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ABSTRACT

This study explores the relationship between the family and the
state in Canada in order to explain the persistence and dynamic of
patriarchy 1in contemporary capitalist societies. We specify the
connection between capitalism and patriarchy through an analysis of the
relationship between production and reproduction as it is revealed in the
intersection of family, labour, and welfare law. The selection of a
legislative focus for the analysis of patriarchy is the outgrowth of a
theoretical perspective that identifies the state as the critical mediator
in the coordination of productive and reproductive relations.

We undertake a study of eighty-four years (1884-1968) of legislation
in three jurisdictions; Ontario, Manitoba, and the federal government.
We present a content analysis of family, labour, and welfare law as they
inform state mediation of the flow of labour and income resources between
the productive and reproductive sphere. We also present an analysis of
the policy processes which precede legislation and the bureaucratic
structures which enforce legislation to reveal the central role of the
state in the changing dynamic of patriarchy. We identify the increasing
significance of state intervention within the reproductive sphere as
evidence of a transition in the structure and operation of patriarchy from
a decentralized family based system to a centralized state based system

of authority and support.
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This centralization of authority and support for reproduction within
the state is identified as a transition from familial to social
patriarchy. This process specifies the material basis of the increasing
dependence of the family on the state. As we see the state evolve, in its
relation to women and children as provider and patriarch, we better
understand why it has become the focal point of struggle over reproductive

and family issues today.
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PART I

INTRODUCTION

This study presents an analysis of the relationship between the
family and the state in Canada which seeks to understand the persistence
and dynamic of patriarchy in contemporary capitalist societies. In order
to analyze the connection between capitalism and patriarchy we explore the
relationship between production and reproduction as it is revealed in the
intersection of family, labour and welfare law. The selection of a
legislative focus for the analysis of patriarchy is the outgrowth of a
theoretical perspective which identifies the state as the critical
mediator in the co-ordination of productive and reproductive relations in
contemporary industrial society.

Our interest in these dynamics is motivated by the growing reliance
of the family on state support and the growing conflict between women and
the state around the issues of work and family life. Recent political
developments indicate that the state, its legal system and its bureaucracy
have become the critical terrain on which the confli s in and between
work and family life are being contested. Whether the issues are pay
equity, access to abortion or the provision of day care, it is the state
that is the focus of the debate and it is women who articulate the demand.

Our exploration of patriarchy through an analysis of family-sta

relations is informed by a feminist perspective which seeks a more dynamic
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conception of reproduction and family life. Dissatisfaction with existing
theoretical perspectives results from the glaring disjuncture between
theories® which posit the family as a passive, reactive institution and
the dramatic political events of the past two decades in which
reproductive/family issues have led to a mass social change movement--
feminism, and passionate countermovements--fundamentalism, Real Women and
Alliance For Life. The struggles around reproduction, family life,
women's role within it and its fit with workplace demands, suggests the
necessity of a much more dynamic vision of the relationship between the
family and the state in Canada.

Our inquiry into the nature of contemporary patriarchal relations
and our pursuit of a more dynamic vision of family-state relations leads
us to undertake two tasks which structure this study in two sections. Our
first task is theoretical and has as its goal an alternative theorizing
of reproduction and patriarchy upon which we build a more dynamic analysis
of productive-reproductive relations and identify the increasingly central
role of the state in mediating these dynamics. Our second task is
empirical and consists of research on the changing dynamics of production,
reproduction, and patriarchy in Canada through an analysis of state
mediation as revealed in legislation.

Our theoretical starting point was arrived at from a review of the
feminist literature which identifies three themes as essential to the
development of a theory of reproduction.® First, there is the necessity
to resurrect the relations of reproduction from the obscurity of
biological or economic determinism, making it a central issue of analysis.

Secondly, there is the problem of accounting for the universal presence
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of sexual divisions of labour. Finally, there is the importance of
explaining the variation and change in these divisions cross-culturally
and over time. The theoretical models traditionally available to
feminists have not been able to address all three issues; centrality,
continuity, and change, although different models have provided insight
on one and occasionally two of these themes.

In attempting to address these three critical dimensions of
reproduction and patriarchy, our interest in the present draws us into an
exploration of the past. Analyses of the distant past, a subject of
anthropological theory, provide us with the most dynamic
conceptualizations of reproduction and gender relations--speaking most
directly to the concerns of centrality and continuity in our theory-making
exercise, Analyses of the recent past, the period and process of
industrialization, have produced the most dynamic and critical theories
of production providing a method, historical materialism, which speaks
most directly to our theoretical interest in specificity and change.

Drawing together the diverse theoretical threads of anthropology,
Marxist theories of production and the state, radical feminist critiques
and socialist feminist alternatives, we set out in the first section of
this study to develop a dynamic theory of reproduction. This includes a
theory of the modes of reproduction which parallel the modes of production
and an alternative conceptualization of the relations between production
and reproduction, the family and the state.

Our theoretical section consists of three chapters, roughly
organized according to Eisenstein’s conception of: "Marxist theory as

thesis, radical feminism as antithesis, and socialist feminism as
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synthesis”, (Eisenstein 1979:6). Chapter one presents a brief review of
Marxist theories of production, class, and the state and their application
to analyses of the family and family-state relations. We identify the
concepts and methods of Marxists which have been most useful in the
building of feminist theory, as well as the serious limitations which
result from the absence of reproduction as a real focus or force within
Marxist theory.

Chapter two presents a selective review® of feminist literature on
the state, reproduction, and the relation between production and
reproduction. We explore various theoretical strategies to refute or
rewrite Marxist historical materialism. These strategies tend to fall
within one of three major schools of thought: radical feminist analysis
which asserts the primacy of reproduction; marxist-feminist analysis which
asserts the primacy of production; and dual systems analysis which asserts
that production and reproduction are equally fundamental, co-determinative
relations which constitute the base or infrastructure of all societies.
We assess the merits of each school of thought in terms of its ability to
address the issues of centrality, continuity and change, which we argue,
are essential to a feminist theoretical perspective.

Situating our work within the dual systems model, in chapter three,
we undertake to elaborate on and specify the nature of productive-
reproductive relations. In pursuit of this analysis, we rely heavily on
anthropological and historical literature which permits us to see
reproductive dynamics in a period before they were so completely
subordinated to production. We identify the family in all its various

historical formations as the relations of reproduction, and we define
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reproduction quite specifically as the production of human life which
involves three processes; procreation, socialization, and daily
maintenance. We define patriarchy in all its wvarious historical
formations as the hierarchical structuring of reproductive relations,
operative in most known societies as the means of controlling
reproduction. It is achieved through a wvariety of systems of
interpersonal and institutional divisions, foremost of which is the sexual
division of labour, all of which have the effect of excluding women from
the control of their bodies and their labour.

We begin with the premise that production and reproduction
constitute the base or infrastructure of society, both essential to its
ongoing operation. We maintain that each sphere has its own dynamic and
that the relation between the two spheres is co-determinative. Building
on the work of feminists and socialist theorists, we outline the distinct
character of reproductive relations and propose a theory of different
modes of reproduction outlined in a description of communal, familial, and
social patriarchy. We maintain that just as class captures the
fundamental character of productive relations, so patriarchy captures the
fundamental character of reproductive relations.

Given the identification of distinct systems of production and
reproduction with distinct dynamics the possibility of conflict or
dis juncture between the two systems arises. Diverging from the traditions
of socialist and feminist theory we argue that the fundamental
contradiction in class societies lies in the contradiction between the
modes of production and the modes of reproduction. Specifically, in this

study, we maintain that the organization of production around the wage
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labour system comes into direct conflict with the organization of
reproduction around the patriarchal system. Hence, we locate the pattern
of family-state relations within the context of a dynamic and
contradictory struggle between these two fundamental processes in our
social system. The role of the state, we argue, 1s to intervene to
attempt to achieve some balance between these two essential spheres which
are mutually contradictory in structure. Further, we maintain that state
mediation is contained within the parameters of a dual commitment to the
wage labour system and patriarchy, thus the process of intervention is
best understood as a reformation of the wage labour system and the

transformation of the patriarchal system.

Methodology

Our theoretical perspective directs us to a historical materialist
methodology. Because we lc:ate the key to understanding family-state
relations in the dynamic and contradictory relations between production
and reproduction we must select a span of history broad enough to
encompass processes of transition within the two spheres. Transitions
provide valuable evidence because the often obscured nature of family-
state relations becomes more observable when disruptions and realignments
provoke escalated and more explicit patterns of state intervention. In
the interests of making this study broad enough to address the issues of
centrality, continuity, and change and capture the process of transition,
but manageable as a project, we have selected in favour of a broad time

frame with a narrower legislative and jurisdictional focus.
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As a result we have chosen an analysis of legislation from 1884 to
1968 which permits us to trace the restructuring of production through the
ascendancy of the wage labour system and the restructuring of reproduction
through the development of social patriarchy. We examine the role of the
state in mediating these processes through an analysis of statutes,
regulations, and state expenditures. Specifically, we examine state
activity around the introduction of family, welfare and labour law from
the introduction of the Factory Acts in 1884 to the enactment of the last
federal, wuniversal social welfare program, Medicare, in 1968. This
particular time frame covers a cycle of escalating state intervention
associated with the restructuring of production and reproduction. The
Factory Acts mark the first stage of this cycle, which begins moderately
at the provincial level and escalates over time to a massive scale of
multi jurisdictional interventions which reaches its peak expression in
medicare. These two acts provide clear legislative benchmarks for the
opening and conclusion of our study.

The selection of family, labour, and welfare legislation was based
on the following observations: First, these statutes are particularly
revealing of state efforts to mediate production and reproduction because
they seek to regulate the flows of labour and resources within and between
the two spheres. Second, these three fields of legislation undergo
continuous development and revision during this period and, as such, are
sensitive indicators of the subtleties and nuances in the realignment of
production and reproduction. Finally, these statutes fall within the

jurisdictional purview of both the federal and provincial governments.



8

Given that there are thirteen jurisdictions (10 provinces, 2
territories, and the federal government) involved in the enactment of
family, labour, and welfare legislation we had to be selective in order
to make this project feasible. We selected Ontario, Manitoba, and the
federal governmment as the jurisdictions we would cover in our legislative
review. This provides us with sufficient variation in following the macro
dynamics of family-state relations in a more developed province, Ontario,
a less developed province, Manitoba, and within the nation state as a
whole.

While legislation is not the only source of evidence for exploring
family-state relations,® it has a number of features to recommend it as
the focal point. As the formal activity of the state, legislation is
well -documented and the documents are readily accessible in provincial and
federal archives. In addition, the state is consistently active in the
fields of family, labour, and welfare law throughout the period under
review, providing an unbroken chronicle of the critical events of the
time. While legislation is our primary or focal evidence it is certainly
not the only source of evidence used in the research section. Data on
birth rates, marriage rates, family structures, and family economies form
a critical base of information used to explain the particular pattern of
legislation being implemented.

In addition to directing the focus of our study, our theoretical
perspective also informs our treatment of the data. Qur perspective
suggests that while the problem of balancing production and reproduction
is inherent in the incompatibility of their structures, and hence ongoing,

changing material conditions produce different manifestations of the
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problem. This fluid and dynamic misfit of production and reproduction
necessitates differing strategies of intervention on the part of the
state. To reflect the different manifestations of contradiction between
the two spheres and consequent differences in state mediation patterns we
have divided our review into three periods: Period I, 1884-1913; Period
II, 1914-1939; and Period III, 1940-1968.

Periodization has been the subject of much feminist criticism
because of the predominant tendency for history to be ordered by male-
oriented events, rendering women, their work and their environment
invisible, (Bridenthal, Koonz & Stuard 1987; Tilly and Scott 1978). In
this study, however, a period is identified by a pattern within the
productive-reproductive dynamic which 1is revealed in birth rates,
household economies, women’s labour patterns in interaction with more
traditional indicators, such as productivity. class struggle, war, and
reconstruction. Our periodization structures our review and analysis of
the legislation, as well as the format of the second section of this
study.

Our first empirical chapter, chapter 4, predates the first period
and provides a historical backdrop to the events of 1884. We examine the
evidence of a growing disjuncture between production and reproduction
associated with the spread of the wage labour system and the early stages
of industriglization in a number of countries. We examine the process
whereby the structural contradictions between the two spheres became
manifest in the disruption of reproductive relations. Combining familiar
secondary sources with primary research into provincial departmental

reports we document disruptions in reproductive relations associated with
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industrialization and urbanization in Canada. Further, we examine the
role played by the social reform movement in articulating these pressures
and problems and creating a broad social consensus on policies necessary
to "save the family". We identify all of these structural and social
processes as the backdrop to and impetus for state intervention in the
first period. Each subsequent chapter takes a period as the focus for
analysis.®

We proceed with our analysis of each period in the following way:
We begin by setting the historical backdrop, situating our discussion
within the better known features of the period. In this process we rely
most heavily on secondary sources.® From this we proceed to gather the
various indicators of the developments and dynamics within and between
production and reproduction with the purpose of identifying the manifest
contradiction of that period. At this stage we weave together a variety
of secondary and primary sources to draw out of an old and familiar
historical period a new understanding of or perspective on the relations
between production and reproduction--the family and the state. A broad
range of primary sources are utilized at this stage, from labour
publications and daily presses, to provincial and federal annual reports,
to the private papers of members of the legislative assemblies and
parliament. In this section we focus on identifying the structural
contradiction creating tensions between production and reproduction and
the social articulation of those tensions as the political, economic, and
social antecedents to state intervention.

Our analysis of state activity mirrors the usual process by which

the state becomes involved in intervention. We begin with an analysis of
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commissions and inquiries which serve to translate public articulations
of problems and pressures into specific, feasible social policies. We
follow our analysis of the policy process with a content analysis of
legislation implemented during the period. To assess the effect, as well
as the pattern of state mediation, we review the establishment of
bureaucracies resulting from the legislation and the manner in which the
members of the bureaucracy undertake their duties. The final measure of
state activity we consider, is the documentation of the costs of the
intervention. This is contained in the budgets of the bureaucracies
enforcing the legislation, as well as the welfare expenditures of the
three jurisdictions. In addition to the discussion and documentation of
these aspects of state intervention in each chapter, we have compiled
appendices with further detail on the formation, enactment, and
enforcement of the legislation under review.

To summarize, the purpose of this study is to contribute to feminist
analyses of family-state relations through an elaboration of the dual
systems theory and its application to the study of labour, welfare, and
family law in Canada. The guiding thread of this study is the
conceptualization of reproduction as base and our analysis of its co-
determinative and contradictory relation to production. We identify this
contradiction as the key to understanding family-state dynamics and we
define the state's role in terms of mediating the contradiction between
the two spheres. Mediation of this complex and contradictory set of
social relations results in state intervention always being temporary in
nature, with contradictory consequences and diverse and often

unpredictable impacts. Given the diversity of impacts and the ever
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changing pattern of intervention we have introduced periodization as a
means of capturing the complexity of the process while staying focused on
the larger dynamic--state mediation of the restructuring of production and
reproduction.

It would be helpful to clarify what this study is not. It is not
a detailed history of the Canadian family or the Canadian state in all its
aspects and jurisdictions. Because this study does not attempt to be a
comprehensive history its primary focus is not on the many variations and
diverse effects of state intervention on particular groups, for example,
urban or rural, middle class, or working class families. We acknowledge
that the impacts of state interventions are diverse and sometimes
contradictory between groups and over time. We recognize that these
variations and diverse effects are an inevitable concomitant in the
unfolding of the larger social process. While this is not the major focus
of our study we will identify some examples of this diversity in each
period.”

Our object, however, is to identify and analyze the unfolding of
the larger social process, to attend to the emergence of an identifiable
pattern to state mediation out of the diversity and wvariation which
characterizes the process. Therefore, our unit of analysis is the
structure of production, reproduction, and the state rather than the
particular categories of people and interests within these entities.

Our focus on the macro dynamic reveals a consistent pattern of
displacement of the costs of reproduction away from production on to the
family, then the municipality, then the province, and finally the nation

state. The state’s ability to absorb these costs and redistribute income
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over the life cycle and/or across class is predicated on its ability to
tax that income. Thus the necessary concomitant of the expansion of the
welfare system is the expansion of taxation, particularly income tax. It
is this centralization of fiscal responsibility and legislative

authority over the family within the state that we identify as the
determinative feature of family-state relations, the construction of
social patriarchy. We have chosen this focus in the belief that an
understanding of the larger structural dynamics and constraints which
shape work and family life will contribute to an informed strategy for

approaching the state and pursuing a feminist political agenda.

FOOTNOTES

1. For a discussion of the conception of the family as a passive,
reactive institution in both functionalist and Marxist literature
see: Kuhn, A. "Structures of Patriarchy and Capital in the Family"
in Kuhn, A. & Wolpe, A. Feminism and Materjialism, Routledge and
Kegan Paul London, 1978 and M. Barrett and M. McIntosh, The Anti-
Social Family Verso Press, London 1982.

2. These three themes appear in the following works: Kuhn, A. & Wolpe,
A. Feminism and Materialism 1978, Eisenstein, Z., Capitalist

Patriarchy and the Case for Socialist Feminism, Monthly Review
Press, New York 1979; Armstrong, P., Armstrong, H., Connelly, P. &
Miles, A. Feminist Marxism or Marxist Feminism, Garamond Press,
Toronto 1985; as well as numerous articles addressing the issue of
feminist theory.

