover the incest taboo, and that some

sexuality is prohibited—iri this case, the mother is unavailable

to either child because she “belongs” to the father. Lastly,
_they discover.that the two genders do not have the same

sexual “rights” or futures. . - -
In the normal course of events, the boy renounces his

‘mother for fear that otherwise his father would castrate him

(refuse to give him the phallus and make him a girt). But by

“this act of renunciation, ‘the  boy. affirms the relationships

which have given mother to fatherand which will give him, if

‘he becomes a man, a woman of his own. In-exchange for the

boy’s. affirmation -of ather’s: right to:his - ‘the

thing required of him.is ; ﬁittl_é’:‘-ﬁafiéhée; He retainshis initial
libidinal organization and‘the sex of his ‘original love object. -
The Social contract to which he has agreed will eventually
recognize his own rights and provide him with a2 woman of
his own. A ,
. What happens to the girl is more complex. She, like the
boy, discovers the taboo against incest and the division of the

‘sexes. She also discovers some unpleasant information about

the gender to which she is.being assigned. For the-boy, the
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: _reaIIy md:s nsable (¢] the possesszo 'of "the mother she expen—'
‘. ences;in additzon to the na.rcmsxst:c msults common to’ both sexes
~still another blow, namely a feeling of - mferzonty czbout her gem-
' ‘tais (Lampl de Groot; 1933 497 my lta]lcs) :

The g1r1 concludes that the pems” is mdlspensable for the
possession of the mother because only those who possess the
phallius have a “nght” to a woman; and: the token of ex-
change. She’ ‘does.not, come to her.conclusmn because of the
natural supe,nonty of the penis either in and of itself, or as

an instrument for makmg love. The hierarchical an'angement'

of the male ‘and female: genitals is-a result of the definitions
of the situation—the rule of obhgatory heterosexuality and
the relegatlon of women (those without the phallus, cas-
trated) to men (those with the phallus). o

The girl then begins to turn away from the mother, and to
the father.

To the girl, 1t [castration] is an accomplished fact, which is irrev-
ocable, but the recognition of which compels her finally to re-
nounce her :‘.‘ rst love object and to taste o the fuil the bitterness
of its loss ... the father is chosen as a love-object, the enemy
becomes the beloved . {Lampl de Groot, 1948:213)

This recogmtlon of “castratlon” forces the glrl to redefine
her relat1onsh1p to herself, her mother, and her father.

She turns from-the mother because she does not have the
phallus to give her. She turns from the mother also. i in.anger,
'and dlsappomtment because the mother d1d not give her a

“penis” (phallus). But the mother, a woman in a phallic cul:
ture, does not have the phallus to - give away (havmg gone
through the Oedlpal crisis herself a generatxon earlier). . The
girl then turns to the father because only he can “give her the
phalius,” and it is only through him that she can enter 1nto

-~

i mere change ‘of obje
2 observed a marked.-;,,,od_,

its. passage is transformed mt.o a
er castratlon she accedes to

get™ the ohallus—ln mtergourse, or, as a chlld—butonly asa
glft from a man. She nev '

step in the course of :

‘ rise of the passwe ones. .

' he ':.The path to the developniﬂeﬂrllt of -
. femininity now hes open to the girl, (Freud, 1961b: 239)

The ascendance of passmt’y in the girl i is due to her recogni-
tion of the futility of realizing her active desire, and of the
unequal terms of the struggle. Freud locates active desire in
the clitoris and passive desire in the vagina, and thus describes
the repression of active de51re as the repression of clitoral
eroticism in favor of passive vaginal eroticism. In this scheme,
c¢ultural stereotypes have been mapped onto the. gemtals
Slnce the work of Masters, and Johnson, it is ewdent that this
genital d1v1sxon is a false one. Any organ*-pems chtons
vagina—can be the locus of either active or passive: erot1c1sm
What is important in Freud’s scheme, however, is:
geography of: desn'e, but'its elf—conﬁdence, Tis: no_tf
which is repressed but 2’ ment of erotic possibili (
notes that “‘more constramt‘has been applied to- the“‘lx'bido
when it is pressed into the service of the feminine fiinction
.” (Freud, 1965 v131). The g1r1 has been robbed: -
If the Oed:pal phase proceeds normally and the girl “ac-
cepts her castration,” her libidinal structure and object
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':,-'j.ef;_';_cholce are. now . congruent thh :the female gender role. She
has become a little woman"—femlmne passive, heterosexual,
: Actually, Freud suggests that there: are three alternate routes

