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Toward a Unified Analysis of
Genderand Kinship

Sylvia Junko Yanagisako and
Jane Fishburne Collier

THIs Essay attempts to draw together and advance the theoretical
contribution tha tjeministmethinking:@Lgendenhas made to ourun-
derstanding of both gender and kinship.* Our answer to the ques-
tion of what a 4 ive.has to offer the study of gender
can generate ne nd,

queStionedWhEther malp ;dnminan'r-n Wac.a nross_

cultural unyivelfs,ii:l,, and, if so, why (Rosaldo and Lamphere; 1974;
Reiter 1975; Fried] 1975). By asking what explained sexual inequal-
i L£

~

ity, they re changeable, naty nd-redefined
it-as-a.social fact.t A second step entailed questioning the homo-
geneily of the categories “male” and “female” themselves and ip-

vestigating lfliéit'divf?}réiﬁe,;sbc;ial;trieanifngéﬁamong«di»fferént societies
(Rosaldo and Atkinson 1975; Ortner and Whitehead 1981; Strath-
ern 1981a). Once we recognized that these categories are defined
in different ways in specific societies, we no longer took them as

a priori, universal categories upon which particular relations of

*This paper was written af] ter the ag82conference on Feminism and Kinship The-
ory in Anthropology. We wish (o thank Jane Atkinson, Donald Donham, Sherry
Ortner, Roger Rouse, David Schneider, Judith Shapiro, Anna Tsing, and Harriet
Whitehead for their helpful comments and criticisms. This Paper is a contribution
to the ongoing debate within feminist anthropology. The views we express are not
necessatily shared by the colleagues whose comments and criticisms helped us to
sharpen our arguments.

tAlthough we recognize that some anthropologists questioned the universality
of Western concepts of gender before the late 1960’s, we begin with the 1960’s wom-
en’s movement because it inspired the arguments we discuss in this paper.
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In this essay, we suggest that the next puzzle we must generate
and then solve is the difference ;,,,,b‘etwe‘en, men,anq’ women. Rather
than taking for granted that “male” anc.l “female” are two natural
categories of human beings whose relahons.ar.e everywhere struc-
tured by their difference, we ask whether lh{S‘lS indeed the case in
each society we study and, if so, what specific .;S(_)cml; and cultural
processes cause men.and. women o .appear. dn‘ﬂerent, ,f:rum.,.eaeh
oth T, AHhOugh we do not deny that biological differences exist be-
tween men and women (just as they do among men ~andvan.1ong
women), our analytic strategy is to question wh,e_th'e: t'lllcse,_,(f'lffgqr-
ences are the universal basis for the cultural categon'es male” and
“female.” In other words, we argue against the notion that cross-
cultural variations in gender categories and inequalities are merely
diverse elaborations and extensions of the same natural fact. ‘
Webegin our essay with a criti i of analytical
dichotomies that have guided iuch -ger
anthropology and related disciplines for the past decade, a
conclude that gender.
same difference’ O r.point is that, in

850, these dichotomics
2 for granted what theyksho‘uld explain. In the second sgct@n of
this“kessay, we discuss commonalities between.the assumptions un-
derlying these dichotomies and the assumptions thz.:t lx‘zlxlef.iox}\l-
nated kinship studies in anthropology since their .begnfmmgb inthe
nineteenth century. We argue that gender a1'1d kinship have bgen
defined as fields of study by our folk conception of the same thing,
namely, the biological facts of sexual reproduction. Consequently,

what have been conceptualized as two discrete fields of study con-

stitutea single field that has not succeeded in freeing itsglffrom no-
tions about natural differences between people. In the final section

of the essay, we propose a multifaceted strategy for transcending .

the analytical categories and dichotomies that have dominated past

' studies of kinship and gender. Because the analytical program we

suggest requires study of culturally consmfcted.soc"ial inm.]ualfltx‘evs:
we begin with a critique of the concept of ‘ eg.ahtana.n society.” We
then suggest an analytical program that entails gxphc'q_hng thfe. dé'-
namic cultural systems of meanings through which ditferent kinds
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usnesses. Scholars (for example, Roh;

eatherford 1975; Weiner 1976) seeking to co

androcentric bias jn ethnographic accounts by advocating atten-
omen’s poj " have posited a distinction between