3. In the last decade there has been a dramatic increase in feminist
debate concerning the nature of the relationship between production
and reproduction and a more recent increase in feminist analyses of
the state. Our review seeks to present the major perspectives
within this growing literature; it cannot do justice to the richness
and breadth of recent research. For a more comprehensive review of

feminist theory see: Clare Burton Subordination: Feminism and Social
Theory, George Allen and Unwin, London 1988.
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Two studies: MacKinnon, C. Towards a Feminist Theory of the State,
Harvard University Press, Cambridge, 1989 and Eisenstein, Z. The
Female Body and the Law, University of California Press, Berkely
1888, use case law to examine similar issues. We have not chosen
case law because it is less reflective of the whole process of state
intervention is legislative formation. Case law represents the more
idiosyncratic aspects of law, those precedent setting cases which
produce change but do not involve the whole process of state
mediation.

The exception to the chapter-per-period pattern occurs in Chapter
8 and 9 covering the third period. The conditions pertaining
throughout the Second World War were sufficiently different to merit
a separation of the war and post-war years into separate chapters,
although they form a single coherent period.

There are a number of authors upon which we particularly rely to
present the historical backdrop in each period: Morton, D. & T.
Copp, Working People, Deneau Publishers, Ottawa 1980 and Pentland
C. Labour and Capital in_Canada Lorimer Press Toronto 1981 and

Robin, M. Radical Politics and Canadian Labour 1880-1930, Queen’'s

University Press Kingston 1971. These sources are among the few
Canadian studies which cover the same time-frame as our study and
focus on one part of the macro-dynamic--the restructuring of
production with which we are concerned.

One example of our attention to variation within the larger process
is our discussion in chapter 5 of the removal of the Dower Act from
Western Canadian statutes (Manitoba, Saskatchewan, Alberta, and
British Columbia) at a time when all the rest of Canada was
reinforcing and elaborating on the Act.



CHAPTER 1

FEMINIST QUESTIONS - MARXIST ANSWERS

"Marxist analysis is directed to the study of power. We can

use its tools to understand any particular expression of

power . "

(Eisenstein:1979:42)
Introduction

For feminists working within a historical materialist methodology™
the Marxist literature is a traditional starting point. It is recognized
as important to feminist theory not only for its theory of class,
production, and the state but especially as a method of analysis which is
historically specific and materially grounded. The success of Marxist
theory in developing a dynamic, materialist analysis of production makes
it an attractive model for feminists concerned with the development of a
similar analysis of reproduction.

We situate our study within a Marxist theoretical tradition because
we derive from it our working definitions of class and state, as well as
our methodological orientation. Our work is based on the premise that
Marxist theory is a necessary but not sufficient analytic tool for
feminist theory/research. We begin with a brief review of Marxist
theories of the state and examine their application to questions of
family-state dynamics. These works are of interest to us because they

deal with the same period of transition (industrialization) that this

15
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study addresses. This review will also provide a basis for considering
the differences in analysis which result from a production-centered as
opposed to a reproduction-centered analysis. We suggest that the ‘primacy
of production’, a principle of orthodox Marxist analysis, overrides and
obscures the 1issues of centrality and continuity in addressing
reproduction. Marxist theory, we maintain, addresses feminist questions
but does not provide feminist answers. However, given that our task is
to weave together the diverse theoretical threads of anthropology, Marxist
theory, and feminist theory, we begin with Marx, the author of a method,
historical materialism, which is necessary to the requirements of this

project and is increasingly used in feminist studies of the law and the

state.?

Marxist Concepts of Class, State and Power

Marxist historical materialism exists both as a social theory and
as a methodological directive.® It is ‘'‘materialist’ because it explains
the social world in terms of the interaction of human beings and inanimate
nature in the process of producing goods essential to human survival.
Since these are the most fundamental and universal requirements for all
human beings, the manner in which people organize themselves to meet those
requirements is seen to condition (determine) all other social relations.
Thus materialism directs researchers to first examine the way in which a
social system is organized to meet primary human needs, in order to
understand other social relations which respond to secondary or higher
order needs. From this premise came Marx's emphasis on the labour process

and production, his development of the labour theory of value and the




17
notion of distinct classes emerging in the economic process. For
Marxists, production is primary and the mode of production conditions the
social, political, and intellectual features of a social system.

Marxist theory is historical because it understands productive
processes and productive relations to be dynamic and ever changing. In
the process of working on and with nature to meet their basic needs people
create new needs and ways to satisfy them. "They develop new sciences,
technologies, and organizational techniques, or what are together called
the forces of production.” (Armstrong and Armstrong 1984:151) Marx
introduced the concept of mode of production to explain the distinguishing
features of a particular productive system (its forces and relations of
production), as well as to capture the fact that productive systems change
and evolve over time. Thus a Marxist method directs researchers to be
historically specific and materially grounded in their analysis of any/all
social relations.

Within the Marxist literature the key social relation in an analysis
of a mode of production is class. The Marxist theory of class is a theory
of struggle over control of the process of production and struggle over
the wealth generated in production. Class is understood in relational
terms and classes are defined as "common positions within the social
relations of production, where production is analyzed above all as a
system of exploitation." (Wright 1979:17)

When class is understood in terms of relations of exploitation two
themes emerge in the Marxist literature which distinguish it from other
conflict theories. First, Marx's theory of the mode of production is a

theory of the social mechanisms by which surplus labour is appropriated.
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"Modes of production are differentiated fundamentally in terms of the
central mechanism through which dominant classes appropriate the surplus
labour of subordinate classes." (Wright 1979:15) Thus class supercedes
technology, war, or exploration as the major factor defining the central
features of a particular economic system and class struggle is understood
as the source, not the symptom, of the transition from one system to
another.

Secondly, the Marxist concept of contradiction implies that there
is an intrinsic antagonism between classes determined by their relation
to production. When class relations which define class structure are
intrinsically contradictory "then class struggle itself becomes an
intrinsic rather than contingent consequence of the structure of class
relations™ (Wright 1979:22). Thus class in the Marxist model becomes in
a very real sense the motor force of history.

The Marxist theory of class is a theory of power. However, the
literature which most directly addresses the operation of power in Marxist
theory is the literature on the state. Within this literature, two basic
perspectives, instrumentalism and structuralism, have developed to explain
the operation of the state in capitalist societies. The instrumentalist
approach, associated with Miliband (1969), focuses primarily on the
dominant class and the manner in which they control and manipulate the
state to preserve their interests. Within this perspective the state is
the instrument of the dominant class, its role is coercive and even its
most benevolent face, the welfare state, 1is understood in terms of

dominance and control.
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Instrumentalist theorists interpret social policy as being primarily
geared to system maintenance rather than social reform. Adherents of this
perspective take strong issue with pluralist theorists concerning the
redistributive effects of social welfare programs. Finkel (1979) and
Myles (1980) in Canada and Mandell (1975) in the United States work within
this perspective. All three theorists posit a fundamental conflict of
interest between the owning class and the working class and locate the
evolution of welfarism in that conflict. Myles and Finkel emphasize the
manner in which social welfare was shaped to meet the accumulation needs
of capital while Mandell concentrates on the administration of welfare as
a means of social control.

In contrast to instrumentalism, structural analysis articulated by
Poulantzas (1969) identified the role of the state as one of mediation
rather than manipulation.® Poulantzas introduced the concept of "relative
autonomy" to express the particular role of the state in mediating the
interests of two fundamentally antagonistic classes while remaining
committed to maintaining the very system in which these antagonisms are
rooted. O0'Connor (1973) further advanced this concept with his analysis
of the dual and contradictory character of the capitalist state.

"Our first premise is that the capitalist state must try to

fulfill two basic and often mutually contradictory functions -

accumulation and legitimization. This means that the state

must try to maintain or create the conditions in which

profitable capital accumulation is possible. However, the

state also must try to maintain or create the conditions for

social harmony." (O'Connor 1973:6)

The structuralist approach to the welfare state interprets the

development of social policy as an attempt by the state to mediate the

conflicting demands generated by the contradictory interests of the
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capitalist class on the one hand and the working class on the other.
0'Connor (1973) in the United States, Wolfe (1977) in Canada, and Gough
(1979) in England all represent and have contributed much to the
development of this model.

Utilizing O'Connor’s concept of the dual and contradictory character
of the capitalist state, Wolfe presents an analysis of the dynamic
relation between class and state in Canada. His analysis identifies both
the ‘temporary’ nature of state resolutions of class conflict and the dual
nature--supportive and coercive--of state intervention. He argues that
the state in its role as mediator instituted welfare programs to try to
resolve some of the most problematic areas of class conflict; but, because
of its contradictory functions (accumulation and legitimation) these
"solutions" served only to relocate not eliminate the conflict. "Class
conflict over the surplus of the production process is no longer fought
out in the universalistic terms of economic liberalism (fair returns to
factors of production), but is now fought out in the political terms of
the division of the national income betweén wages and profits." (Wolfe
1977:255)

Wolfe attributes this relocation of class conflict to the
development of comprehensive welfare schemes which function as a social
wage through socializing the costs of certain services and resources such
as medicare, and unemployment insurance. Structural theorists argue that
the social wage reveals the dual concerns of the state because at one and
the same time it ensures certain minimum standards for the working class
(legitimation) while reducing the labour costs for the capitalists

(accumulation). Thus all wage earners contribute through taxes
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(disproportionately relative to capitalists)® to welfare schemes which
modify the costs and insecurities of survival in a capitalist system. The
design of such schemes, however, maintains lower wages, protects profit
margins and serves to legitimate a system which exploits the working
class. Wolfe argues that as the social wage becomes an increasingly
important aspect of the wage-profit struggle, the welfare state
increasingly becomes the focus for class struggle.

0'Connor and Wolfe have done much to introduce a dialectical
analysis into the welfare state literature. However, the traditional
political ~economic focus of their work has left the issue of reproduction
largely untouched. Ian Gough was among the first to address the issue of
reproduction as central to an analysis of the welfare state. In fact,
Gough defines the welfare state as "the use of state power to modify the
reproduction of labour power and to maintain the non-working population
in capitalist societies" (Gough 1979:44).°

Gough argues that the wage 1labour system characteristic of
capitalist societies alienated production from reproduction to the point
that the family could no longer provide adequately for its reproductive
needs; thus the welfare state evolved to fill the gap. Gough identifies
two basic activities of the welfare state: first, to support and control
the reproduction of labour power daily and generationally; and secondly,
to develop mechanisms for transferring part of the social product from
the direct producers to the non-working sectors of the population,

To summarize then, the welfare state denotes state

intervention in the process of reproducing labour power and

maintaining the non-working population. It represents a new

relationship between the state and the family in this process.

The dynamic of capital accumulation continually alters both
the requirements of capital, particularly with regard to the
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first, and the capacity of the family to meet these
requirements (Gough 1979:49).

Gough is the first Marxist theorist to integrate the issues of
reproduction into a general analysis of the welfare state. But more
importantly, his model of the dual functions of the state (accumulation
and reproduction), and his analysis of state intervention in the family
reveals the contradictory effect: the state is both supportive and
coercive. His model of the welfare state, therefore, not only permits but
also requires a dialectical analysis of the relationship between
production and reproduction, the family and the state.

Despite the undertheorization of reproduction within this model it
identifies a connection between the state and reproduction which
constitutes a good starting point for feminist analysis. The dynamic
process captured in the concept of the state mediating contradictory
interests while maintaining the very conditions in which the
contradictions are rooted provides a critical insight for the analysis of
state relations to reproduction, as well as production. It is the
structuralist definition of the state, and more particularly, Gough's

articulation of that definition which is utilized in this study.

Marxist Studies on Family, Class and the State

While the first part of our review identifies what feminists have
found and used in Marxist theories of class, production, and the state,
this section identifies what feminists have had to respond to, add to, or
reject in Marxist analyses of the family. The inadequacy of Marxist
answers to feminist questions becomes apparent in the Marxist literature

on the family. The concept of the ‘primacy of production’ has tended to



23

subsume reproduction within production reducing the family to a
‘reproductive moment’ of a mode of production. Subsumed in this way, the
relations of reproduction become frustratingly obscure and continually
escape analysis. While much less helpful, this literature has been no
less influential in shaping the development of feminist theory over the
past two decades. In many ways the Marxist literature on the family
defines what feminists have had to transcend in order to incorporate women
and reproduction in social analysis. In the next chapter we will explore
the various strategies feminists pursued to overcome these limits.
However, to conclude our review of the Marxist literature we examine how
far Marxist theorists could get, within their framework, to understanding
the relation between production and reproduction, the family and the
state.

For the most part Marxist theorists have ignored the family.
However, those who have addressed the issue tend to fall within two
schools of thought; those who identify the family as the victim of
capitalism, (Engels 1968; Lasch 1979; and Donzelot 1979), and those who
identify the family as an instrument of capitalism, (Reich 1970; Althusser
1971). In the former analysis Engels focused on capital’s rapacious
consumption of labour, particularly female and child labour, in the
‘satanic mills’ of Victorian England, to argue that the working class
family was being obliterated by the rise of capital. After this dire
prognosis Marxist theorists had little to say about the family until it
became painfully evident in the 1930's and 1940's that the proletarian
family had not withered away, that it was, in fact, an increasingly vital

part of the capitalist social system.
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The work of Wilhelm Reich and a number of theorists associated with
the Frankfurt School revived interest in analysis of the family. Reich
accounted for the survival of the family in its patriarchal and
authoritarian structure because of its effect in inhibiting progressive
consciousness. For Reich the family was best understood as a tool of
capitalist ideoclogical hegemony (Reich 1970). This perspective 1is
reiterated in the more recent Althusserian concept of the family as an
"ideological apparatus" of the state (Althusser 1971).

Regardless of whether the family is seen as the victim or tool of
capitalism the common feature in Marxist analyses of the family is the
puzzle presented by its continued existence, an existence not easily
accounted for within the primacy of production perspective. The puzzle
is to understand the basis for the survival of the family given that its
integrity as a production unit was destroyed with industrialization and
given that its current fit and function within capitalism is tenuous and
obscure at best. A number of Marxist historians have studied the family
during the process of industrialization in Britain in an attempt to
respond to these questions. Their work merits a brief review for two
reasons: first, it provides a parallel analysis to our study of a similar
period in a different country; second, their work illustrates both the
strength and insight of an historically specific study of the family, as
well as the limitations of a perspective which cannot address the issues
of centrality and continuity in its analysis of the family.

The historical explanations put forth to account for the family’'s
survival after industrialization tend to fall into three categories:

first, those who argue that the family retained an important material
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basis in spite of the erosion of its productive functions; second, those
who explain the tenacity of family ties in terms of the subjective aspects
of the relationship; and finally, those who emphasize the political
significance of the family in the working class struggle for ‘a family
wage'.

The work of Michael Anderson (1971) and John Foster (1974) falls
into the first category. They suggest that although the family lost all
significance as a productive unit, its functions as a survival unit became
increasingly important in the crisis-ridden times of early capitalism.
They argue that the family remained strong because traditional family
relations were the most reliable relations to which people could turn to
deal with the insecurities of the life cycle and the business cycle. Thus
family based co-operative arrangements were developed for coping with the
extremes of impoverishment. The formation of combined households with
relatives was a common response.”’ Although the severe degree of
overcrowding undoubtedly took its toll in matters of interpersonal
relations and hygiene, it did significantly reduce living expenses. Such
an arrangement also facilitated the support of dependent adult relations
(the elderly or infirm) who in turn cared for the infants and dependent
children. In a period in which charity was unreliable and frequently
punitive (work houses), the family retained a critical material base in
its existence as the only acceptable security system.

The second approach has been most fully articulated by Zaretsky
(1974) in his work (Capitalism, the Family and Personal Life. He
attributes the survival of the family during this period of profound

structural disorganization to the unique subjective functions of the
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family. He argues that because the family was the only institution which
served the subjective needs of men, women, and children, people clung to
these relationships in spite of the hardships involved. His emphasis upon
the subjective adds an important, and often overlooked, dimension to an
analysis of the family., However, his work is frequently criticised for
its lack of consideration of the ‘objective forces’' underlying the
tenacity of family relations.

Without identifying these objective forces, it is impossible

to adequately explain why the family was able to stay

together, why and to what extent it was the two-generation

family as opposed to other forms of the family or other
institutions which developed as the basic institution in which
subjective needs were met, and why the social relations of the

working class family remained patriarchal. (Lazonick 1978:7)

The final approach is clearly the approach most sensitive to the
issues of production, reproduction, and the state. The best presentation
of this position is found in the works of Humphries (1977) and Lazonick
(1978) which argue that the family became a critical political issue in
the class struggle of the nineteenth century. They maintain that the most
historically significant example of working class defense of the family
was the struggle centering around the demand for a "family wage", that is,
a salary for the wage earner sufficient to support a spouse and their
offspring.

Marx believed that the standard of living was tied to the

reproduction cost of the proletarian family, which was the

maximum that a family with the average number of wage earners

could continuously obtain. ... Thus the proletarianization

of incremental family members could not in the long run raise

the total family wage above the historically given subsistence

level. Instead, the intensified competition in the labor

market and the lowering of rates of wages would simply spread

that family wage over more workers. In this way, the degree
of exploitation would be increased. (Humphries 1977:33)
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The struggle for a family wage became the major strategy for labour
in reversing the process which cheapened the value of labour power.
According to Humphries, this struggle reveals an important material basis
of proletarian support of the family--"its role in the limitation of the
supply of workers and thus in the determination of the value of labour
power". (Humphries 1977:25) The retreat of women and children from the
labour force in conjunction with demands for higher wages and shorter
hours did, in fact, raise the standard of living of the working class and
retard the process of immisiration foreseen by Marx.