out:of thé Oedipal catastrophe The girl may simply freak

o -,out .fepress’ sexuality altogether and become asexual. She

‘ majr‘,pr'otest cling to-her narcissism and desire, and become
elther' ‘masculine” or homosexual. Or she may accept the
situation, sign the social contract, and attain “normality.”

Karen Horney is critical of the entire Freud/Lampl de

Groot scheme But in the course of her cnthue she art:cu-_

Iates lits: 1mphcat10ns i

when she [the g:rl] first turns to a man (the father), it i lS m_

the main only by way of the narrow bridge of resentmen 3
should feel it a contradiction if the relation of woman to'tna
not retain, throughout life some tinge of thxs enforced sub i
for, that ' which was. really desired:” ... The!same.chars

s someth},‘g;«remote from- “instinc ond. ubstititive;

' woul ,‘ even in normal women, adhere to the vnsh for mother-

hood. ... The special point about Freud’ s v:ewpomt is rather.that
it sees the wish ‘for motherhood not as an.innate formation, but

s as, some_thmg thaf cann be reduced: psychologlcally toits onto-
genetlc"elemenfs arid draws its energy ongmally from homosexual
or pha.lhc instinctual elements. ... It would follow, finally, that
women’s. whole reaction to life would be based on a strong sub- .
terranean resentment (Homey, 1973: 148-49) '

Horney con51ders these implications to be so far-fetched that
they challenge the validity of Freud’s entire scheme. But it is
certainly ; plausible to argue instead that. the creation of
“femmlmty” in women in the course of socialization is an act
of psychic brutality, and that it leaves in women an immense
resentment of the suppression to which they were subjected.
It is also poss:ble to argue that women-have few means for
realizing and expressing their residual anger. One can read
Freud’s essays on femininity as descriptions of how a group is
prepared psychologically, at a tender age to live with its
oppression.

There is an additional element in the classic discussions of
the attainment of womanhood. The girl first turns to the

'w1sh
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father because she must because she is “castrated" (_a
worman, helpless, etc.) She then discovers that castration” 1s
a prerequisite to the father’s- Tove, that she must be. 2 woman
for him to. love her. She therefore begms to de31re ‘castra-

tion,” and what had prev:ous]y been a dlsaster becomes a

 Analytic experience Ieaves nno room for doubt that the httle girl’s
! first hb:dmal relatlon to her father i is. masochlstlc andkthe maso-

the noxm, is not clear fromfh_. dlscussxon. :

.. The: psychoanalytlc theor_y of femmmlty is one: that sees
female development based; largely on pain and hum111at10n,
and it takes some fancy’ footwork to explam why ‘anyone
ought to enjoy being a woma.n At this point in.the classic
discussions blology makes a triumphant return. The fancy
footwork consists in argumg that finding joy in pam is adap-
tive to the role of women in reproduction, since chlldbu'th .
and defloration are “pamful ” Would it not make more sense
to question the entire procedure‘? If women, in fmdmg their
piace in a sexual system, are robbed of libido and forced into
a masochistic eroticism, why did the analysts not argue for
novel arrangements, instead.of ratlonahzmg the old ones?