- men’s and women’s per. pectives relationships Arguing
that most anthropological monog,

nhotasa - correcting male bias, but as a wayﬁﬁofu\nn-
. I : Ing the cultural construction of gender, These latter ay-
thors, h ofion:

owever, sharewith the former the(nofio

. ' that men a
women—as unitary and opposed categories— aveéifferent viewhg
v ofh 1€Ir mutual system works )
-2 oystem works,

mestic/public oppositions, along with the distinction between self-
interest and the social good identified by Marilyn Stra thern
(1981b), derive from the Same sociological insight: “that the sphere
of social activity predominantly associated with males encompas-
ses the sphere predominantly associated with females and is, for
that reason, culturally accorded higher valuye” (1981: 7-8). The em-
phasis placed on any one of these specific contrasts, they suggest,
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depends upon the theoretical interests of the analyst and the em-
pirically observed “idiom” of a particular culture; however, “al}
could be present without inconsistency; all are in a sense transfor-
mations of one another” (1981: 8).

Since these dichotomies were first presented a little over ten
years ago as explanations of universal sexual asymmetry, both the
domestic/public dichotomy proposed by Michelle Rosaldo (1974)
and the nature/culture opposition p
(1974) have come under considerable
sis that the symbolic association of a lesser va
males and of a more highly valued
males is the basis for the universal dev luation .
most persuasively and thoroughly criticized in Ca
anyd&Ma;ﬂ‘yan{trath‘,ern’s volume Nature, Culture, and Gender (1980).
In their introduction to this collection of essays, MacCormack and
Strathern pose the crucial question, When can we usefull
latea i

ogether the case studiesin their v
ure/culture opposition does not do justice to the range of symbolic
configurations of gender meanings found in other societies.
Strathern (1980), for one, buildsa convincing case that the agen
opposition between “mbo” and “remj” is not homologous to the
nature/culture opposition in our culture, but has both different
symbolic meaning and social consequences. The strength of Strath- o
ern’s argument rests as much on her explication of our conception

are symbolic oppositions or social institution

or “incest.” In other words, i y instanc

urice and Jean Bloch point out,
we use in our own cultural dis-
course provide a straightforward, unambiguous analytical focus
(1980: 125),

Bloch and Bloch’s historical analysis of the changing usage of
“nature” asa category for challenging the prevailing cultural order
in eighteenth-century France (1980) revealsa particularl y crucial di-
mension that is missed by the claim for a universal nature/culture
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. Opposition—g

is closely tied to another

a universal symbolijc Opposition,
tualizing s li t

pr minherent in the cfa
This is the

the issue is not whether the Ha gen concept of “mby”

stands in relation to the Hagen concept of “rémi” as ouy concept of

“culture” stands in relation to our concept of “nature,” but, ra ther,

whether mpo/rémi constitutes the same System of social relations

- inHagen society as nature/culture does in ours. Put another way,
\e questi . _ .

1€ nature Opposition-draws on 2 Lévi-
" Straussian symbolic-structuralist perspective, the dqmjesﬁtﬁig/pukbljjc

nalist perspec-

en with pub-
» Cross-cultural asymmetry in

of the sexes. At the core of this iden\tjfjcat?igon of
women with domestic life Jay their role as mothers: “Women be-
| come absorbed primarily in domestic activities because of theijr role
. as mothers, Their economic and political activities are constrained
by the responsibilities of childcare and the focys of their emotions
* and attentions is Particularistic and directed toward children and
. the home” (Rosaldo 1974: 24).