Lazonick, in particular, considers the importance of patriarchy in
the process of this struggle. Sounding much like Engels, he points out
that the introduction of the factory system could be seen as a serious
challenge to patriarchal ideology as women and children increasingly
became independent wage labourers. However, Lazonick argues there is much
evidence to indicate that the factory owners went to great lengths to
preserve a patriarchal structure in the work place because it served as
an efficient means of maintaining labour discipline as well as justifying
wage inequities. Thus, he concludes, the capitalist class became clearly
wedded (by material interest) to the preservation of a patriarchal
ideology.

Lazonick points out that the contradictions in employers adherence
to patriarchy became evident when the working class were able to
manipulate the same ideology to serve their own interests. Labour
organizers were well aware of the dangers of provoking reactionary
responses--for example, prohibiting wunions--to their requests for

protective legislation for "free 1labour”. Thus they invoked the
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assumptions of patriarchal ideology to counter the tenet: of laissez-faire
political ideology. "... the textile workers sought to reduce their 13-
15 hour working days, not by arguing that all labour should be regulated,
but rather by arguing that the labour of women and children was ‘unfree’
labour, and hence in need of protection". (Lazonick 1978:10) Ironically,
Lazonick concludes, "patriarchal ideology legitimized the first effective
state regulation of the capitalist mode of production”.

In their analysis, Humphries and Lazonick incorporate the family as
an active part of class struggle illustrating that the contradictions of
the class structure are not limited to the factory floor. However, while
they go a long way from the simple economism of earlier Marxist work,
their analysis of the family is still largely confined to the economic
sphere. Humphries, as well as Zaretsky, Anderson, and Foster, portray
the working class family as a source of resistance to capitalist
encroachment which assumes a degree of unity in the family that excludes
any serious consideration of patriarchy. Lazonick, on the other hand,
sees patriarchy as an ideological tool used sometimes by capitalists to
extract cheap labour and, at other times, by labour to protect their
interests. However, patriarchy remains at the ideological level in his
work and he does not attempt to address the real material divisions
between men and women which result from such a system. The concept of
class struggle has been enlarged significantly by their analysis; however,
their lack of theory of reproduction and/or patriarchy once again
subordinates the study of the family to the study of the productive

process.
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The Family and the State

The renewed interest in the family, as illustrated by the above
theorists, provoked a discussion of family-state relations among a few
Marxist theorists. The works of Lasch (1979) in the United States, and
Donzelot (1979) in France, focus on the impact of the welfare state on the
family. Lasch and Donzelot work from a crisis conception of the
contemporary family and appear to be responding to the soothing pluralist
notions of the benevolent relationship between the family and the state.

In Haven in a Heartless World, Lasch attempts to wed a Marxist class
analysis with a Freudian psychoanalysis® in order to understand the
contemporary crises of the family. Starting with class analysis he argues
a parallel between the capitalists’ proletarianization of workers and
their emasculation by Taylorism and scientific management with the
proletarianization of parents and their emasculation by the welfare state
and the helping professions. Lasch expends a great deal of energy
debunking the myth of the privatized family, arguing that the incursion
of the public sphere into private relations is the source of the crises
of the family. He has a highly instrumentalist view of the state and he
maintains that the welfare state has played a major role in the violation
of the authority and autonomy of the family. "“Historians of the family
have paid too little attention to the way in which public policy,
sometimes conceived quite deliberately not as a defense of the family at
all but as an invasion of it, contributed to the deterioration of domestic
life." (Lasch 1979:13)

The state is seen as an insidious and destructive handmaiden to the

incursion of the marketplace into family life. The goal, presumably, is
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the complete absorption of family relations by market relations; the
advantage, presumably, the creation of economic man, the ever-producing,
ever-consuming individual in harmony with a system in which all relations
are calculated on a cost benefit basis. "The socialization of
reproduction ‘the expropriation of childrearing’ has reduced conflict
between society and the family to a minimum". (Lasch 1979:xxiv)

In The Policing of Families, Donzelot presents a similar analysis.
Like Lasch, the state is presented as part of the problem not the solution
and Donzelot also stresses the issue of class domination as the motivating
force behind the increasing intervention of the state in family life.
While Lasch remains somewhat vague and impressionistic about the process
whereby the state came to exercise such control® both he and Donzelot
agree that the state’s function in relation to the family is primarily one
of coercion and control.

Donzelot is more explicit than Lasch about the critical political
and economic gains to be achieved from control of an institution which
both produces and socializes actual and patential labour power. Quoting
a speech by the French Minister of Health in 1934, Donzelot reveals the
state’s concern with reproduction and its contribution to the smooth
functioning of the industrial system:

Social hygiene is an economic science that has human capital

or material as 1its object, the 1latter’s production or

reproduction (eugenics and puericulture), its conservation

(Hygiene, medicine and preventive assistance), its utilization

{physical and wvocational education), and 1its output

(scientific organization of labor). Social hygiene is a

normative sociology: let us think of man as an industrial

material, or more precisely, as an animal machine. (Donzelot
1979:186)
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Quality control and regulation of reproduction was, however, only
one facet of the state’s concern. Donzelot argues that the second factor
was one of legitimation, that is, sidestepping or defusing the ever
present threat of class struggle.

"... the family became at the same time the point where

criticism of the established order stopped and the point of

support for demands for more social quality: all this is
sufficient invitation to regard the family and its
transformations as a positive form of solution to the problems

posed by a liberal definition of the state rather than as a

negative element of resistance ..." (Donzelot 1979:53)

Thus the problem was to ensure maximum regulation of reproduction
while detaching such intervention from any directly political role. In
the 19th century, Donzelot argues, philanthropy successfully fulfilled
those dual requirements. He states that philanthropy "must be considered
as a deliberately depoliticizing strategy for establishing public services
and facilities at a sensitive point midway between private initiative and
the state" (Donzelot 1979:55). However, in the «case of most
industrialized countries, philanthropy soon outlives its value and in the
20th century the demands for more comprehensive and rationally
administered services calls for direct state intervention.

Donzelot, like Lasch, chronicles the growth of the state apparatus,
social workers, juvenile court, and children’s aid, for example, as "the
double network of social guardians and technicians", whose function is
pacification and colonization of the family. The success of such
pacification, Donzelot reminds us, is dependent upon its appearance as
liberation. "A paradoxical result of the liberation of the family, of the

emergence of children’'s rights, of a rebalancing of the man-woman

relationship: the more these rights are proclaimed, the more the
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stranglehold of a tutelary authority tightens around the poor family"
(Donzelot 1979:103).

Donzelot and Lasch's account of manipulations of the family and its
vulnerability are moving and insightful. However, their account of the
process of state incursion is disappointingly unidimensional. This is
more understandable in Lasch’'s case because his account of the process is
limited to attributing all kinds of nasty intentions to the middle class
reformers (doctors and feminists are singled out for particular scorn)
whom, he argues, were the architects of the contemporary welfare state.

Donzelot, however, began with a promising account of the threat of
class conflict, and the pressures of legitimation as important factors in
motivating state intervention. He then considers those factors from a
singular myopic perspective: the wit of the pacifiers and the guile of the
state, rather than the dynamic of struggle between the classes, between
production and reproduction, between family and state. Thus for Donzelot,
as well as Lasch, all social policy is coercive, all reform cooptation,
every social worker a wolf in sheep’s clothing.

Does the family find itself cooperating with state incursion because
that is the price of state support (essential support, welfare, family
allowances, medicare) or does the family cooperate as Donzelot and Lasch
suggest because they have been successfully colonized? Their concept of
the pacified family permits no room for a structural analysis of conflict
and contradiction within the family or between the family and the state.
The patriarchal family is dead we are told (lLasch 1979:xiv, Donzelot
1979:103), utilitarian individualism reigns supreme. Feminists who would

suggest that there is something more than economic domination at issue in
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the home, are according to Lasch, at best flailing at windmills, at worst
complicit in the destruction of the family.

"Feminists have mindlessly denounced every argument as an

expression of blind prejudice; but in its own heedless

disregard of the family of the needs of future generations,

the feminist movement, like the cultural radicalism of the

sixties that gave rise to it, merely echoes the culture it

claims to criticize". (Lasch 1979:xvii)

Lasch and Donzelot began their work with the important assertion
that the relationship between the family and the state is a critical
social-political relation long overdue for analysis. Yet given their
unidimensional analysis of the state and the family the issue of
reproductive relations again escapes analysis. The economy and the state
are presented as the source of all social political dynamics and hence the
legitimate focus of analysis. The family is left as a set of reflex

relations controlled by dynamics exterior to itself and patriarchy is

dismissed as the mere ruins of a former era.

Summary

The value of the Marxist model to our project lies in the well
developed theories of class and the state and the promise of a historical
materialist methodology. However, the conceptual confusion over
reproduction remains as a serious impediment to Marxist theorists who are
attempting a dialectical analysis of the family. The works of Marxists
which attempt to situate the family centrally in their analysis of class
struggle and state mediation illustrate well the limitations of the
existing Marxist concepts of the family.

We are presented with restatements of old tendencies: Lasch and

Donzelot sound remarkably like Engels in proclaiming the capitalist
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destruction of the family. The historians (Anderson 1971; Foster 1974)
in attempting to overcome the legacy of Engels or Reich have presented a
view of the working class family which exaggerates its unity, overstates
the success of the "family wage" struggle, all at the cost of understating
the patriarchal structuring of reproductive relations.

These diverse views of the family may well reflect fragmented truths
about the dynamics of family, class, and the state in capitalist
societies. However, without a <clear, comprehensive theory of the
relations of reproduction and patriarchy, these fragments cannot be

assembled to present a more complete picture of this critical dynamic.
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1989), and Jane Jenson (1986, 1989) all utilize a Marxian conception
of the state.

3. For a more thorough discussion of historical materialism see David
McLellan, The Thought of Karl Marx, MacMillan Press, London, 1971.

4, For a detailed analysis of the structuralist-instrumentalist debate,
see D. Gold, C. Lo, and E. Wright, "Recent Development in Marxist
Theories of the Capitalist State", Monthly Review, Vol. 27, Oct.

1975.
5. For an analysis of who foots the bill for the welfare state see:
In Canada - Irwin Gillespie, "On the Redistribution of Income in

Canada", pp. 22-53, in Structural Inequality in Canada edited by J.
Harp and J. Hofley, Toronto, Prentice Hall, 1980.
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In the U.S.A. - M. Reynolds and E. Smolensky, "Public Budgets and
the U.S. Distribution of Income: 1950, 1961, and 1970", pp. 100-109

in American Socity Incorporated, 2nd ed., edited by Maurice Zeitlin,
Chicago: Rand McNally, 1977.

In England - J. Westergaard and H. Resler, Class in a Capitalist
Society, London, Heinemam, 1975.

In his discussion of reproduction, Gough cites E. Wilson, Women and
the Welfare State, as an important influence in situating the issue
of reproduction firmly within a Marxist analysis of the welfare
state. For a discussion of Wilson's comments on Gough’s work see:
Elizabeth Wilson, "Marxism and the Welfare State," New Left Review
#122, July-August 1980, pp. 79-89.

Foster estimates that in the 1840's, one-third of the families in
Northampton, one-half in Oldham and two-thirds in South Shields
utilized this economizing measure.

We will not discuss Lasch'’s integration of psychoanalysis as it is
not directly relevant to the topic at hand.

Although vague about the process of state incursion in the private
sphere, Lasch is specific in laying the blame upon the meddlesome
helping professions; doctors and feminists are singled out as the
major villains in this historical development.
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CHAPTER 2

RECENT FEMINIST THEORIZING ON REPRODUCTION AND THE STATE

Introduction

The political events of the past two decades which provoked our
interest in the family and the state has generated a similar interest
among other feminist authors resulting in an expanding literature on women
and the state. Much of this literature utilizes a Marxian concept of the
state, either implicitly or explicitly.™ Common features in this
literature are a concept of the state which approximates a Marxist
structuralist concept, and an emphasis on the mixed and contradictory
impact of state policies on women and the family. Also, there is a strong
emphasis on historically specific studies with a concentration of
attention on the transition period associated with industrialization and
its impact on legislation and social policy. While the concept of the
state, and the method of analysis are similar to the studies reviewed in
the previous chapter, the feminist studies differ in one important regard
--they consciously construct a reproduction centered analysis.

In this chapter we will examine what difference it makes to have a
reproduction-centered analysis and whether it is enough to address all
three issues, (centrality, continuity and change), essential to a feminist
analysis of reproduction and patriarchy. We argue that feminist studies

of the state mark a significant advance over the work of Lasch (1979) and
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Donzelot (1979) in their ability to locate and identify the operation of
patriarchy; that they reject the more simplistic notions of the family as
victim or tool of capitalism; and that their use of a historical method
captures a more complex and contradictory history of family-state
dynamics. However, we also argue that reproduction-centered analysis, in
the absence of a more thorough theorizing of reproduction and patriarchy,
limits the observer’s ability to address the three issues, centrality,
continuity, and change, essential to a feminist analysis. As a result,
this chapter will review two streams of feminist analysis, feminist
studies of the state and patriarchy and feminist strategies for theorizing

reproduction.

Feminist Research on the State

The developing feminist literature on the state mirrors the
contradictory relationship that exists between feminists and the state.
While women simultaneously fight against and lobby for state intervention
(no abortion law in the former case, maintenance enforcement legislation
in the latter), the literature on women and the state reflects this
dynamic tension. Feminist studies of the state variously focus on the
oppressive aspects of state intervention (Wilson 1977, McIntosh 1978,
Strong Boag 198l), the mixed and diverse effects of state intervention
(Jenson 1986, 1989; Lewis 1986), as well as the state's dual and
contradictory tendencies to structure women’'s collective subordination
while championing individual rights to equality (Sassoon 1987, Eisenstein
1980, Dahlerup 1987). The former tendencies in feminist analysis are more

characteristic of historical studies and the latter tendency is more
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characteristic of studies of the contemporary state. The common linkage
within this literature is its women-centered or reproduction-centered
approach to the state. The common linkage between this literature and
Marxist theory is the conceptualization of the family and the sexual
division of labour as a problem to be explained.

Laslett and Brenner (1989) present one of the most comprehensive
reviews of feminist historical research. They argue that feminist
thinking "... treats as problematic: the gendered division of labor. the
shifting boundaries through which social reproduction has been defined as
a private or a ©public responsibility, the commodification (and
decommodification) of the work that it involves ..." (Laslett & Brenner
1989:385). Within this larger historical project certain writers have
focused on the role the state has played in these processes. One of the
earliest works to do so was Elizabeth Wilson's analysis of the
relationship between patriarchy and the state in Women and the Welfare

State (1977)

Wilson locates the origin of state intervention in the family in the
political and social upheavals of the 19th century. The unmitigated
exploitation of the British working class was creating problems for
everyone including the employers. The threat of internal class conflict,
the concerns for external imperial expansion, the steadily declining birth
rate, all served to focus attention on the quantity and quality of the
British population. Between 1834 and 1849, there were nearly one hundred
Royal Commissions on the conditions of the working class (Wilson 1977:29).

The Victorian reform movement, wedded to the cult of motherhood, held out
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the promise of social harmony through the support of strong and healthy
British families.

From the early Factory Acts to the more recent Family Allowance
legislation, Wilson maintains the primary concern of the welfare state
was the support and regulation of reproduction. This overriding concern
explains the particular attitude towards women reflected in welfare
policy: "Woman .s above all Mother" (Wilson 1977:7). Linking the pattern
of state policy to sexual discrimination in the legal or economic system
Wilson argues: "Welfare provision on the other hand operates in a more
subtle and in some ways a more coercive fashion to keep women to their
primary task as adults. This is the task of reproducing the work force"
(Wilson 1977:8). Thus the welfare state becomes a staunch defender of
patriarchy rather than its exterminator, as Lasch (1979) and Donzelot
(1979) had maintained.

Wilson'’s analysis is not unidimensional. Although she emphasizes
the oppressive effect of state policies rooted in patriarchal assumptions
about women and motherhood, she also identifies the support that the
welfare state provided, particularly to women, children, and the elderly.
While her analysis can account for and accommodate the dual impact of
state intervention, support and regulation, she has much more difficulty
in accounting for the relationship between patriarchy and production. She
asserts that social policy in Britain has consistently sought to support
both the economic system and the institution of the family. However, she
questions whether these two goals are mutually compatible. "All modern
British administrators have made conscious efforts to preserve the family;

yet, at times of crises it may have to be destroyed in the interest of the
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preservation of capitalism." (Wilson 1977:125) While Wilson identifies
a potential, fundamental contradiction between production and reproduction
she does not specify the nature of the contradiction or indicate its
impact on the state. Thus, while her work provides an important insight
into the dual nature of state mediation--its supportive and regulatory
character--she leaves us with a number of questions about the
contradiction between production and reproduction and its impact upon the
state's commitment to patriarchy.