" Freud’s theory ‘of ‘femininity has beén subjected . to femi-
mst critique since it was first pubhshed To the extent that it
is a rationalization of female subordination, this critique has
been justified. To the extent that it is a description of a
process which subordinates women, this critique is a mistake.
As a description of how phallic culture domesticates women,
and the effects in women of their domestzcat;on psycho-

e
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analytlc. theory has no parailel (see also Mitchell, 1971 ang
1974; Lasch 1974). And since psychoanalysis is a theory of
gender dismissing it would be suicidal for a political move-
ment: dedicated to eradicating gender hierarchy (or gender
itself). We cannot dismantie something that we underestimate
or do not; understand. The oppression of women is deep;
equal pay, equal work, and all of the female politicians in the
world will not extirpate the roots of sexism. Lévi-Strauss and
Freud elucidate what would otherwise be poorly perceived
parts of the deep structures of sex- oppression. They serve as
remmders of the intractability and magnitude of what we
fight, ‘and their analyses provide preliminary charts of the
soc;al_ m_'c_lehmery we r_nust rearrange..

| Women Urute to Off the Oedzpal Res:due of Culture

The prec1s10n of the f1t between Freud and Lem-Strauss is
stnkmg K1nsh1p systems requu'e a dmsron of the sexes. The
‘ Oedlpal phase divides the sexes. Kmshlp systems include sets
of. rules governing sexuality. The Oedipal crisis is the assimila-
__txon of these. ryles and taboos. Compulsory heterosexuahty is
‘the product"of kmshrp The Oedlpal phase constitutes hetero-
sexual desn:e K!I'!Shlp rests on- a radical dlfference between

the nghts of men and women. The’ OSdlpaI complex confers

‘male nghts upon the boy, and. forces the glrl to ccommod
herself-to: her lesser rights. ~ U7 3

This fit between Lévi-Strauss and Freud Is by unphcatlonz:f

an argument that. our sex/gender system is still orgamzed b
the principles outhned by Lev:-Strauss desplte the:»,e el

nonmodern tcharacter of his data’ base The more recent;_ hta

on whrch Freud bases his theories testlﬂes to the endurance
of these sexual structures If my readmg of Freud and Lévi-
Strauss is accurate, it suggests that the feminist movement
must attempt to .resolve the Oedipal crisis of culture by re-
organizing the domain of sex and gender in such a way that
each individual’s Oedipal experience would be less destruc-.
tive. The dimensions of such a task are difficult to Imagine,
but at least certain conditions would have to be met.
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Several elements of the Qedipal crisis would have to be
altered in order that the phase not have such d:sastro_us ef-
fects on the young female ego. The Oedipal phase institutes a
contradiction in the girl by placing irreconcilable demands
upon her. On the one hand, the girl’s love for the mother is
induced by the mother’s _]ob of child care. ‘The g1r1 is then
forced to abandon this love because of the female sex role—
to belong to a man. If- the sexual division of labor: were such
that aduits of both’ sexes cared for .children equa].ly, “‘pnma.ryl
ob_]ect chmce would be"b1 eterosexuallty Were_not

other than itself—it orga.mzed soc1ety Now, it 0nly orgamzes‘
and reproduces itself. The kinds of relationships of sexuality
established in the dnn human past., stﬂl dominate -our sexual
lives, our ideas about men and women, and the ways ‘Wwe raise
our children But they lack--the functlonal Ioad they once.

The wzld profusmn “of:in ant:le .sexua.lrty w111 alw vs: be
tamed. The confrontation between ‘immature and helpless in-
fants and the developed social life of their elders will prob-
ably always leave some residue of disturbance. But the
mechanisms and aims of this process need not be largely
independent of conscious choice. Cultural evolution provides
us with the opportunity to seize control of the means of
sexuality, reproduction, and socialization, and to make con-
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scious dec:sxons to liberate human sexual life from the ar
chaic relatlonshlps which deform it. Ultimately, a thorough‘
going’ femzmst revolution would liberate more than women-
It would Ilberate forms of sexual expression, and it would

hberate'- uman personaht.y frorn the _straxghtjacket of gender

“Daddy, daddy, you bastard I'm throug
—Sylvia Plath

“ In the course of th1s essay I ‘have tried to construct a
eory. of women’s oppression by borrowing concepts from
anthropology and psychoanalysm. But Lévi-Strauss and Freud

that the sexism in the trad.ltlon of whxch

to be dragged in. with each borrowing. t‘l‘l‘;}e a;‘:nangﬁ:feid:
single . destructwe proposition whxch has not already slipped
into the form, the logic, and the implicit postulations-of
precisely what it seeks to contest™ (Derrida, 1972:250). And
what slips- m 'is formidable. Both psychoar;alyms and struc-
tural anthropo}ogy are, in one sense, the most sophlstzcated
) 1deolog1es of sex1sm around.* :

4

* Pa.rts of W;tt.:gs Les Guenlléres (1973) appear. to be tirades aga:nst"

Lévi- Strauss and Lacan For mstance .
i

f‘Ias he not mdeed wntt.en power and t;he pos.sesmou o;‘ wo‘naenm
eisure and ‘the enjoyrnent of women? He writes that you are
_currency, an 1tem of” exchange He- wntes barter bart.er posses '

sion and acqu:sltton of women a.nd merchandzse. Better fory '

{0 see’ your gutsin the sun and utter the death rattle than to live a*
life that‘’anyone ¢an appropriate. What- .belongs to you on this
earth?. Only; death. No power on earth can take that away from" '
zrhou And—consider explain tell yourself—if happmess consists in
hae; pf):esssseis;gn dof something, then hold fast to this sovereign

happine 134) ie. (Wittig, 1973:115-16; see also 106-107;

’I;he ;awareness of French feminists of Lev: Strauss and Lacan is most

geef::;gd ev:sdetntkm a group called “Psychoanalyse et Politique’ which
i ask as a f

enalvas a feminist use and cnthue of Lacaman psycho-

_H}.S only comment on 'th co
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For instance, Lévi- Strauss sees women as being hke words
which are misused when they are not ! commumca ”.and

exchanged On the last pag y.of a very long book he observes :
th-at this cr_eates something” of a ‘contradiction_in “women,
since women-a:e.-atj.the;’.sf_,' _tl_me “speakers’:’ and “spoken.

But woman could never’be just a sign‘and” othmg more'_

since even ina man ’s- world s"he is still a person; and since insofar

as she is defined as a sign she‘_“ ust be recogmzed as‘a’ generator of

.signs. In the matrimonial; dlalogue of men, woman is never purely’
what is spoken about; for if women in genera.l represent 2 certain

_ category of signs, destmed £o 2 certain kind of commumcat:on

_each woman preserves a part:cular value arising- from her talent,
g her part in a duet In con-

before and after marriage, for takin
trast to words, which have wholly become signs, ‘woman has re-

mamed at once asign and a value. This explains why the relations
‘between the seéxes have preserued that affective. richness, ardour
"and mystery which -doubtless originally penneated the entiré uni-
verse of human communwatzons (Lévi-Strauss, 1969 496 ‘my
_ italics) : -
This is an extraordma.ry"; tatement ‘Why is he not,. at. th1s
point, denouncmg what ] shlp systems ‘do ‘to woraen, in-
stead of presentmg one of the’ geatest np-offs of"all tnne as

the ince sxst cy
cat1ons-of 1ts“own theory Tor mstance Freudc
: osed a challenge to_lcon-‘

g w1th cntlcal eyes and we have found
onal sexua]

to approve h:ghly .of the means by which: ‘society
tical problems of sexuality in life. We
can demonstrale with ease that what the world-calls its code of
morals demands more sacrzftces than it is worth, and that its
behavior is neither dictated by honesty nor mstltuted with wis-
dom. (Freud, 1943:376-77; my emphasis)

We cannot avord obsemn
. that it is 1mposs:ble ‘to gwe our -support to conventx

* morality or
attempts to arrange the pracll

Nevertheless, when"psychoanalysis demonstrates with equal
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Adequate ‘narcissism is. necessary for’ men;’ im
women. Passivity . tra,gzc in .ma'g’,”;;yyhile: la