Wilson's work was among the first of a growing number of feminist
analysis of the state in the late nineteenth and early twentieth century.
While there is diversity in the countries and legislation studied, most
analysis of this period focused on the emergence, institutionalization and
reorganization of "separate spheres" or the male breadwinner-female
homemaker ideal of family life. State activity during this period is
understood to have encoded and reinforced gender differences and most
crucially, women’s dependence (lLaslett & Bremnner 1989), McIntosh
maintains that state oppression of ﬁomen occurs "... through its support
for a specific form of household: the family household dependent largely
upon a male wage and upon female domestic servicing." (McIntosh 1978:255)

Different authors have documented this process of institutionalizing
gender differentiation and women's subordination through analyses of
various laws and policies. Studies of criminal law focusing on
legislation concerning birth control and abortion, demonstrate the state’s
commitment to controlling reproduction through the control of women's
bodies (McLaren 1985, Seccombe 1989, Gordon 1982). Studies of labour law

identify the introduction of protective legislation as a means of
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restricting women's employment and reinforcing the sexual division of
labour (Lewis 1984, Strong Boag 1981, and Jenson 1989). Studies of family
law reform at the turn of the century identify the state’s support for and
enforcement of the male breadwinner, female homemaker family structure
(Glendon 1981, Diamond 1983, Urseli 1986). Finally, studies of welfare
legislation and policy indicate that turn of the century income
maintenance programs were structured by the assumption that men were or
should be breadwinners while women were non-earning mothers (Sapiro 1986,
Lewis 1984, Zaretsky 1982). Even the most benevolent of programs for
ensuring child welfare served to 1increase state surveillance and
regulation of the lives of working class women (Abramowitz 1988, Vanderpol
1982, Lewis 1986).

While the above studies reveal a similarity of response on the part
of most western nation states to the impact of industrialization on family
life, Jenson (1986, 1989) identifies some interesting differences in
France and the United States. Both countries had strong pro-natalist
interests; however, Jenson argues that the French societal paradigm of
‘citizen as producer’ resulted in policies which sought to accommodate
women’'s employment with their maternal function.® In contrast, Jenson
suggests that the societal paradigm of "specialized citizenship" which
prevailed in the United States viewed women'’s employment as antithetical
to maternity resulting in more exclusionary labour policies.

"In France, the process of gendering involved an assumption

that women worked. In addition to paid maternity leaves,

reformers agitated for nursing rooms in factories, as well as

creches and organized instructional programmes in factories
during the daytime and in neighbourhoods during the evenings.

In the U.S., however, assumptions about gender made working
mothers invisible and encouraged state policies that separated



43

the channels shaping women and men’s social roles." (Jenson
1989:245)

As Jenson takes up the challenge of accounting for diversity between
states, studies of the contemporary state confront the challenge of
accounting for diverse and contradictory policies within a state.
Feminist research on the contemporary state is both more theoretical and
more strategic than the historical studies. This is, of course, a
function of the dilemma the contemporary state poses to feminists. Turn
of the century and pre-World War II policies and legislation were not
particularly confusing on the issue of women; the pattern was one of
reinforcing the male breadwinner, female homemaker family structure.
Within this context the patriarchal content of the state was not difficult
to identify and the state’s relation to women and the family was fairly
consistent. However, the events of the post-war period, the absorption
of women in the labour force, the enactment of equal pay and equal rights
legislation present a pattern of state intervention which is much more
complex and confusing. Feminist analysis of the contemporary state
struggles to account for the state’s dual and contradictory tendencies to
structure women's collective subordination while championing individual
rights to equality.

For some theorists this dilemma brings them back to the questions
Wilson (1977) left us with--what is the relation between production and
reproduction and how does it influence state mediation patterns?
(Eisenstein 1980, Dahlerup 1987, Sassoon 1987) Other analyses lead to
new definitions of patriarchy and the state and the development of

alternate methodologies (MacKinnon 1989). Strategies for analyzing the
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contemporary state parallel strategies for analyzing the relationship
between production and reproduction within the more general feminist
literature. Although there is great variety in the focus of contemporary
feminist theory there is a tendency for explanations to fall within one
of three major schools of feminist thought: radical feminist analysis
which asserts the primacy of reproduction; marxist-feminist analysis which
asserts the primacy of production; and dual systems analysis which asserts
that reproduction and production are equally fundamental, co-determinative
relations which constitute the base or infrastructure of all societies.
Therefore, we will review feminist analyses of the contemporary state
within the context of the larger debate concerning the theorizing of
reproduction. We will examine these divergent theoretical strategies to
assess the extent to which they can address the three concerns of feminist

theory--centrality, continuity, and change.

Radical Feminist Theory

Radical feminism developed as a radical alternative to Marx.
MacKinnon states: "Feminism stands in relation to marxism as marxism does
to classical political economy: its final conclusion and ultimate
critique. ...In a dual motion, feminism turns marxism inside out and on
its head." (MacKinnon 1982:544) Radical feminists reject Marxist theory
on the grounds that the emphasis on production presents an
oversimplification of political reality--a one-dimensional view of power
politics which could never address the dynamics of sexual divisions other

than as a derivative of economic divisions.
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Radical feminists assert the primacy of patriarchy as the
alternative to the Marxian concept of the primacy of production.
Patriarchy is variously understood as biologically based (Firestone 1972
& Morgan 1970); as a historical construct (Rich 1977, Daly 1978) or a sex-
based power relation (MacKinnon 1989). While these divergent strains
within radical feminism fluctuate between material and ideological
explanations of patriarchy they all agree on its primacy in conditioning
all other social relations.

The early theorists (Morgan 1970, Firestone 1972) located the origin
of women's oppression in biology. They set out to develop a "materialist
view of history based on sex itself." (Firestone 1972:iii) Firestone, for
example, outlines a series of contingencies associated with human
reproduction which she argues inevitably leads to women's dependence and
hence oppression.® Although Firestone recognizes that there have been
many variations in the biological family none, she argues, have altered
the fundamental biological conditions which lead to women's dependence.
"... though it is true that throughout history there have been many
variations on this biological family, the contingencies I have described
existed in all of them ..." (Firestone 1972:9) While Firestone locates
women's oppression in her biology.she distinguishes her analysis from that
of biological determinists with the statement that "what is natural is not
necessarily human". She calls for a human transcendence over nature; the
liberation of women is located in their liberation from their reproductive
capacity. It is suggested that this will be achieved through an advance

in the technology of extra uterine conception and gestatiomn.
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However, the implications of early radical feminist theory--
that motherhood was inherently oppressive, that liberation lay in the
development of reproductive technologies--became, over time, untenable to
the theorists themselves.

"They said we were ‘anti-motherhood’ - and in the growing

pains of certain periods some of us were ... Patriarchy

commanded the women to be mothers (the thesis), we had to

rebel with our own polarity and declare motherhood a

reactionary cabal (the antithesis). Today a new synthesis has

emerged; the concept of mother-right the affirmation of

childbearing and/or rearing when it is a woman's choice.

(Morgan 1977:8)

By the late 1970's a second wave of radical feminism had emerged.
It identified the oppressiveness of motherhood as being based in
patriarchal institutions which structure and control motherhood, rather
than in the biological process or in maternal relations themselves (Rich
1977, Daly 1978). This released radical feminists from a negative
treatment of motherhood itself while retaining patriarchy as the primary
relation of oppression embedded in the institutional structuring of
motherhood. Biological motherhood becomes transformed from the source of
our weakness and oppression to the source of our strength, our connection
with nature and the basis upon which we (all women) resist the anti-life,
anti-nature institutions constructed by men to control birth, life, and
nature.® While this literature has been most successful in fostering a
feminist reclamation of motherhood it left a lot of theoretical and
strategic questions unanswered (Maroney 1986). As a result, more recently
radical feminists have directed their attention to the operation of

patriarchy in the public sphere examining, in particular, the rule of law

and the nature of the state. Perhaps the best example of this more recent
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trend in radical feminist literature is the work of Catherine MacKinnon
(1982, 1983, 1989).

The importance of Marxist theory as a frame of reference for radical
feminism is evident in MacKinnon'’s definition of the feminist perspective.
"Sexuality is to feminism what work is to marxism: that which is most
one's own, yet most taken away." (MacKinnon 1982:515) Substituting sex
for work as the primary social relation MacKinnon goes on to use certain
concepts of historical materialism from Marx to explain the dynamic of
power embedded in sex. "As work is to marxism, sexuality to feminism is
socially constructed yet constructing, universal as activity yet
historically specific, jointly comprised of matter and mind." (MacKinnon
1982:516) Consequently, the process of women's oppression is explained
as a process parallel to <class oppression. "As the organized
expropriation of the work of some for the benefit of others defines a
class--workers--the organized expropriation of the sexuality of some for
the use of others defines the sex, women." (MacKinnon 1982:516) Despite
a heavy reliance upon parallel theoretical constructs MacKinnon re jects
Marxism and all attempts to synthesize Marxism and feminism, asserting the
absolute necessity of the primacy of sex (patriarchy) to feminist theory.

MacKinnon's theory, both the product of and the framework for her
research and social activism around the issues of rape, incest,
pornography, and wife abuse, states that sex is eroticized dominance, law
is the medium for making male dominance both invisible and legitimate and
the state is patriarchal. The state, she maintains is the regime of male
dominance, she allows for no autonomy of the state from patriarchy.

MacKinnon asserts that Marxist theory and method cannot address these
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feminist realities. Further, she takes issue with the Marxist concept of
a distinction between ideas and material reality. "Gender", she states,
"is lived as ontology, not as epistemology. (MacKinnon 1989:237) She
argues that historical materialism creates a false dichotomy between ideas
and material reality, objectivity, MacKinnon maintains, is merely the male
point of view unchallenged. "Objectivist epistemology is the law of law."
(MacKinnon 1983:645)

Re jecting a method based on distinctions between subject and object,
ideas, and material things, MacKinnon rejects historical materialism.
While the radical feminist alternative to Marxist theory is the primacy
of sex over work, the antithesis to Marxist method is consciousness-
raising over historical materialism. MacKinnon maintains that this method
of inquiry challenges traditional notions of authorityv and objectivity and
opens a dialectical questioning of existing power structures, of women's
experience, of theory itself. (MacKinnon 1982:515)

In addressing the question of how her theory and method translate
into practice MacKinnon states: "Consciousness raising shifts the episteme
in a similar way, exposing the political behind the personal, the
dominance behind the submission, participating in altering the balance of
power subtly but totally." (MacKinnon 1989:240) MacKinnon asks, "What can

extend this method to the level of the state for women?" (MacKinnon

1989:240) The answer is the law. "The law of equality, statutory and
constitutional, trerefore, provides a peculiar  jurisprudential
opportunity, a crack in the wall between law and society." (MacKinnon

1989:244)



49

While her theory overwhelms one with the pervasive, arguably,
monolithic nature of patriarchy within the state, law, and society, her
prescription for practice seems to put inordinate faith in a "crack
between law and society", the existence of equality legislation.
Questions arise concerning the use of a patriarchal tool to overcome
patriarchy, the invocation of a patriarchal state to enact and enforce
"feminist" legislation. What forces will come into play, what interests
can be invoked to create alliances powerful enough to replace the laws of
male dominance with the laws of equality? Where out of this seemingly
monolithic legal culture of subordination did the laws of equality come
from in the first place? Would this theory be applicable if other
legislation had been the focus of analysis? Finally, does women's
consciousness always lead to concurrence on what is a feminist law? The
current bitter dissention within feminist ranks over the issue of
pornography raises the question of whose consciousness is feminist?

While MacKinnon'’s work may seem to raise more questions than it
answers, it is an important application of radical feminist theory to the
question of the state. While remaining true to the radical feminist
principle of the primacy of patriarchy/sex, MacKinnon presents both in her
theory and her practice some insightful guidelines on feminist praxis
within the law. As such it marks an important contribution to the field
of feminist literature on the state.

Radical feminist theory has been a major force within feminist
scholarship to focus attention on the centrality of women'’'s oppression.
The fundamental principle of radical feminist theory, the "primacy of

patriarchy", ensures such a focus. The various waves of radical feminist
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theory have also been consistent in their emphasis on the continuity of
women's oppression over time. From Firestone (1972) to Rich (1977) to
MacKinnon (1989), their theories have insisted that the comprehension of
women'’'s oppression could not be contained within an analysis of a
particular historical period or a particular set of economic relations.
"Feminists do not argue that it means the same to women to be on the
bottom in a feudal regime, a capitalist regime, and a socialist regime;
the commonality argued is that despite real changes, bottom is bottom."
(MacKinnon 1982:523) While their theory does not deny historical
specificity, their attention is directed to the consistency of effect of
patriarchy. Their focus on effect pulls them away from process. Thus
while their works may acknowledge history, typically they do not use it.
The clearest expression of this tendency is MacKinnon’s rejection of
historical materialism as male-stream method. Their emphasis on effect
rather than process, in history, limits their insight into issues of
change despite their strength on the issues of continuity and centrality.

While radical feminism broke with the content of Marxist theory,
they ironically, replicated the form. Their alternative is plagued with
the same problems they rejected in Marxism, a unidimensional concept of
determination. Radical feminists have recreated the ‘T"primary
contradiction syndrome" by substituting reproduction for production, sex
for work. It is not simply that radical feminism is missing one
component, historical specificity, but rather that the absence of that
component leads to a nondialectical, ahistoric conception of reproduction,

patriarchy, and the state.
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The primary contradiction syndrome, whether Marxist or radical
feminist is conceptually inadequate for a dialectical analysis of the
interaction between production and reproduction because of its attempt to
define the relation in causal and subsequently dichotomized terms. The
connections and relationships between the sex-gender system and the
economic class system remain undefined in both perspectives. Power is
dealt with in terms of half the dichotomy. When power is understood to
be fundamentally sexually based, class is reduced from an analytic concept
to a descriptive category; when it is understood to be class based,
patriarchy is similarly reduced to a descriptive category.

From this dichotomized view of social reality, socialist feminism
has emerged. It is an analysis which views production and reproduction
as critical concepts in social theory yet is skeptical of the explanatory
powers attributed to each in isolation of the other. The socialist
feminist perspective is an attempt to breach the gap between the two
opposing theories of power and synthesize the insights of Marxism and

radical feminism.

Socialist Feminist Theory: Strategies for Synthesgis

Socialist feminism seeks to refocus rather than refute Marxist
theory. They maintain that the Marxian model is important to the feminist
problematic not only for its theory of production but especially as a
method of analysis which is historical and dialectical. The radical
feminist perspective, although rejected as an alternative theory, is
incorporated as an essential critique. As one author states: "My

discussion uses Marxist class analyses as the thesis, radical feminist
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patriarchal analysis as the antithesis, and from the two evolves the
synthesis of socialist feminism." (Eisenstein 1979:6) Thus, while Marxist
concepts predominate, they undergo a significant reformulation by
socialist feminists in the attempt to construct a historical, dialectical
theory of reproduction.

A number of feminists® have suggested that the location of
reproduction in the superstructure and the mechanistic interpretation of
base-superstructure dynamics is the source of traditional Marxists'
inadequate analysis of reproductive relations. This has led to a lively
debate among socialist feminists about the conceptualization of
reproduction and its interaction with production. Theoretically, the
debate has revolved around the concept of base and superstructure and the
problem of determination.

According to the materialistic conception, the determining

factor in history is, in the last resort, the production and

reproduction of immediate life. But this itself is of a two-

fold character. On the one hand, the production of the means

of subsistence, of food, clothing and shelter, and the tools

requisite therefore; on the other, the production of human

beings themselves, the propagation of the species.
(Engels 1968:71)

The growing feminist conviction that the "two-fold character" of
materialist analysis has been forgotten has led to a serious attempt to
develop an analysis of reproduction to correct the imbalance. In an
attempt to resurrect reproductive relations from the obscurity of economic
determinism, socialist feminists have explored three possible
reformulations of the base superstructure categories and the concept of

determination. These Marxist concepts are tools of analysis reshaped,

with varying degrees of success, by the feminist problematic in an attempt
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to construct a theory of reproduction. All three alternatives share the
following orientation: a common focus on the centrality of reproductive
relations; and a common acceptance of the theoretical utility of the
concepts of base, superstructure and determination. However, the
alternatives differ radically in three important ways: their
reinterpretation of the components of the base-superstructure categories;
their understanding of the dynamic of determination; and their ability to
incorporate the themes we have identified as critical to the development
of a theory of reproduction--centrality, continuity, and change.

Considering the reformulation of the Marxist concepts one can easily
identify the distinctions in the three alternatives. The first option
accepts reproduction’s location in the superstructure and attributes the
problem of economism to the mechanistic interpretation of determination.
The alternative 1is sought in a more dialectical interpretation of
determination which permits a more dynamic concept of superstructural
elements. Theorists of this persuasion argue that reproduction, as part
of this conceptually revitalized superstructure, will come into focus and
will no longer be obscured by economism.

The second option marks a more radical departure from tradition by
arguing that reproduction is base. However, reproduction is extracted
from the superstructure at the cost of being interpreted simply as the
"reproductive moment of production”. Within this perspective the
treatment of the concept of determination is traditional.

The third option, which we have adopted, argues that reproduction
is base, not by virtue of being grafted on to production, but by the

fundamental material reality that humans must reproduce as well as produce
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in order to sustain society. Thus production and reproduction are
distinct but interdependent imperatives, constituting the base of society,
which gives rise to distinct but interdependent modes of organization.
This concept implies that we diverge from tradition not only in the
location of reproduction but also in our understanding of determination.
We reject the unilinear model of production determining reproduction in
favour of a model of co-determination.

The third option flows from the same theoretical concerns which gave
rise to the above options; however, it is the least developed of the
three. It exists today as a suggested alternative, partially applied in
the work of a number of feminist writings® but not fully developed. It
is our purpose in this chapter to illustrate the shortcomings of the first
two options which make it imperative to pursue the third option in a more
systematic way, this latter task will be pursued in the subsequent
chapter.

In evaluating the ability of each alternative to contribute to a
theory of reproduction we must not only assess the sophistication of their
reformulation of Marxist concepts but also their ability to incorporate
the three themes associated with reproduction. In fact, we will argue
that the different reformulations of the concepts outlined above are a
reflection of the thematic focus of each alternative.