It is thls double standard whlch enables chn1c1ans to try to
accommodate women to a role whose destructlveness is so
lucidly detaﬂed in their own theories. It is the same inconsis-
tent attxtude which permits therapists to consider lesbianism
as a problem to be cured, rather than as the resistance to a
bad situation that their own theory suggests.**

There a.re -points within the analytic discussions of. feml-
ninity where ohe might say, “This is oppression of women,’
or “We can ‘demonstrate with ease.that what the world calls
fem1n1n1ty demands more sacrifices than it is worth.” It is
premsely at such points that the implications of the theory
are 1g'nored and - are replaced with formulations whose pur-
pose 1s to’keep those unphcatlons fu'mly lodged in the theo-

* Every woman adores a fascist. ”—Sy!vm Plath

** One chmc:an Charlotte Wolff (1971) has taken the psychoanalytic _

theory of womanhood to its logical extreme and proposed that lesbian-
ismisa heaJthy response to female socialization.

Women who do not rebel against the status of object have de-
clared themselves defeated as persons in thelr own right. (Wolff,
1971: 65)

The leshian girl is the one who, by all means at her disposal, will
try .to find a place of safety inside and outside the family,
through her fight for equality with the male. She will not, like
other women, play up to him: indeed, she despises the very idea
of it. (Ibid.:59) °.

The lesbian was and is unquestionably.in the avant-garde of the
fight for equality of the sexes, and for the psychical liberation of
women. {Ibid. :166)

It is revealing to compa.re Wolff's dlSCUSSth w:th the art:cles on, iesblan -

ism In Marmor 1965

psychoanalytlc logrc, 18
need to suppress the rachcal and feminist nnphcatmns of the

theory of femininity (Den ch’s discussions are excellent ex-
amples of this process of substltutlon and repress1on) ‘ _
The argument which must be woven in order to assimilate
Lévi-Strauss and Freud into feminist theory is somewhat tor-
tuous. I have engaged ity for several reasons. First, while
neither Lévi-Strauss nor Freud questlons the undoubted sex-
ism endemic to the systems they describe, the “questions
which ought to be posed are blindingly obvious! Secondly, .
their work enables us to isolate sex and gender from “mode
of productmn,” and to counter a certam tendency to explain
sex oppression as a reﬂex of economic forces. Thelr work
provides a framework” in: whlch the full we1ght of sexuahty
and marriage can be 1ncorporated into 4n. analy51s of sex
oppression. It suggests a conceptlon of the women’s move-
ment as analogous to, rather than isomorphic w1th the work-
ing-class movement, each; addressmg a different source of -
human- d1scontent In Marxs vision, the working-class move- .
ment would do more than' throw off the burden of its own
exploitation. It also had the potential to change society, to
liberate -humanity, to -creaté a classless soc1ety, Perhaps the
women’s movement has the task of effecting the same kind
of social change for a system  of which Marx had only an
imperfect apperception. Something of this sort is implicit in.
Wittig (1973)—the dictatorship of the Amazon guérilléres is a
temporary means for achlevmg a genderless society. '
The. sex/gender- system is not immutably oppressive and
has lost much of 1ts_,‘ tradltlonal function. Nevertheless, it will
the ‘absence of ‘opposition. 1t still carries
er, of socxahzmg the -young,
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and of providing ultimate pro;:os:txons about .the nature of
human beings themselves. And it serves economic and politi-
cal ends other than those it was ongmally designed- to further‘
(cf. Scott, 1965). The sex/gender system must be reorgamzed.
through political action.:

Finally, the exegesis of Lévi-Strauss and Freud suggests a
certain vision of feminist politics and the feminist utopia. It
suggests that we should not aim for the elimination of men,
but for the elimination of the social system which creates
sexism and gender. I personally find a vision of an Amazon
matriarchate, in which men are reduced to servitude or obliv-
ion (depending on the possibilities for parthenogenetic repro-
duction), distasteful -and inadequate. Such a vision maintains
gender and’ the division of the sexes It is a vision which
simply. inverts the arguments of those who base their case for

1nev1tab1e ma.le dommance on meradrcable and szgmfzcanlt__

ehmmatlon of obhgatory sexuahtles anrl sex. roles The drearn‘
I find. most compelhng is one of an androgynous and gender-
less. (though not sexless) society, in which one’s sexual an-

atomy: is irrelevant fo who one is, what one does, and with

whom one makes love.