Because all three options share a common focus on the centrality of
reproduction they all contain important insights and analysis of issues
previously neglected or understated. However, we will argue that only the
third option succeeds in addressing all three concerns--centrality,

continuity, and change. In the following selective review of studies
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which represent the first and second options we will attempt to show that
their shortcomings are due, at least in part, to their thematic focus.
The conceptual tools which they have refashioned can be seen to reflect
their different definitions of the central problem which socialist
feminist theory must address. In the case of the first option continuity
is the core concern which shapes their analysis while option two is

characterized by its emphasis upon historical specificity.

Reproduction as Superstructure

The first option introduced by Mitchell (1975) and pursued by
Hamilton (1978), and Barrett (1980) locates reproduction within the
superstructure and maintains that the pitfalls of economism can be avoided
through a dialectical rather than mechanical understanding of
determination. This approach represents one strategy for dealing with two
theoretical questions which have shaped Marxist-feminist debates over the
last decade: "1. The degree to which women’s oppression is constructed
independently of the general operation of capitalist production. 2. The
degree to which the oppression of women is located at the level of
ideology." (Brenner and Ramas 1984:33)

Mitchell approaches this debate with a specific interest in
accounting for the continuity of women’s oppression.

The longevity of the oppression of women must be based on

something more than conspiracy, something more complicated

than biological handicap and more durable than economic

exploitation "although in differing degrees all these may

feature".

(Mitchell 1975:362)
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Her concern with the consistency of the effect of patriarchy leads her,
like the radical feminists to search for a consistent cause. Her search,
however, is complicated by her rejection of the "biological imperative"
and her insistence that patriarchy is a political system, both in its
origin and current dynamic.” Given that patriarchy is conceived of as a
social creation operating in the realm of the superstructure, the problem
for Mitchell is one of accounting for its continuity despite tremendous
cross cultural and historical variability in the structure of reproductive
relations.

A traditional approach to the concept of determination would suggest
that patriarchy, if ideological, should be transformed in the process of
transition from one economic mode to another and if one can identify a
contradiction between patriarchy and a particular mode of production one
would expect its elimination. The continuity of patriarchal relations of
reproduction appears to defy the traditional concept of determination when
it is at one and the same time located within the superstructure and shown
to be in contradiction with the mode of production. The possibilities
for reformulation are two-fold: either to reconsider the location of
reproduction from superstructure to base, or to redefine the dynamics of
determination. Mitchell opts for the latter.

Locating the relations of reproduction clearly within the
ideological realm, Mitchell confronts the anomaly presented by these
relations which on occasion appear to be neither predictable from nor
symmetrical with the economic base. This leads her to the assertion of
a "certain autonomy" of the ideological sphere and the strength of her

analysis of patriarchy becomes dependent upon the viability of this
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concept of autonomy. From this point her critique of traditional Marxist
analysis and her alternative analysis flow. Her criticism focuses on the
Marxist tendency to subordinate the ideological to the economic. Her
alternative is to separate the material and the ideological for the
purposes of analysis, in this case, of the contradictions and dynamics of
patriarchy.

"To put the matter schematically, in analyzing contemporary

Western society we are (as elsewhere) dealing with two

autonomous areas: the economic mode of capitalism and the

ideological mode of patriarchy. But if we analyze the

economic and the ideological situation only at the point of

the interpenetation, we shall never see the means of their
transformation."

(Mitchell 1975:412)

Thus she advises that a more complete understanding of the "ideological
mode of reproduction" lies in an analysis of its dynamics separate from
the economic sphere with a synthesis of the two put off until a more
adequate theory of patriarchy has been achieved.

This approach is explicitly followed in Psychoanalysis and Feminism,
a study of the "psychological acquisition of patriarchal laws", which
emphasizes the cross-cultural and historical continuity of women's
subordination. Her emphasis upon the internalization of these "laws" at
the psychic level, which is so fundamental and so resilient to change for
individuals, suggests that Mitchell sees psychoanalysis as a Kkey to
understanding the persistence of patriarchy. At the psychoanalytic level
her approach seems to serve her well and is most convincing in
illustrating the power of ideas in shaping human behavior. However, in
attempting to translate the psychoanalytic insights into a structural

analysis of the persistence of patriarchy difficulties arise. Mitchell



58
particularly runs into problems when she addresses the issue of
contradictions between patriarchal ideology and the mode of production,
the very concern which gave rise to the concept of autonomy.

The concept of contradiction first surfaces when she addresses the
dynamic of patriarchy in capitalist societies. "Under capitalism, just
as the economic mode of production contains its own contradiction, so too
does the ideological mode of reproduction." (Mitchell 1975:412). But here
the contradiction appears much less inherent in the mode of reproduction
and much more a product of the dynamic of production. The concept of
autonomy becomes questionable when Mitchell is only able to locate the
contradiction of patriarchy in terms of its lack of fit with the
capitalist industrial system. "The capitalist economy implies that for
the masses demands of exogamy and the social taboo on incest are
irrelevant; but nevertheless it must preserve both these and the
patriarchy structure they imply." (Mitchell 1975:409)

The redundancy of the patriarchal structure can presumably be
explained in terms of the incompatibility of kinship as a mode of social
organization within the capitalist mode of production. "0f greater
importance still is the contradiction between patriarchal law and the
social organization of work--a contradiction held in check by the nuclear
family." (Mitchell 1975:413) However, the identification of the
imperative to capitalism to perpetuate such a system is vague. Is it
merely the tyranny of the unconscious that keeps an inconvenient ideology
intact? "The ban on incest and the demand for exogamy howl so loudly in
the contemporary Oedipus complex because they are reinforced precisely

when they are no longer needed." (Mitchell 1975:410) Mitchell's
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strategy for analysis leaves some fundamental problems unresolved. Her
concept of autonomy in conjunction with the above quote creates ambiguity
over the issues of contradiction. Are contradictions inherent in the mode
of reproduction itself or are they only a product of disjunctures between
productive and reproductive relations? Her concept of autonomy would
suggest the former; her actual analysis implies the latter. For her
attempt to separate the ideological and material flounders on the issue
of contradiction. She has to abandon her own directives by locating the
contradiction of patriarchy in the interpenetration of the economic and
ideological. "Patriarchy describes the universal culture--however, each
specific economic mode of production must express this in different
ideological forms." (Mitchell 1975:409) This seems to imply an unwitting
reversal to the concept of economic determination.

The question of why the patriarchal family is preserved when, as she
argues, it is not only redundant, but an impediment to the social
organization of work, remains the most puzzling of all. The implication
is that the "certain autonomy" of ideology accounts for this particular
phenomenon. "The overthrow of the capitalist economy and the political
challenge that effects this, do not in themselves mean a transformation
of patriarchal ideology. This is the implication of the fact that the
ideological sphere has a certain autonomy." (Mitchell 1975:414)

Mitchell’s strategy of separating the ideological and the material
for the purposes of analyzing patriarchy seems to obscure rather than
reveal structures and dynamics of reproductive relations. Her inability
to account for motion or change within reproduction results in her

locating dynamics and contradiction externally--within the productive
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sphere. Patriarchy becomes reduced to one primary feature, a bullish,
seemingly inexplicable persistence. This persistence and resiliency,
however, amounts to little more than inertia, given the inability of her
analysis to account for contradiction and dynamics within reproductive
relations. Her acceptance of the superstructural location of
reproduction, leaves her with just one option in accounting for the
continuity of patriarchy--the concept of autonomy. However, while
autonomy may explain why patriarchy can exist in the face of
contradictions with production it does not address why it persists and in
whose interests. The very question she sets out to address remains
unanswered.

While Mitchell's analysis focuses on the subjective dimensions of
patriarchy Hamilton (1978) applies the superstructural option to an
analysis of the transformation of patriarchy in 17th century Europe.
Focusing on the changing status of women and the family in the transition
from feudalism to capitalism, Hamilton divides her work into separate
sections, one addressing the political economy of the transition, the
other the transformation in patriarchal ideology.

From her separate descriptions of the historically contiguous rise
of Protestant pro-family, pro-natalist ideology and the political economic
erosion of the material base of the proletarian family she concludes: "The
evidence supports the feminist assertion that changes in Protestant
ideology are not merely reflections of the mode of production. For the
new Protestant perspective was not fashioned because of its peculiar

appropriateness to capitalism." (Hamilton 1978:94)
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However, this conclusion is qualified by her fluctuation between a
materialist and an ideological account of the transition. On the one
hand, in her ideological analysis the modern family appears as the
materialization of Protestant patriarchal ideology. On the other hand,
in her political economic analysis, Hamilton suggests the family is just
another capitalist institution.

"The nuclear family, as we still know it, emerged with

capitalism. The nuclear family is one of the institutional

developments of capitalism just as much as the corporation,

the bank or the educational system. If there are some points

of friction between the requirements of the family and the

requirements of the market, these are contradictions inherent

to capitalism."

(Hamilton 1978:92)

The separation of the material and the ideological result in their
uneasy coexistence as alternative explanations rather than interrelated
aspects of a dynamic ©process. While Hamilton understates the
contradiction between patriarchy and capitalism in comparison to Mitchell,
she comes to a similar conclusion, that the contradictions are inherent
in capitalism. As a result both Hamilton and Mitchell explain the
changing forms of the relation of reproduction as a result of processes
external to it, rather than a product of dynamic tensions within the
system itself. Thus despite their shared attention to centrality,
Mitchell’s concern with continuity and Hamilton’s focus on change, their
analytic strategy results in the presentation of an oddly passive set of
relations whose dynamic or change can only be explained in terms of
processes outside itself.

Like Mitchell and Hamilton, Barrett (1980) approaches the question

of patriarchy from the perspective of ideology, however, unlike them she
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rejects the strategy of separate analysis of the material and the
ideological. She identifies her task as one of recognizing the importance
of the ideological without severing it from its moorings in material
relations. Barrett locates the oppression of women in capitalist
societies within the "family-household system", that is, the structuring
of male-breadwinner, female-homemaker divisions of labour, which not only
defines family structure but also determines divisions within the labour
market. She maintains that the family-household system was not an
inevitable concomitant of capitalism but rather it emerged through a
historical process in which the ideology of women’s natural connection
with domesticity was incorporated into capitalist relations of production.

In examining the development of the family-household system
associated with the development of industrial capitalism, Barrett
identifies the roots of the system as 1ideological, a bourgeois
construction that fitted with bourgeois family relations. In explaining
the transition of this ideology from a class/institution specific
application to a pervasive patterning of both productive and reproductive
relations she turns to the dynamics of class struggle in the 19th century.
Barrett maintains that within the process of class struggle bourgeois
family ideoclogy was adopted by the working class as a means of protecting
their short term economic interests--eliminating competition from cheap
female and child labour and legitimizing the demand for higher wages in
terms of a call for a ‘family wage’. However, Barrett also maintains that
because the family-household system divides the working class and is a
fundamentally conservative social force it was also in the long-term

political interests of the bourgeoisie.
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Thus, Barrett accounts for the development of the family-household
system and the persistence of patriarchy by means of a transformation of
an ideological construct into a material imperative. She maintains that
while women's oppression did not have any material basis in the period
when the family-household system was forming it "has acquired a material
basis in the relations of production and reproduction of capitalism
today." (Barrett 1980:249)

"A model of women'’s dependence has become entrenched in the

relations of production of capitalism, in the divisions of

labour in wage work and between wage labour and domestic

labour. As such, an oppression of women that is not in any

essentialist sense pre-given by the logic of capitalist

development has become necessary for the ongoing reproduction
of the mode of production in its present form."

(Barrett 1980:249)

Barrett identifies the role of the state as central to this process
of transition. The state, she argues, mediated a central contradiction
within the process. While the political dynamics of class struggle pushed
to entrench the family-household system, the economic dynamics, the co-
modification of labour, eroded the material 5ase of such a structure.
Hence the critical function of the state was to "prop up" the family
household system through protective labour laws and welfare legislation.
She identifies the patriarchal content of the state in its key role
encoding sexual division of labour through legislation and subsidizing
the family-household system with welfare, all in the face of
countervailing, ‘sex-blind’ economic pressures. A process, which she
maintains is still very much in force today.

The use of Barrett’s concept of the family-household system,

however, presents a number of problems in approaching the contemporary
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state. Her perspective sees only state policies which reinforce women's
dependence and remains blind to the contradictory trends within the
contemporary state, for example: reductions in the state's commitment to
subsidizing the family-household structure, most evident in current cuts
in welfare programs and expenditures, and the abandonment of legislative
reinforcement of sexual divisions of labour to the point of introducing
equity legislation. We suggest, that her dependence upon the concept of
the family-household system as the location of women’s oppression
restricts the usefulness of her analysis to a particular period, pre World
War II. Since then the state’'s position with regard to the family has
changed, the family-household system itself has changed and the male-
breadwinner female-homemaker is a structure no longer affordable to the
majority of families. Brenner & Ramas (1984) argue that the limits to
Barrett’s analysis result from her reliance on ideology as the explanatory
concept in approaching reproduction. The problems of Barrett's analysis
they maintain: "can be traced to one major lacuna in her analysis--the
absence of a material ©basis for the historical development and
reproduction of the family-household sv--em, the sexual division of labour
and women's oppression in capitalism." (Brenner & Ramas 1984:47)

Once again the superstructural strategy seems to result in an
identification of all dynamics as lying outside the system of
reproduction. In Barrett'’s case it is class struggle, bourgeois ideology
and the state that explains the evolution and persistence of a particular
family formation. Reproduction/patriarchy appear infinitely plastic,
invoked by workers to protect their interests, used equally, by the ruling

class to maintain their advantage, shaped always by exterior forces,
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remarkable only for its persistence. One of the consequences of this
derivative concept of reproduction is the tendency for the state’s
relation to reproduction to be perceived in a very instrumentalist
fashion. As a result, Barrett’s analysis of the state appears one
dimensional, with all of the emphasis upon state enforcement of women's
dependency and little acknowledgement of the complex and contradictory
patterns of contemporary state mediation.

In summary, the reproduction as superstructure analysis, exemplified
in the works of Mitchell, Hamilton, and Barrett has provided valuable
insights into very different aspects of patriarchal family structures.
However, we maintain that their analysis speaks more effectively to issues
of centrality and continuity than to change. While all three theorists
struggle with the issue of change, particularly Hamilton and Barrett, we
suggest that the superstructural location of reproduction militates
against a dynamic or dialectical appreciation of reproduction. Because
of their adherence to historical materialism, all three theorists situate
motion, dynamic and contradiction within the material realm. As a result
the superstructural lo« <zion of reproduction leads to the identification
of all dynamics in processes outside of reproduction itself. Consequently
changes in reproduction become derivative of changes in production,
mediated by patriarchal ideology. Production, the source of dynamics and
change becomes the reference point for the analysis of patriarchy. How
does it fit with production? How does it respond to the needs of
capitalism? Why does it persist in the face of sex-blind economic

dynamics? Reproduction is understood only in terms of the puzzling
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persistence of patriarchal ideoclogy and not as a material reality which
constructs as well as responds to patriarchy.

The most obvious alternative to the location of reproduction in the
superstructure is the conceptualization of reproduction as base, the
second option within the socialist feminist perspective. Within this
option the concept of the ‘primacy of production’ is retained defining
the theorist’'s task as one of identifying the specific material 1link

between production and reproduction.

Reproduction as Bagse: The Primacy of Production Perspective

This option departs from Marxist tradition by locating reproduction
in the base as a specific form of production, that is, the production of
human beings. The approach was first articulated by dalla Costa (1972),
whose assertions that domestic labour was productive labour resulted in
a debate among leftists and feminists identified as the domestic labour
debate (Fox 1980). Concurrent with and following from that debate there
has been a variety of attempts to locate the material intersection of
production and reproduction within a perspective which relies on the
analytic primacy of production. Because there is enormous variation in
the focus and approach of studies within this perspective, one way to
approach this literature is in terms of a continuum of Marxist orthodoxy;
from the very economistic "domestic labour debate", to the less orthodox
explorations of reproduction which still begin with production but are
less rigid and deterministic in their analysis. Along this continuum we
consider the works of dalla Costa (1972), the domestic labour debate (Fox

1980), Quick (1977), Armstrong and Armstrong (1985), as well as MclIntosh
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(1978) and Jenson (1986) who have applied this perspective to the analysis
of the state.

dalla Costa distinguished her work from earlier theorists with her
unequivocal rejection of the location of reproduction within the
superstructure.

If we fail to grasp completely that precisely this family is

the very pillar of the capitalist organization of work, if we

make the mistake of regarding it only as a superstructure,

dependent for change only on the stages of the struggle in the

factories, then we will be moving in a limping revolution that

will always perpetuate and aggravate a basic contradiction in

the class struggle, and a contradiction which is functional

to capitalist development.