2

The Political Econo_my ‘of Sex

It would.be nice to be able to conclude here with the
implications" for feminism and gay liberation of the overlap
between Freud and Lévi-Strauss. But I must suggest, tenta-
tively, a next step on the agenda: a Marxian analysis of sex/

gender’: systems. Sex/gender systems are not.ahistorical ema-

nations of the human mingd; they are p,roducts of historical

human activity.
We need, for instance, an analysis of - the evoiutlon of

sexual exchange along the lines of Marx’s discussion in Capi-
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i than “oneé in
whlch there is a commodlty equxvalent for women :

That marriage in simple societies involves an exchange is a
somewhat vague notion that has often confused the analysis of
social systems. The extreme case is the exchange of “sisters,’
formerly practiced .in parts-of Australia and Africa. Here the term
has the précise dictionary meaning of “to be received as an equiv-
~ alent for,” “to give and receive reciprocally.” From quite 2 differ-
ent standpoint the virtually, universal incest prohibition means
that marriage systems necessanly involve “exchanging”” siblings
for spouses, giving rise to.a rec:procn:y that. is pureiy nota-
, tional. _But in_most societies marrjage. m‘medxated b of .

There are systems in wh1ch there is no equlva.lent for a
woman, To get a wife, a man .must have a daughter, a sister,
or other female klnswoman in whom he has a right of be-
stowal. He must have control over some female flesh. The
Lele and Kuma are cases in point. Lele men scheme con-
stantly in order to stake claims in some as yet unborn girl,
and scheme further to make good their claims (Douglas,
1963). A Kuma girl’s marriage is determined by an intricate
web of debts, and she has little say in choosing her hushand.
A girl is usually married ‘against her will, and her groom
shoots an arrow. into her. thigh to symbohcally prevent her
from running away. The young wives almost always do run
away, only to be réturned to their new husbands by an elab-
orate conspiracy enacted by ‘their- km and affmes (Reay, '

1959)
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In other societies, there is an equivalent for women. A

woman can be converted into bridewealth, and bridewealth

can be in turn converted into a woman. The dynamics of
such systems vary accordingly, as does the specific kind of

pressure exerted upon women. The marriage of a Melpa..
woman is not a return for a previous debt. Each transaction is
self-contained, in that the payment of a bridewealth in pigs

and shells will cancel the debt. The Melpa woman therefore
has more latitude in choosing her husband than does her
Kuma counterpart. On the other hand, her destiny is linked

to bridewealth. If her husband’s kin are slow to pay, her kin.

may encourage her to leave him. On the other hand, if her
consangumeal kin are satisfied with the balance of payments,
they may refuse to back her i 1n the évent that she wants to
leave her husband. Moreover, her inale kinsmen use the bride-

_wealth for ‘their own purposes, in mokeg exchange a.nd forj

all of the bridewealth will have'to be retiimn

ly the.case, the pigs and shells- have been- dlstnbuted or:
promlsed ‘her kin will be reluctant to back her in the event of

marital diseord. And «each time a woman divorces . and re-

. marties, her value in bridewealth tends to depreciate. Ofr ‘the
whole, her. male consangumes will lose in the event of a di-

vorce, inless the groom has been delinquent in-his payments.
While the Melpa woman is freer as a new bride than a Kuma
woman, .the bridewealth system makes divorce difficult or
1mposs1b1e (Strathern, 1972).
 In some soc1et1es like the Nuer, bndewealth can only be
converted into; bndes In others, bridewealth ‘can be con-
verted mto somethmg else, like pohtlcal prestige. In this case,
a woman s ma.mage is implicated in a political system. In the
Big Man.systems of Highland New Guinea, the material which
circulates : for women also’ circulates in the exchanges on
which poht1cal power is based. Within the political system,
men are in constant need of valuables. to disburse, and they
are dependent upon input. They depend not only upon their
1mmed1ate partners but upon the partners of their partners,