(dalla Costa 1972:10)

By interpreting reproduction as a specific form of production the family
becomes the "social factory" where housewives produce the commodity labour
power. Her analysis revolves around the assertion that housewives are
directly productive workers for capital. This assertion became the source
of a lively debate within the left literature over whether domestic labour
is productive (in the technical sense of producing surplus value),
unproductive or best characterized as petty commodity production. Its
expression within the feminist literature is known as the domestic labour
debate.®

While the domestic labour debate did include a variety of
perspectives there was a shared assumption among the theorists that the
key to understanding women's oppression lay within a definitive analysis
of domestic labour. This approach reflected a very orthodox Marxist

interpretation of ‘production as primary’ and tended to result in the

application of economistic concepts of work, labour, and value to an
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analysis of the household as the means to unravel the mystery of women's
oppression under capitalism. Fox's edited collection of articles in
Hidden in the Household (1980) provides a good sampling of the debate and
the method within this perspective. The book presents six original
articles on domestic labour in which all contributors sought, "... to
clarify the particular nature of domestic labour and thus women'’s
oppression under capitalism." (Fox 1980:11) While this perspective has
fallen into disfavor in more recent years Miles (1985), Hamilton (1986),
it represents some of the most theoretically sophisticated attempts to
analyze women's opp*ession at the very most orthodox end of a Marxist
continuum of social analysis. As one of the contributors to Fox's book
comments it retrospect: "The domestic labour debate was, 1in its
essentials, an attempt to generate Marxist answers to feminist questions."
(Seccombe 1986:191)

In terms of a continuum of Marxist analysis from the more orthodox
to the less, the work of Quick (1977) represents a more middle range
application of the concept of the primacy of production. Her work is more
attuned to the complexity of reproductive relations, however, we maintain
that it is ultimately limited by the tendency within this perspective to
subsume reproduction under productive relations.

Quick locates the oppression of women "in their role as producers
of children who constitute the exploitable producers in a society..." and
maintains that reproductive relations must be understood as part of the
economic base of society. "The relations between women and men for the
‘production of human beings’ thus constitute part of the relations of

production, the economic structure of society" (Quick 1977:43)
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Quick begins her analysis with Marx's summary of what he referred
to as the "guiding thread for my studies." "In the social production of
their life, men enter into definite relations that are indispensible and
independent of their will, relations of production that correspond to a
definite stage of development of their material productive forces." (Marx
[1859], 1968:182) She extends this "guiding thread" to an analysis of
the sexual division of labour stating that we must recognize that the
relations into which women and men enter are "indispensible and
independent of our will." Quick maintains that this historically specific
yet universal imperative reflects: "The Nature - imposes condition for
the continuation of human existence is not only the production of use-
values...but also the production of human beings." (Quick 1977:45)

Having located reproduction as a fundamental material necessity she
reminds wus that involuntary relations entered into in the social
production of life are not in and of themselves oppressive. Oppression
in class societies lies in the extraction of surplus labour. She
maintains that the extraction of surplus labour accounts not only for
class oppression but also for women's oppression. For what is oppressive
about women’'s reproductive role is not reproduction per se but how women
are provided for during their child bearing years. How they are provided
for is determined by the constraints of extraction of surplus labour.
Thus, Quick concludes in capitalist societies women are provided for by
the male breadwinner, hence they are dependent, hence they are oppressed.

By conceptualizing reproduction as a moment of production Quick'’s
analysis of the social relations that men and women enter into are

understood to be completely derived from the "mode of production". This
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presents a number of theoretical problems. For example, she locates the
material basis of women’s oppression (patriarchy) in the way women are
provided for during child bearing. The concrete manifestation of which
is women's economic dependence upon the male breadwinner. Yet this
concept of patriarchy is of almost no analytic utility according to her
own assessment. "Thus the oppression of women, while having its root in
the economic base of society, should not be equated with the difference
in money income of women and men" (Quick 1977:51). What this implies, in
short, is that locating women’'s oppression in economic relations seems
convincing at the abstract level of extraction of surplus labour; however,
it becomes much less so at the concrete level of women's economic
dependence on men. Thus, the contradiction between women and men which
is the focus of her analysis acquires an ephemeral quality.

Further, her attention to the issue of reproduction repeatedly
brings her to the brink of critical insights which do not become realized
in a coherent analysis because of her concept of determination. Her
remarkable interpretation of Marx's "Law of Population" - "it should be
seen in terms of the contradiction between the immediate extraction of
surplus value and the long-run reproduction of the conditions for this
extraction" (Quick 1977:52)--seems to promise an analysis of the
contradictory dynamic between production and reproduction which could
incorporate both the continuity and specificity of this struggle. In
fact, it merely prefaces an uninspired description of the high costs of
child-rearing in advanced capitalist countries.

Quick’s conclusions, perhaps most clearly reveal the limitations of

her conceptual framework. Her analysis leads to a restatement of the old
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"red herring", the two phase revolution, "the contradictions between women
and men is subordinate to the contradiction between the working class and
the capitalist class." An analysis sweetened with the traditional
reassurance that "under socialism, therefore, the interests of women
coincide with the actual interests of society as a whole" (Quick 1974:48).

In the last decade, in particular, socialist feminists have taken
issue with the assumption made by Quick and many other Marxist feminists
that class struggle will resolve the ‘woman question’. The work'’s of Kuhn
and Wolpe (1978), Hartman (1979), Delphy (1984), Armstrong and Armstrong
(1985), Connelly (1985), and Burstyn (1985), are among the many
contributions to a debate about the limits of orthodox Marxism. While
this debate occurs within the Marxist problematic it represents a
substantial push away from orthodoxy and a more serious attempt to
integrate Marxist and feminist perspectives. Returning to the question
posed by Elizabeth Wilson (1977), the debate revolves around the nature
of the link between production and reproduction, with a much greater
resolve not to reduce reproduction to a ‘productive moment’. Much of this
literature deals with the shortcomings of Marxist orthodoxy and calls for
new theoretical and research approaches which incorporate the dual
realities of sex and class oppression. Within this debate there is a
variety of opinions about what is missing and how to incorporate it, many
of which are summarized in Fox’s article, "Conceptualizing Patriarchy"
(1988).

Given a commitment to move beyond Marxist orthodoxy there is a
considerable range among theorists concerning how far one should move.

This results in a dynamic exchange within the debate between those who
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appear to move in the direction of a dual system analysis, for example,
Hartman, Delphy, and Burstyn, (Fox 1988:167) and those who retain the
analytic primacy of the mode of production, for example, Armstrong &
Armstrong and Barrett (Connelly 1985:59). Both tendencies amount to a
call for new theorizing, rather than an alternative theory and therefore
remain open-ended. Nevertheless, they do represent differences in the
degree to which the author’s are willing to depart from or rewrite Marxist
analysis. Because the works of Hartman, Delphy, and Burstyn points in the
direction of dual systems analysis it will be dealt with in that section,
the latter tendency fits more appropriately within this section.

Armstrong and Armstrong (1985) provide a clear presentation of the
latter tendency in their article "Beyond Sexless Class and Classless Sex:
Towards Feminist Marxism". Distinguishing themselves from Barrett's
analysis which presents the relation between capitalist production and
patriarchal reproduction as problematic, the Armstrongs assert a unity
between capitalism and patriarchy. "Patriarchy and capitalism are not
autonomous, nor even interconnected systems, but the same system."
(Armstrong & Armstrong 1985:23) The basis of this unit and the material
link between production and reproduction lies within the fact that
capitalism is premised on ‘free labour’. Labour can only be produced
freely outside of the realm of commodity production, in the home, by
unpaid labour. Thus the Armstrong’s conclude that the sexual division of
labour is crucial to capitalism.

"A capitalist society, with 1its concomitant free wage

labourer, seems to imply a separation, in some form, between

the reproduction of workers and the production of goods and

services. The separation seems also to imply a segregation,
and denigration, of women." (Armstrong & Armstrong 1985:22)
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As Connelly (1985) points out: "The implication of this argument
seems to be that if the inequality of women had not already existed,
capitalism would have had to create it." (Connelly 1985:56) Concerns
voiced by the other tendency, dual systems theory, suggest that in the
absence of any distinction or autonomy between patriarchy and capitalism
reproduction will once again become subsumed within an analysis of
production. Cognizant of this line of criticism the Armstrongs maintain
that such reduction can be avoided by bringing reproduction, sexuality,
and procreation into Marxist analysis. "To theorize production and
reproduction at the highest level of abstraction involves a recognition
of the differences in female and male reproductive capacities. Any other
approach fails to comprehend the nature of production and reproduction."
(Armstrong & Armstrong 1985:26)

Assessing the success of this perspective in addressing feminist
concerns with centrality, continuity, and change is difficult as long as
it exists as a call for future research with only some specification of
what directions that research should take. However, a number of feminist
analyses of the state which retain the analytic primacy of production and
share the Armstrongs’ position on the symmetry and fit between capitalism
and patriarchy give some indication of the strengths and weaknesses of
this approach.

McIntosh’s (1978) and Jenson’'s (1986) articles are cited as examples
of this perspective in Randall’s (1988) review of feminist literature on
the state. Both theorists identify two systems in which women are
oppressed, capitalism, and patriarchy. However, Randall expresses concern

that the analytic primacy accorded to production within their work results
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in an analysis of patriarchy limited to how it serves capital. Randall
quotes McIntosh's observations on the function of state policy to reveal
her "production centered" approach to patriarchy. "On the one hand, for
the reproduction of labour power the state sustains a family household
system... . On the other hand, for the reproduction of relations of
production (specifically the nature of labour power as a commodity), the
state has played an important part in establishing married women as a
latent reserve army of labour..." (McIntosh 1978:264) Randall argues that
McIntosh’'s perspective on the state assumes, "the state has retained
masculine privilege and control only in relation to the needs of capital."
(Randall 1988:11)

Along similar lines, Jane Jenson, in her article "Babies and the
State" maintains that "once the logic of the capitali.: state's situation
in any conjuncture has been identified, a detailed understanding of that
state’s contribution to the oppression of women follows from analysis of
that social formation." (Jenson 1986:41) However, Jenson's emphasis upon
capital as the critical explanatory variable is countered by Randall'’s
observation: "there are central and essential dimensions of women’s
oppression which unambiguously defy explanation in terms of the needs of
the capital accumulation process." (Randall 1988:12) She cites state
action or inaction on the issues of rape, pornography, wife abuse, and
abortion as central features of women’s oppression to which the
accumulation needs of capital provide no insight.

The debate, identified by Randall, centres around the issue of
whether the analytic primacy of production is inevitably reductionist in

its approach to patriarchy. Randall’s position is unambiguous: "...the
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tendency on the part of some Marxist feminists to view the state's role
in women’'s subordination as an outgrowth of the state’s quintessentially
capitalist character is extremely problematic and reductionist." (Randall
1988:12) On the other hand, the Armstrongs' article would suggest that
one begins but does not end with the analysis of production. They state
that a Marxist analysis must include the analysis of women'’s particular
reproductive capacities in order to fully comprehend both production and
reproduction. However, it is not clear from their work whether they would
draw the line at a dual system analysis. Jenson, however, 1is most
explicit in her rejection of a dual systems approach: "The dual system
approach must be rejected here, as it has been by many Marxist feminists,
because the notion of an autonomous patriarchal system which reproduces
itself along side capitalism is impossible to sustain." (Jenson 1986:23)
Jenson appears to see historical specificity as an adequate antidote to
reductionism.

While the evidence on the insightfulness of this perspective is far
from conclusive, at this stage, this debate does give us an indication of
the emphasis within this approach. The move away from Marxist orthodoxy,
the emphasis wupon the dual nature of women's oppression--class and
patriarchy--indicates that this perspective addresses the feminist concern
with the centrality of women's oppression. The call for and pursuit of
historically specific studies indicates a strong response to feminist
concerns with the specificity and change within women’s oppression over
time. The unresolved questions revolve around the ability of this
perspective to address the issues of continuity as well as the issue of

disjuncture between capitalism and patriarchy. This tendency within
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socialist feminism seems less able to address the pervasive,
suprahistorical character of women’'s oppression than, for example,
Mitchell (1975) or the radical feminist perspective. The discomfort among
theorists within this tendency to accord the same analytic weight to
patriarchy as to production suggests a bias in the direction of
specificity and change at the expense of continuity. Finally, the
emphasis upon the symmetry and fit between capitalism and patriarchy,
within this perspective, blocks the idea of a dynamic and a function
within reproduction which can be seen as distinct from production and
could therefore account for the possibility of disjuncture between
capitalism and patriarchy. While the debate continues a number of
feminists in search of an analysis of the ‘patriarchal’ as well as the
‘capitalist’ mature of the state have pursued a third option within the

socialist feminist framework--the dual systems analysis.

Dual Systems Analysis

This option represents a further step away from Marxist orthodoxy,
and some might argue a complete departure from it (Jenson 1986). Dual
systems analysis has evolved over time, as a result of feminists who wish
to retain all of the insights and richness of the radical feminist
perspective, particularly its emphasis upon the continuity of women’s
oppression, while at the same time incorporating the strengths of Marxist
historical materialism. Proponents of this perspective back away from
choosing whether it is class first or sex first which explains the
dynamics of domination in our society. Their solution to dealing with

both issues as equally critical and fully intertwined is to posit two
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systems (Delphy 1984, Hartman 1979), or a dual base (0'Brien 1981, 1986,
Ursel 1986) as a means of writing women and reproduction into historical
and class analysis.

This perspective has a longer history of discussion and suggestion
as a means of proceeding than it does in actual application to research.
As a result, the boundaries of who fits into and outside of this
perspective are somewhat fuzzy. However, for the purposes of this study
we have chosen to include those theorists who have identified patriarchy
as a system and who subscribe to a materialist notion of determination.

Early proponents of this perspective, identified in Fox's review of
theories of patriarchy (1988), are Delphy (1984) in France, Hartman (1979)
in the United States. and Burstyn (1985) in Canada. These theorists all
locate the core relationship of patriarchy in men's appropriation of
women's labour; childrearing according to Delphy, all domestic labour
according to Burstyn and all labour, domestic and productive, according
to Hartman (Fox 1988:168). While these early proponents all offer a
concept of patriarchy which holds out the promise of a distinct or
separate system, Fox observes that "as a system patriarchy is
underspecified" within their arguments. Nevertheless, these theorists
have pointed in a direction which has been further developed and
elaborated upon by O'Brien (1981, 1986), and Eisenstein (1979, 1980, 1984,
and 1988).

In presenting a critique of this perspective Fox outlines what seem
to be the missing pieces in conceptualizing patriarchy as a system or
reproduction as a mode, in a manner similar to the mode of production.

Her summary of the weaknesses in the early conceptual formulations
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provides a good outline of the issues to be addressed in the process of
dual systems theory building.
"The concept of a mode of production has traditionally
referred to the manner in which--the social relations with
which, the social forces by which--subsistence and other
things are produced. That is, it involves a goal directed
activity and the social relations by which that activity
occurs. ...Unlike the conceptualization of capitalism, this
understanding of patriarchy does mnot involve a <clear

specification of its origins, its structure and dynamics, and
its direction."

(Fox 1988:170)

The works of O'’Brien and Eisenstein represent the most rigorous
attempts to come to terms with the issues of origins, structure, dynamics,
and direction of patriarchy. In addition, this study is designed to
extend those efforts theoretically and to explore the usefulness of this
model empirically. To begin, we will consider the points at which dual
systems theory and Marxism converge as well as the points of contention.

As materialists, dual systems theorists are in agreement with a
number of central theoretical and methodolog’cal premises within Marxism;
specifically, they agree that the starting point of a materialist analysis
is the processes and relations humans enter into to provide for their
survival; they agree that these processes and relations are critical
because they mediate between humans and nature, define the social
character of humans and condition the character of all other social and
political relations; they agree that these critical relations and
processes constitute the infrastructure or base of society; and finally,
they agree that these basic processes and relations are historical, that

in the process of working on and with nature to meet their basic needs



people create new needs and ways of satisfying them and new processes and
relations of survival.

However, unlike Marxists, dual systems theorists take issue with the
notion of a single base or infrastructure. They question a theory which
asserts the primacy of hunger over birth. While not denying the essential
nature or infrastructural location of production, they insist that birth
and reproduction are equally stern necessities of survival. They assert
that just as production mediates between humans and nature, defines the
social character of humans and conditions the character of all other

social and political relations, so _also does reproduction. They reject

the concept of infrastructure in which, to paraphrase O'Brien, "...hunger
is epistemologically more important than sexuality", (O'Brien 1986:261)
O’Brien maintains: "History has two infrastructures, one concerned with
t.ae daily reproduction of individuals (economic activity) and the other
concerned with the reproduction of the species (the birth and sustenance
of the new generation)." (O'Brien 1986:264)

From this perspective O'Brién identifies the task of feminist
analysis as specifying the forms of contradiction emergent from three
sources:

"The first of these is the economic substructure, in which

contradiction emerges concretely as class struggle. The
second is the reproductive  substructure, in which
contradiction emerges concretely as gender struggle. The

third is the contradiction between these substructures, the
contradiction between individual survival and genetic
continuity, or the number of mouths to feed and the resources
to feed them."

(O’'Brien 1986:264)
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Dual systems theorists accept Marxist analysis as sufficient to the first
concern, O’Brien’s (198l) work deals primarily with the second concern,
that is identifying the origins, dynamics, and contradictions within the
mode of reproduction. Eisenstein and this study wrestle with the issues
identified as the third concern, that is, the nature of intermodal
dynamics and contradiction.

O’'Brien’'s greatest contribution to dual systems theory is her
demonstration that, when reproduction is located within the base, when it
ceases to be seen as derived from production, theorizing of its dynamic,
contradictions and direction becomes a real, achievable project. A
project, not without differences and debate, as every theory building
project requires, but nevertheless conceivable in a manner previously
blocked by the conceptual restraints of biological determinism or economic
reductionism. In liberating reproduction from these conceptual
confinements feminists liberate their theoretical potential. O'Brien
proceeds to blaze a brilliant and provocative trail in her book The
Politics of Reproduction (1981).

At the centre of O’Brien’s analysis is a claim that "genderically
differentiated processes of human reproduction itself” give rise to gender
differences in consciousness and the divisions of labour and power they
invoke. She relocates Marx's production-centered concept of alienation
to identify the nature of gender differences in consciousness and locate
the dynamic and direction of reproductive relations. O'Brien identifies
sexual differences in reproduction as material, mediated by consciousness
and labour and further conditioned by historical development in productive

and reproductive relations. She maintains that for both men and women,
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reproduction contains a moment of alienation to be overcome. However, the
nature of the alienation and the strategies for overcoming it differ
substantially for women and men.

"The separation of all people from the natural world is

mediated in the process of productive labour, but the relation

of women to the biological world of species continuity is

mediated by reproductive labour. This is not, of course, the

case with men: the process of reproduction entails a

separation of men from nature in the necessary alienation of

the male seed in copulation.™

(O'Brien 1986:429)

O’'Brien locates the origin of patriarchy in men's struggle to resist
this alienation. Their strategy, she states, is the familiar one of
appropriation. "These efforts generally take the forms of collusion with
other men, the appropriation of children, and thus of women’s reproductive
labour, and the building of a hegemonic system to justify these procedures
and to engineer consent to their interpretations of gender and knowledge."
(O'Brien 1986:263)

In The Politics_of Reproduction, O'Brien identifies the dynamic of
patriarchy as the fight for the control of reproductive power, on the one
hand the resistance of men to their alienation from reproduction, on the
other hand the struggle over the involuntary nature of reproductive
labour. In response to Fox's challenge that a theory of patriarchy must
identify goals, structures, and dynamics within the system, O'Brien’'s work
provides: the goal, control of reproduction; the structure, the
institution of marriage and paternal ‘rights' to children; the dynamic,
male resistance to their alienation from reproduction and women's struggle

around the involuntary nature of reproductive labour; The contradiction,

the struggle over the dual potentialities of reproductive technology which



82
could further enslave or liberate women from the involuntary nature of
reproductive labour.
"It 1is precisely because the involuntary component of
reproductive labour is now challenged by technology (currently
about as sophisticated as the water wheel) that the dialectics
of reproduction emerge in a new social form, which challenge
patriarchal praxis as a denial of actual female reproductive

experience and a willful transformation of female reproductive
consciousness.”

(O'Brien 1986:263)

While it is incorrect to assume that all dual systems theorists
subscribe to O'Brien’s particular accounting of the origins and dynamic
of the patriarchal system, (in the next chapter we will be suggesting a
somewhat different sequence of events), nevertheless, her work marks a
turning point for feminist theory. In The Politics of Reproduction,
O'Brien moves this particular school of thought from the position of
talking about to actually implementing a dual systems analysis.

Eisenstein begins with the same premise as O’Brien, that patriarchy
is at one and the same time universal and historically specific. Also
like O'Brien her definition of patriarchy, her explication of its goal and
direction is based in the struggle to control reproduction. "Patriarchy
then, is largely the sexual and economic struggle (because these are never
separated in practice) to control women's options in such a way as to keep
primary her role as childbearer and rearer." (Eisenstein 1980:48)

In her early work (1980) Eisenstein introduces the distinction
between familial and social patriarchy in order to clarify the different
forms but continuous effects of patriarchy within recent history (the
transition to a capitalist economic system). She defines familial

patriarchy as the "hierarchical sexual organization for the reproduction
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of sex-gender as it exists in the family" and social patriarchy as "the
organization of sex-gender as it exists throughout the society understood
as a totality." (Eisenstein 1980:44) The object of her analysis is to
demonstrate that "as some of the patriarchal relations of the family have
been undermined by changes in women's consciousness and position in the
economy, the state through the system of social patriarchy is trying to
reinforce familial patriarchy." (1980:44)

Identifying the state as both capitalist and patriarchal, conceived
as separate but interdependent systems of domination, she undertakes an
analysis of the state which focuses on the dynamic tension between these
two systems. Specifically, she undertakes to explain the state's dual and
contradictory tendencies to structure women’s collective subordination
while championing individual vrights to equality. The key to this
contradiction, according to Eisenstein, lies 1in the state's dual
commitment to capitalism and patriarchy, systems whose expressions and
dynamics are not always in harmony.

"Within capitalist patriarchy the conflict exists between the

ideology of liberal individualism which is reproduced in the

economic relations of the society and the male privilege
structures and protected through the family. ...between the
patriarchal values of society which define women's
responsibility and place in the home as mother v.s. the
growing needs of the capitalist economy for women to enter the
labour force."

(Eisenstein 1980:53-54)

Eisenstein maintains that the state functions to mediate these
conflicting demands in order to perpetuate the system as a whole. As a

result the contradictory pattern of contemporary state intervention is

explained in terms of the rise and fall of 1liberal economic
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interests/ideology on the one hand and traditional patriarchal
interests/ideology on the other. The state represents class and
patriarchal interests, "but because they often are in conflict with one
another today, it must stand apart from the whole, while it sorts through
how to promote the totality." (Eisenstein 1980:60) As such, state
mediation both contains and expresses a fundamental division within
contemporary capitalist societies.

This conception of the state implies that it 1is "relatively
autonomous” although interconnected with both systems.

"To say that the state is only relatively autonomous from its

capitalist and patriarchal class structure is to argue that

the state makes choices within these class constraints. State

policy vreflects the <conflicts that exist, given the

constraints of the existing political discourse; it is not

completely determined or entirely autonomous."

(Eisenstein 1984:331)

In her more recent work, The Female Body and the Law (1988),
Eisenstein explores how the state makes choices, as well as the impact of
these choices in an analysis of the law. She maintains that the law is
not merely an instrument of patriarchy, it is patriarchal. However, the
law like the state contains and expresses the divisions between capitalism
and patriarchy. This contradiction is revealed in its clearest form,
according to Eisenstein in the assumption of equality within the law. She
asserts that the legal notion of equality is:

"...progressive to the degree that it assumes men and women

to be the same, and reactionary to the extent that its notion

of what 1is "the same" derives from the phalus. It is

progressive to the degree that it recognizes sex difference(s)

as potentially creative and productive, and reactionary to the
extent that it differentiates women according to their

gender . "

(Eisenstein 1988:43)
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Much like MacKinnon (1989), Eisenstein identifies the feminist
political agenda within the state, as a process of elaborating on the
progressive elements within the law, pushing it to the point of making
their coexistence with the regressive elements untenable.

Eisenstein’s work has been particularly influential in the
development of feminist theory of the welfare state. She argues that "The
social welfare state has uncovered the state’s particular interest in
affirming specific family forms and function. Although the state has
always been active in defining the family realm the social welfare state
has made this involvement explicit." (Eisenstein 1984:334) Her analysis
of the role of the state in relation to capitalism and patriarchy has
provided a useful framework for analyses of the welfare state. Her model
simul taneously comprehends and makes sense out of the centralization of
patriarchal power in the state and the contradictory policies which
coexist within the contemporary welfare state. The concept of social
patriarchy as the defining feature of the modern welfare state and the
emphasis upon the dynamic and contradictory pressures from capitalism and
patriarchy within that state, have become central features of contemporary
feminist analysis of the state.

Dual systems theory represents a feminist strategy to develop a
theory which 1is equally responsive to the issues of centrality,
continuity, and change in the analysis of women's oppression. It attempts
a synthesis of production-centered analysis, which tends to be more
historically specific, and reproduction-centered analysis which more

frequently addresses the suprahistorical features of women's oppression.
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In assessing the potential of this model we will first consider the
comments of its critics.

We have earlier suggested that O'Brien’s work contains many of the
features identified by Fox (1988) as lacking in the early formulations of
dual systems theory, that is, the ability to identify a goal, direction
and dynamic in the system called patriarchy. Similarly, we would maintain
that Eisenstein’s analysis identifies the same goals and directions and
presents a sophisticated analysis of the presence and interconnection
between capitalist and patriarchal interests at the state level. However,
both theorists, committed to the method of historical materialism, are
most vulnerable to critics who question the material basis of their
analysis.

Fox observes that in O’Brien’s attempt to apply the Marxist model
of productive relations to reproductive relations she borrowed the form
rather than the content of the model.

"She looked at relations, but the relations are between humans

on the one hand and sperm and egg on the other. She referred

to the labour involved in giving birth, but analyzed its

existential mnature rather than its social organization.

...More broadly, she argued that consciousness follows from
the mechanics of the movement of sperm and egg."

(Fox 1988:166)
One of the consequences of this particular perspective is an idealist
notion of the origin of patriarchy. Patriarchy is seen to be the result
of male desire, the desire to overcome their alienation from reproduction
through the appropriation of children and women'’s labour. We are left

with the assumption that it is not because there is a material benefit in
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controlling reproduction, perhaps a material necessity to do so, but
rather a male desire to do so.

In a similar wvein Randall (1988) questions the materialism in
Eisenstein’s analysis, particularly her failure to identify the different
material basis of the relations of production and patriarchy.

"...she does not tell us which relations are essentially

patriarchal and/or capitalist or what the different material

bases of these relations are. ...Insofar as her analysis begs

the question of the foundations of these separate yet

interdependent realms, th-=n, her explication of their

operation both in society and the state remains essentially
ambiguous."
(Randall 1988:12)

These criticisms are important and raise some critical issues for
a model which intends a historical materialist analysis. While some
(Jenson 1986) might cite these criticisms as sufficient cause for
dismissing dual systems analysis, we choose to treat these criticisms as
constructive, identifying the necessity of a good material grounding in
future dual systems analysis. We do not see the problems of the past
theorizing as inherent in the perspective itself. In fact, we maintain
that it is only by according equal primacy to production and reproduction
that feminist analysis can avoid the obvious traps of biological

determinism or economic reductionism which have so frequently obscured the

history of women and reproduction in society.

Summary

The goal of this chapter was to provide a review of the rich and
growing feminist literature on reproduction and the state, which has

served to frame the questions and direct the focus of this particular
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study. In the process of review we have also undertaken an assessment of
the various theoretical and research strategies in terms of their ability
to incorporate and explicate the issues of centrality, continuity and
change, essential to a full understanding of the role of women and
reproduction in society. While we identified the advances made by all
feminist analysis in treating women’s oppression as a central feature in
social analysis, we have argued that a reproduction-centered analysis
alone is not sufficient to the task. We, therefore, explored a number of
different feminist theoretical strategies for retheorizing reproduction
and the state which fall roughly into three different schools of thought:
radical feminist analysis which asserts the primacy of reproduction,
Marxist-feminist analysis which asserts the primacy of production and dual
systems analysis which asserts the equal significance and co-determinative
nature of production and reproduction.

From our review, we have concluded that the model with the greatest
potential to address all three issues of concern, centrality, continuity,
and change, 1is the dual systems model. In doing so, however, we
acknowledge the serious and important nature of criticisms directed to the
model, particularly the failure of dual systems theorists to specify the
material base for patriarchy as a system. In the next chapter we will
address this issue suggesting an alternative, materialist model for
conceptualizing patriarchy. We will undertake to specify the material
base for patriarchy as a system through the identification of discrete

modes of reproduction and their pattern of interaction with concurrent

modes of production.
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Unlike O’Brien we put greater emphasis upon the co-determinative
character of the two modes and suggest that the dialectic is best
understood as inter-modal rather than a set of parallel, separate dynamics
within each mode. While we acknowledge that both production and
reproduction have a dynamic of their own as each organizes different
aspects of human labour, we argue that the existence of contradiction and
the dialectic of any given social system lies precisely in the interaction
of the two modes. This strategy not only requires a detailed theorizing
of reproduction but also a serious reconsideration of the dynamics of
production which, within Marxist orthodoxy, is seen as self-contained.

Finally, we refer to the direction being taken in feminist works on
the contemporary state, their call for a clearer conceptualization of
patriarchy, their attempts to develop a reproduction centred analysis, as
indications that the focus of the dual systems model is increasingly
relevant to feminist state theory. Showstack Sassoon's (1987) review of
feminist analyses of the state which includes the works of writers
throughout Europe and North America is a good example of the convergence
of theoretical interest on the operation of patriarchy within the state.

These articles cover a large number of states, for example Hernes
and Dahlerup on Norway, Balbo and Turnaturi on Italy, Borchorst and Siim
on Denmark, Showstack Sassoon on Britain, and Smith on the United States.
Amidst this amazing variety, however, it is possible to identify some
consistent and shared themes which, we suggest, point in the direction of
a dual systems approach. These articles all accord a central role to
patriarchy, in many cases® equal to production, as a means of

comprehending the patterns of modern state intervention. They identify
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the necessity of further theorizing of patriarchy as a precondition to
specifying the dynamic between capitalism and patriarchy. Similarly, they
all emphasize the necessity of undertaking historically specific analyses
in order to specify the precise nature of the intersection of and ongoing
dynamic between capital and patriarchy. Their concerns reiterate our
three themes, centrality, continuity, and change, issues which, we
maintain, the dual systems analysis with its balanced focus on production
and reproduction is particularly well designed to address.

In keeping with the direction provided by dual systems theory and
the call for further research in Showstack Sassoon’s anthology, we
undertake an analysis of the dynamic between production and reproduction
and the resulting relation between the family and the state in Canada.
We will proceed, first, by outlining our alternative conception of the
operation and intersection of the dual systems, production and
reproduction, and then by applying our model to an analysis of

family-state relations in Canada from 1884 to 1968.
FOOTNOTES

1. Marxist theory of the state is a theory of the operation of class
power. Feminist interest in the state is in terms of its relatiom
to the operation of patriarchal power. As a result, we find within
the feminist literature an adaptation of various concepts of state
activity in relation to class power, applied to the analysis of the
state in relation to patriarchy. Even theorists who renounce
Marxist theory and methodology, for example, MacKinnon (1989) rely
heavily on Marxian concepts to develop their alternative theory.

2. It is interesting to note that Jenson fails to identify the fact
that France's policy of accommodation (of motherhood and employment)
resulted in the lowest birth rates of all industrializing countries
in the late 19th and early 20th century. (see table 4.2 Chapter 4).
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"The  biological family--the  basic reproductive  unit of
male/female/infant, in whatever form of social organization--is
characterized by these fundamental, if not immutable, facts:

1) That women throughout history before the advent of birth
control were at the continual mercy of their biology--
menstruation, menopause, and "female ills", constant painful
childbirth, wetnursing and care of infants, all of which made
them dependent on males (whether brother, father, husband,
lover, or clan, government, community-at-large) for physical
survival.

2) That human infants take an ever longer time to grow up than
animals, and thus are helpless and, for some short period at
least, dependent on adults for physical survival.

3) That a basic mother/child interdependency has existed in some
form in every society, past or present, and thus has shaped
the psychology of every mature female and every infant.

4) That the natural reproductive difference between the sexes led
directly to the first division of labor at the origins of
class, as well as furnishing the paradigm of caste
(discrimination based on biological characteristics)."

From, Firestone, S. The_ Dialectics of Sex, Bantam Books, Toronto
1972, page 9.

For an excellent account of the feminist theoretical reclamation of
motherhood see H.J. Maroney, "Embracing Motherhood: New Feminist
Theory" in The Politics of Diversity, edited by R. Hamilton and M.
Barrett, Book Centre Inc. Montreal, Quebec 1987.

Three anthologies stand out as being particularly good references
on these issues: Eisenstein, A., Capitalist Patriarchy a e C
for Socialist Feminism, (1979), Kuhn, A., & Wolpe A., Feminis nd

Materialism, (1978), Reiter, R., Toward an Anthropology of Women,
(1975).

See Eisenstein (1979, 1980, 1984), O'Brien (1981, 1986), Delphy
(1984), and Hartman (1979).

Mitchell'’s arguments for the social/political origins of patriarchy
are largely based upon the research and theory of Levi-Strauss which
will be discussed in greater detail in the following chapter.

Other theorists who articulated the importance of analyzing domestic
labour are Margaret Benston, "The Political Economy of Women's
Liberation", reprinted in Voices from Women's Liberation, ed. Leslie
Tanner, New York 1971; also Peggy Morton, "Women's Work is Never
Done" reprinted in Women Unjte!, ed. Canadian Women's Educational
Press, Toronto, 1972.



92

The articles by Showstack Sasscon, H. Hernes & B. Siim, in Women and
the State, ed. Anne Showstack Sassoon, Hutchinson, London 1987,
emphasize the centrality of patriarchy in comprehending the
contemporary welfare state.



CHAPTER 3

TOWARDS A THEORY OF REPRODUCTION

The obscurity of reproduction in modern theory is undoubtedly a
reflection of the preemminence of productive relations in industrial
societies. Therefore, we are beginning our analysis of reproduction with
a look at social systems which predate class, as well as capitalism. We
are turning to the anthropological accounts of early social organization
to begin to reconstruct our understanding of the intersection of
production and reproduction. Because this literature focuses on societies
in which the dominant system of social organization is rules of kinship,
which are rules of reproduction, it is the richest source of observations
within which to discover the dynamics of reproduction. Also, because this
literature includes a great range and diversity of systems for organizing
reproduction, documenting a remarkable consistency in the presence if not
the form of sexual divisions of labour, it speaks directly to our
requirements of addressing the issues of continuity and change within
these dynamics. This literature provides essential conceptual tools to
proceed with our analysis of reproduction and develop our concept of
distinct modes of reproduction.

The work of feminist anthropologists have called our attention once
more to the obvious fact that all societies must both produce and

reproduce in order to sustain themselves. Although the existence of those
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requirements is obvious, the process whereby societies attempt to balance
the requirements and necessities of production and reproduction is
anything but obvious. The process of balance and coordination becomes
increasingly obscure the more complex the society becomes and the more
divided the two spheres become.