" equivalent only- for women,
: thing else? If it

: thIough‘_am_ Ssing- W
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to several degrees of remove. If a man bas to return some

ndewealth he may not. be able to give it to someone who
planned to give it to someone else who intended to use it to
give a feast upon which his status depends. Big Men are there-
fore concerned with the’ ‘domestic affairs of others, whose
relatlonShlp with them may be extremely indirect. There are
cases in which headmen intervene in marital disputes involv-

ing indirect trading partners in order that moka exchanges

not be disrupted (Bulmer, 1969:11). The welght of this en-
tire system may come

.miserable marriage.
ther questlons to ask of a:marriage

In short, there are )
systern than whether or not it exchanges women. Is the

“woman, traded . for a woma.n, oris there an. equlvalent‘? Is this
2 Por can it be turned into some-
ied into somethmg else', is it turned
2:On the other hand ca.n bride-

vealth Can weaith be accumulated by dis-
"amage ‘system part. of a system of

~ posing of women? Is a
stratxﬁcatlon‘?* o

These last questlons pomt to another task for a political
inship and marriage are always parts of

economy of sex. K
total social systems, and a.re always t1ed mto economic and

“political arrangements.

Lévi-Strauss . .. rightly argues that the structural implications of
a marriage can only be understood if we think of it as one item in
a whole series of: transactxons between kin groups. So far, so.
| good. But in none of the: examples ‘which he prowdes in hlS book
does he carry ﬂ]lS pnnc1p1e far enough. The reclprocﬂ::es of Kin-
‘ship obligation -are not. merely symbols of alliance, they are. also
economic transactlons poht.xcal ‘transactions, charters, tonghts of
domlcﬁe and land use. No useful. picture of “how a kmshlp sys-

* Another line of mqulry - would compare bndewealth syst,ems to dowry
systems. Many of these questions are treated in Goody and Tambiah,

1973.

to rest upon one woman kept in a *4

:‘-'exchange, or:canzit be
omen ~be. accumulated ’
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tem works” can be provided unless these several aspects or impli-
cations of the kinship organization are considered simultaneously.
(Leach, 1971:90)

Among the Kachin, the relationship of a tenant to a land-
lord is also a relationship between a son-in-law and a father-
in-law. “The procedure for acquiring land rights of any kind
is in almost all cases tantamount to marrying a woman from
the lineage of the lord” (ibid.:88). In the Kachin system,
bridewealth moves from commoners to aristocrats, women
moving in the opposite direction.

From an economic aspect the effect of matrilateral cross-cousin
marriage is that, on balance, the headman’s lineage constantly
pays wealth to the chief’s lineage in the form of bridewealth. The
payment can also, from an analytical point of .view, be regarded
as a rent paid to the senior landlord by the tenant. The most
important part of this payment is in the form of consumer goods
—namely cattle. The chief converts this perishable wealth into
imperishable prestige through the medium of spectacular feasting.
The ultimate consumers of the goods are in this way the original
producers, namely, the commoners who attend the feast.
(Ibid.:89) ~

In another example, it is traditional in the Trobriands for a
man to send a harvest gift—urigubu— of yams to his sister’s
household. For the commoners, this amounts to a simple
circulation of yams. But the chief is polygamous, and marries
2 woman: from each subdistrict within his domain. Each of-
these . subd1sf,r1cts therefore sends. ungubu to the chief, pro-
viding him’ with a bulgmg storehouse out of which, he . fi-

"nances feasts, craft production, and kula: expedztmns “This.
“fund of power > underwrites the pohtlcal systern and forms '
the basis for ch1eﬂy power (Malinowski, 1870). .

In some systems, position in a political hierarchy and posi-
tion in a marriage system are intimately linked. In traditional
Tonga, women married upin rank. Thus, low-ranking lineages
would send women to higher ranking lineages. Women of the
highest lineage were married into the “house of Fiji,”” a line-
age defined  as outside the political system. If the highest
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ranking chief gave his sister to a lineage other than one which
had no part in the ranking system, he would no longer be the
highest ranking chief. Rather, the lineage of his sister’s son
would outrank his own. In times of political rearrangement,
the demotion of the pre\nous high-ranking lineage was
formalized when it gave a wife to a lineage which it had
formerly outranked. In traditional Hawaii, the situation was
the reverse. Women married down, and the dominant lineage
gave wives to junior lines. A paramount would either marry a
sister or obtain 2 wife from Tonga. When a junior lineage
usurped rank, it formahzed its posrtlon by glvmg a w1fe to its
former senior line. ;
- There is even some tantahzlng data suggestmg that mar-
riage systems may -be 1mp11cated in the evolution ‘of social
strata, and perhaps in the development of early states. The

first round of the pohtlcal consolidation which resulted in

the forrnatlon of a state in Madagascar occurred when one
chief obtained title to several autonomous districts’ through
the vagaries of marriage and inheritance (Henry Wright, per-
sonal communication). In Samoa, legends place the origin of
the paramount title—the Tafa’ifa—as a result of intermarriage
between ranking members of four major lineages. My
thoughts are too speculative, my data too sketchy, to say
much on this subject. But a search ought to be undertaken
for data which might - ‘demonstrate how marriage systems

mtersect with Iarge-scale political processes like state-making.

ht be:implicated in & number of ways:
o wealth and’ the maintenance of differ-
i econ mlc resources m the bulld

These exampies like the Kachm and the Trobnan'_ ones—

1nd;cate that sexual systems cannot, in the final analy31s be
understood in complete isolation. A full- bodied analysis of
women in a single society, or throughout history, must take
everything into account: the evolution of commodity forms
in women, systems of land tenure, political arrangements
subsistence technology, etc. Equally important, economic
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and political analyses are incomplete if they do not consider
women, marriage, and sexuality. Traditional concerns of an-
thropology and social science—such as the evolution of social
stratification and the origin of the state—must be reworked
tp include the implications of matrilateral cr-os_s-cousin mar-
riage, surplus extracted in the form of daughters, the conver-
sion of female labor into male wealth, the conversion of

female lives into marriage alliances, the contribution of mar- -

riage to political power, and the transformations which all'of
these varied aspects of society have undergone in the cb.ur.éé
e . gon YUES

This sort of endeavor is, in the final analysis, exactly what
Engels tried to do in his effort to weave a coherent analysis
of so many of the diverse aspects of social life. He tried to
rel.ate men and women, town and country, kinship and s_t.até
forms of property, systems of land tenure, convertibiiit'y- o%
wealth, forms of exchange, the te.ch_ndlogy of food produc-
tion, and forms of trade, to name a few, into a systematic
historical account. Eventually, someone will have to write a
new version of The Origin of the Family, Private Property
and the Stav_te, recognizing the mutual interdependence o,f
sexuality, eéconomics, ‘and politics without underestimating
the full significance of each in human society.

- L

Karen Sacks

Engels Revisited: Women, the Organization
of Production, and Private Property

J/.

o : )
Thig paper reexamines Engels’ ideas on the bases of wome
osition relative to that of men. Engels is almost/

sociah ;
in providing a materialist theory—one that sees womex{’s posl-
tion as varying from society to society, or epoch/io epoch,

a'ccord:ing“tb‘-x_ he prevailing economic and polifical relation-
ships of the sosiety. Though he made a number of specific
ethnographic erroxg,* I think his main ideay”

remain the best why of explaining dat, "'ga-ﬁh,ered since he

wrote—namely ethnoraphic and histox cal data which show

Aways been, everywhere
at of men.

fon gf a paper of the same title that
&ty edited by Michelle Zimbalist
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rse is closer to the norm (Lsg and
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colledtors or produce .
gathering-hunting societies the reve
DeVore, 1968); and for horticultural so_c_:i.eties,-it is .of
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