In attempting to rediscover the significance of reproduction
theoretical anthropologists such as Muller, (1977), Harris (1980),
Meillassoux (1981), and Rubin (1975) have begun with the simple direct
relationship between production and reproduction characteristic of pre-
state societies and traced the increasing domination of productive
relations over reproductive relations characteristic of state/class
societies. The point is pot to argue that reproductive relations cease
to be a significant societal determinant under such domination (as is the
tradition) but to illustrate how the significance of reproductive
relations becomes obscured through that process of domination. These
studies have introduced some important innovations in conceptualizing
reproduction, and the relationship between production and reproduction
which provide the ground work for the development of a theory of

reproduction,

Reproduction as Base

As a first step Harris provides a succinct and persuasive rationale
for the treatment of reproduction as base, which complements 0O'Brien’s
arguments, previously cited. Using the term "infrastructure" rather than
"base" he sets out to define what characteristics distinguish

infrastructure as a specific theoretical category. "Infrastructure, in
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other words, is the principal interface between culture and nature, the
boundary across which the ecological, chemical, and physical restraints
to which human action is subject interact with the principal sociocultural
practices aimed at overcoming or modifying those restraints" (Harris,
1980:57).

Reproductive relations clearly reflect a principal interface between
culture and nature and as such according to Harris & O'Brien (1986)
properly fall within the infrastructural category.

"Like all bioforms, human beings must expend energy to obtain

energy (and other life-sustaining products). And like all

bioforms, our ability to produce children is greater than our
ability to obtain energy for them. The strategic priority of

the infrastructure rests upon the fact that human beings can

never change these laws. We can only seek to strike a balance

between reproduction and the production and consumption of
energy."

(Harris, 1980:56)

In the above statement Harris not only situates reproduction in the
infrastructure but he also outlines the materialist premises on which one
can argue for the co-determinative relation between production and
reproduction and consequently the importance of balance between the two.
He concludes his argument with the following statement:

"Unlike ideas, patterns of production and reproduction cannot

be made to appear and disappear by a mere act of will. Since

they are grounded in nature they can only be changed by

altering the balance between culture and nature..."

(Harris, 1980:58)
According to Harris the key to analysis of fundamental social change,
"altering the balance between culture and nature," lies in the dynamic

relation between production and reproduction, the base of all social

systems.
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The relevance of his analysis to our project is revealed in the way
in which his conceptualization of reproduction can address the three
issues critical to feminist theorizing; centrality, continuity, and
change. The concept of reproductive relations reflecting the interface
between culture and nature rescues reproduction from a purely biological
framework in addition to locating it as an irreducible and inevitable
component of all social systems. This meets the requirements of
establishing reproductive relations as a central focus of social/political
theorizing, as well as providing a basis for understanding the continuity
of certain patterns within these relations. However, the idea of co-
determination between production and reproduction builds into the issue
of continuity a concept of process and change. Co-determination asserts
that balance between the two spheres, while being essential to the
stability of a social system, is not inherent in the operations of the two
dynamics.

Implicit in this analysis is the assumption of the existence of a
self-generating dynamic within each system; therefore, the possibility of
disjuncture and/or contradiction between them 1is both evident and
explicable, a phenomenon previous theories had great difficulty
addressing. Although Harris does not specifically analyze the dynamics

of reproductive relations his work prepares the way for such an analysis.

Locating the Dynamics of Reproduction

Having located reproduction in the base the next step in the
development of a theory of reproduction is the abstraction of these

relations from other social relations for the purpose of analysis. Rubin
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provides this step in her article, "The Traffic in Women: Notes on the
‘Political Economy’ of Sex." Combining a feminist analysis of
anthropological studies of kinship and marriage with a feminist critique
of psychoanalytic studies of kinship and gender Rubin proposes the concept
of a sex-gender system. She states that, "every society has a sex-gender
system--a set of arrangements by which the biological raw material of
human sex and procreation is shaped by human, social intervention and
satisfied in a conventional manner" (Rubin 1975:165).

Rubin argues that just as all societies must have some organized
system of production to ensure survival so all societies must have an
organized system of reproduction. However, she insists that the sex-
gender system is not a mere reflex reaction to the productive forces. "A
sex-gender system is not simply the reproductive moment of a ‘mode of
production’. The formation of gender identity is an example of production
in the realm of the sexual system. And a sex-gender system involves more
than the ‘relations of procreation’, reproduction in the biological sense"
(Rubin 1975:167). The sex-gender system involves the social structuring
of gender identity, sexual desire, fantasy, concepts of childhood, in
addition to the regulation of procreation.

Rubin’s purpose in analyzing the sex-gender system is two-fold.
First, while the object of organization of the sex-gender system--the
biological raw material of human sex--is clearly distinguishable from the
object of organization of the mode of production--human labour--the
components of the system and its distinctive dynamic must be identified
in order to transcend an economistic framework. Secondly, in asserting

that all societies must have a sex-gender system she does not mean to
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imply that the organization of reproductive relations presupposes gender
stratification. Thus, she attempts to distinguish the fundamental
characteristics of a sex-gender system in the abstract from the specific
characteristics of a gender stratified system.

She maintains that kinship systems are "observable and empirical
forms of the sex-gender system" and bases her analysis on studies of
preclass kin-based societies. She begins with Levi-Strauss because within
his work "kinship is explicitly conceived of as an imposition of cultural
organization upon the facts of biological procreation" (Rubin 1975:176).
His most insightful observations on gender, according to Rubin, are to be
found in his essay "The Family", in which he explores the preconditions
necessary for marriage systems to operate.

To this end, Levi-Strauss (1971) focuses on the puzzle presented
by the sexual division of labour which is universally present yet
unpredictably variegated in practice. From a study of the variation he
concludes that the division of labour by sex is not a biological
specialization. Its purpose, he argues, is to ensure the union of men and
women by making the smallest viable economic unit contain at least one man
and one woman. "The sexual division of labour is nothing else than a
device to institute a reciprocal state of dependency between the sexes"
(Levi-Strauss 1971:348).

"The division of labour 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 categories, a

taboo which exacerbates the biological differences between the

sexes and therefore creates gender. The division of labour

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.

(Rubin 1975:178)
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The importance of Levi-Strauss' deductions are two-fold. First, he
reverses the usual understanding of the causal relationship between the
sexual division of labour and gender. This has radical implications for
the analysis of gender in all societies but in particular for societies
in which there is no identifiable link between gender role proscriptions
and the existing division of labour. The failure to identify a necessary
link between gender and the sexual division of labour, which 1is
particularly problematic in industrialized societies, may well be a result
of the fallacy of the accepted direction of causality. The traditional
question--how has gender led to a particular division of labour?--has been
rephrased by Levi-Strauss--how has the division of labour 1led to
particular gender roles? If the division of labour is understood as a
mechanism of creating or preserving gender divisions, then its continued
existence in any society should be explored in terms of the necessity of
maintaining gender distinctions within the society as a whole and not in
terms of its necessity for the organization of labour.

The advantage of this explanatory model in terms of our problem is
obvious. Through reversing the direction of causality he explains the
variegated forms of sexual divisions of labour in terms of the continuity
of concern for a regulated system of reproduction. His interpretation of
the relation between gender and divisions of labour is, therefore,
suprahistorical in dimension and can account for continuity without
neglecting historical specificity. The only other alternative to the
traditional approach (which is biologically determinist in origin), has
evolved as an attempt to explain the dilemma of the sexual division of

labour in industrialized societies. It accounts for the maintenance of
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the sexual division of labour as a prerequisite not of the organization
of labour but of the extraction of surplus (Connelly 1978; Armstrong and
Armstrong 1978). The problem with this popularly accepted alternative is
that it brings us back to explaining reproductive relations in terms of
economic dynamics and precludes the possibility that reproductive
relations have any dynamic of their own. Levi-Strauss’ approach can
explain variation within continuity, does not reduce reproductive dynamics
to productive dynamics and does not resort to biological determinism.

Secondly, according to Levi-Strauss, individuals are engendered in
order that marriage be guaranteed. This implies a radical questioning of
all human sexual arrangements, in which no aspect of sexuality is taken
for granted as "natural." Unfortunately, Levi-Strauss does not pursue the
logic of his own deduction. Rubin, however, sees his analysis as
providing a critical insight into the dynamic of the sex-gender system.
She pushes the implications of his observations to conclude that
heterosexuality is an instituted process. "If biological and hormonal
imperatives were as overwhelming as popular mythology would have them, it
would hardly be necessary to ensure heterosexual unions by means of
economic interdependency" (Rubin 1975:180).

Based on Levi-Strauss’ deductions and Rubin’s interpretations one
could suggest that at the most general level the social organization of
sex rests upon the sexual division of labour which creates gender and
provides a structural enforcement/re-enforcement of heterosexuality.?
"Gender is not only an identification with one sex; it also entails that
sexual desire be directed toward the other sex. The sexual division of

labour is implicated in both aspects of gender--male and female it creates
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them, and it creates them heterosexual® (Rubin 1975:180). The sex-gender
system provides, at this level, the minimal requirements for an organized
system of reproduction. It "transforms males and females into ‘men’ and
‘women’, each an incomplete half which can only find wholeness when united
with the other” (Rubin 1975:179). In short the basic components of the
sex-gender system in pre-stratified societies are the sexual division of
labour, gender and heterosexuality.

The second feature, the dynamic of the sex-gender system, is the
process by which it maintains a functional balance between production and
reproduction. In pre-gender stratified societies it seems reasonable to
assume that the decision making process would be consistent with decision
making patterns characteristic of egalitarian societies, discussion and
negotiation.® At the most general level the sex-gender system, its
components and dynamics, implies the repressing of some of the personality
characteristics and interests of both men and women but does not
necessitate the particular oppression of women. Thus such a system may
be sexually egalitarian, at least in theory.

The combined insights and contributions of the above theorists have
provided the basic conceptual tools to construct a theory of reproduction.
All of the above theorists call our attention to the fact that the
organization of reproduction is societal in scope and cannot be fully
comprehended by considering the family in isclation. This emphasis is
particularly important to the analysis of patriarchy which has often been
understood only in terms of its familial form. To further emphasize this
point Eisenstein (1980) articulated the distinction between familial

patriarchy and social patriarchy. This distinction in conjunction with
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the above concepts impress upon us the fact that the rules of patriarchy
have never been exclusively confined to the family. Because patriarchy
is a particular mode of organizing a fundamental dynamic of society
(reproduction), its rules permeate all other institutions and policies of
society. They are as ubiquitous as the rules of class (O'Brien 1986;
MacKinnon 1989).

Furthermore, the concept of a sex-gender system provides us, for the
first time, with a means of identifying the components of the relations
of reproduction in a social and processual, rather than a biological and
static, form. This not only permits the identification of the dynamics
of reproductive relations, but more importantly locates the dynamic within
the reproductive relations themselves. This development finally enables
us to break with the old problematic which viewed these relations, as the
mere transmitter or repository of social forces external to it.

This dynamic concept of reproductive relations invites a
reconsideration of existing anthropological and historical research in the
interests of revealing the obscured interaction between production and
reproduction. To this end, we propose a concept of the modes of
reproduction in which we will identify three distinctive modes of
organizing reproduction which both respond to and exert pressure on three
distinct and corresponding modes of production. These are: communal
patriarchy, which corresponds with pre-class, kin-based social systems;
familial patriarchy, which corresponds with class structured social
systems characterized by decentralized processes of production; and social
patriarchy which corresponds to advanced wage labour social systems.

Although our own research deals exclusively with the transition from
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familial patriarchy to social patriarchy it is worthwhile to briefly
outline all three systems in order to explicate the nature of the

productive-reproductive dynamic.

Communal Patriarchy

In the case of pre-class, gender stratified societies, the
introduction of female subordination alters both the components and
dynamic of the sex-gender system, as previously outlined by Rubin. Male
dominance necessitates that the social structuring of female subordination
now becomes a fundamental component of the system, in addition to the
sexual division of labour, gender and compulsory heterosexuality. This
changes the dynamic of the sex-gender system itself, as well as the
process of balancing production and reproduction. The essence of the
change is, of course, the elimination of womern from the
negotiation/decision making procedure.

This particular form of the sex-gender system will be referred to
as "communal patriarchy", a system described (in part) by Levi-Strauss in
Elementary Structures of Kinship, as the "exchange of women." We have
opted for the term communal patriarchy over Levi-Strauss’ concept because
the exchange of women was designed specifically to explain particular
marriage patterns, only one facet of the sex-gender system, while the term
communal patriarchy is broader in application. Nevertheless, Rubin’s
interpretation of Levi-Strauss' concept  captures the critical
characteristics of communal patriarchy.

" ‘Exchange of women' is a short hand for expressing that the

social relations of 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
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of a system in which women do not have full rights to themselves."
(Rubin,1975:177)

Such a system co-exists with communal divisions of goods and
property, does mnot necessarily imply overt oppression but is clearly
predicated upon female subordination. The very communal nature of
communal patriarchy suggests that women’'s position is not necessarily
characterized by a slavish subordination to or dependence on a particular
spouse, for authority does not lie within a male spouse/father per se, but
within the larger male dominated kinship network. Because authority
relations between men and women are not atomized at the household level,
because women's subordination is to the larger male kin network (including
uncles, fathers, brothers, as well as, husbands), this would tend to
direct male dominance to the determination of the parameters of productive
and reproductive work. Communal patriarchy could, at least in theory,
allow women some degree of autonomy and maneuverability within the male
determined framework.

Thus the sex-gender system under communal patriarchy requires a
generalized subordination of women but does not necessitate a
particularized oppression of women by husbands/fathers. To have said this
does mnot imply that such oppression will not occur, for example the
Mundagamour (Harris 1975) or the Mundurucu (Murphy 1959), only that it is
not essential to the operation of the sex-gender system in this form, for
example the Arapesh and the Tchambuli (Mead 1935).

The transition from simple male-female interdependency to
hierarchical interdependency (female subordination) is the subject of

Meillassoux's work Maidens. Meal and Money (1981). He undertakes a study
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of pre-class societies, using the term domestic societies, to explore the
material basis of and the social structuring necessary for female
subordination. His project provides a materialist alternative to
O0’Brien’s accounting of the origins of women’s oppression. Meillassoux
accords equal weight to the pressures and dynamics of production and
reproduction in his analysis.® "The social organization of the domestic
agricultural community is built (simultaneously and indissolubly) both
upon the relations of production. ...and upon the relations of
reproduction necessary to perpetuate the productive cell." (Meillassoux
1981:38) While he asserts the equal importance of production and
reproduction to the survival of the community he must also address the
obvious predominance of rules of reproduction within these societies. "It
is evident that reproduction is the dominant preoccupation of these
societies. ...the reproduction of individuals and the places they occupy
from birth throughout their 1lives are the object of careful social control
which dominates social relations as a whole." (Meillassoux 1981:38)

Meillassoux begins with the premise that production and reproduction
must be balanced to secure the ongoing survival of a community. This
balance, he states, consists of two processes separated in time and space.
On the one hand, immediate survival is secured through the balancing of
productive and nonproductive members of a community. Under normal
circumstances this balance is determined by age distribution, the number
of productive adults in relation to the number of dependent children
and/or elderly. On the other hand, Meillassoux observes that this age-
based ratio is predicated on a sex-based ratio, the number of

reproductive-nonreproductive members of the community.
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Meillassoux explains the predominance of reproductive concerns in
domestic societies in terms of the dependence of the productive-
nonproductive balance upon the reproductive-nonreproductive balance, in
short, the dependence of productive continuity upon reproductive
continuity. Yet, Meillassoux observes that these early communities were
demographically vulnerable, by virtue of size, to accidents of morbidity,
sterility, or premature deaths. Thus, while the size of the communities
was well adapted to balance their productive capacities with their
productive requirements it put communities at risk demographically.
"Neither the band nor the agricultural community is demographically self-
sufficient. Therefore, to ensure that structural reproduction takes
place, mobility of individuals between productive cells is necessary."
(Meillassoux 1981:13)

However, the mobility of men and women is not equally responsive to
the concerns of reproductive continuity because the reproductive
capacities of a community are determined by the number of women, not men,
that it contains.

"If the woman's offspring are the stake, it is evident that
whenever one type of mobility is operative it tends to exclude
the other, since the simultaneous mobility of both sexes
allows no organized distribution of women and therefore of the
benefit of their procreative capacities. Either all women are
kept, or they are all exchanged for others."

(Meillassoux 1981:25)
Thus Meillassoux argues that because it was the demography of
domestic societies which was most vulnerable and it was the supply of
women, not men, which could overcome that wvulnerability, communities

organized themselves in relation to others to secure women. Thus mobility
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was sex-specific and the predominance of the rules of kinship and their
focus on the distribution of women and their progeny became the means of
balancing production and reproduction.® Meillassoux'’s attention to both
the dynamics of production and reproduction provides an opportunity to
locate the purpose and function of patriarchy within the intersection of
the two spheres. The material basis for the exchange of women is located
in the demographic requirements for reproductive continuity of small
productive units. Thus the location of a material basis for women's
oppression is not inevitably reducible to human biology. The critical
factor in the process Meillassoux described was that it was the social
organization of production--not human biology per se--which made these
communities demographically vulnerable. Thus it was a particular
intersection between the two spheres, a misfit between the social
structuring of production and the requirement of reproduction which
provided both the motive for and the means to introduce patriarchy.

These early attempts to balance production and reproduction through
female subordination could also be interpreted as a first step in the
alienation of reproduction from production. As the persons primarily
responsible for reproductive work are systematically cut off from decision
making within that sphere, as well as within production, the potential
arises for male work related interest