Although she did not initially draw a link between the domestic/

public opposition and the distincti

between the domesti
(\f& main and the politico-j '

n, which had long been em-
958, 1969), Rosaldo later (1980)

p‘l“o’ye‘d’iﬁ“ki‘as‘h‘iis"s u
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acknowledged that link and jts problematic theoretical implica-
tions (Yana camy __s,khare,Raynqi Reiter’s (1975)
i eological product of
, age.that "cast the
sexes in dighdtémous and contrastive terms” (Rosaldo 1980: 404).
AsJohn Comaroff notes in this volume, such a dichotomous vision,
of society is logically entailed in a “universal asymmetry” thesis
that relies upon an orthodox image of the form and content of the
two domains. Conversely, arguments against the universality of
sexual asymmetry and inequality have necessarily engaged in a
critical reexamination of this image. As Rapp (1979) and Comaroff
(this volume) point out, however, these latter efforts have encom-
passed a range of feminist theoretical perspectives. - .
Attempts to salvage the domestic/public opposmon~wh:c.h
continue to accept the two categories as a valid description of a unj-
versal reality even though varying widely in their specific content
and interpenetration—,{c escape the self-

tivities because of their roly
efinil‘ion of "donlcsllgf’ as “ Se mini
tion ,_a,nd,,;m,Qd«e,smof,_a.crti\{ity,:,at,llatf rganized immed

zitlely‘ around one or more mothers and their chxldren (Rosaldo
1974:23). _ ‘

The a priori definition of the domestic domain by the motlfer-
child relation is inextricably linked with the troubling analytical
problems arising from its claim for universality. These are shared

ock (1978), and Alice

1s explicitly emphasi; roc

to Woman, Culture, and Society, Rosaldo and Ortner both proposed

social causes for universal sexual asymmetry, as did Nancy Cho-

dorow in her contribution to the 1974 book, but (
on.the | t iologi

osaldo herself later noted, a focus on universals
makes us “victims of a conceptual tradition that discovers ‘essence

by the nature/culture opposition en Sacks (1976, 1979), |
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/  in the natural characteristics” that distinguish the sexes, “and then
declares that women'’s present lot derives from what, ‘in essence,’

__women are” (1980: 401).
In summary, we suggest that Ortner and Whitehead’s claim that
the domestic/public and nature/culture oppositions are transfor-

mations of each other is valid (1981:7-8), although not because

these oppositions summarize, eachina way more suited to the the-
oretical interests of a particular analyst or the cultural idiom of a

particular society, a universal structure of gender relations. Rather, '

domestic/publicand nature/culture, like the reproduction/produc-

tion distinction we discuss below, are variations of an analytical di-
chotomy {that takes for granted what we think should be explained.
dche /
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In the last decade, several writers (for example, Eisenstein 1979;
Beneria and Sen 1981; Harris and Young 1981), attempting to

) ties, structure their oppression. The
2% aﬁcmsfxt ; wha Fuvorsade tenti i

/\,c‘.?ﬂ"\.”( ’ d )
de- % " These liimtahons in Meillassoux’s work can be largely traced to
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ital is unable itself to reproduce the labor power necessary for social
reproduction. Therefore, it must rely on both precapitalist modes
of production, such as exist in Third World countries, and on the
family—in particular, women’s work in it, in industrial society—as,
the means of reproduction

n. They challenge his view of women solely
as “reproducers” and his neglect of their productive activities (Har-
ris and Young 1981; O’Laughlin 1977), which blind him to the ways
in which the social constraints placed on women'’s productive ac-

tivities, as well as the control placed on their reproductive activi-

ated to.the analysis.of reprod

velop a Marxist theory of gender while at the same time bringinga € the considerable ambiguity surrounding his use of the term repro-

feminist perspective to Marxist theory, have argued for the need to

develop a theory of relations of reproduction. Olivia Harris and & * )
% tution which at once regulates the function of the reproduction of

— human beings and the reproduction of the entire social formation

(Meillassoux 1981: xi). This functionalist perspective also underlies [’i'%’

Kate Young (1981:110) note that the proliferation of studies in
Marxist literature centered on the concept of reproduction reflects
not only feminist concern with the status of women but, among
other things, the concern of some Marxists to “break conclusively
with economistic versions of a Marxism which places too great an
emphasis on the forces of production” (see, for example, Hindness
and Hirst 1975; Friedman 1976).

“mea ctio eve

Claude Meillassoux’s (1981) evolutionary theory of the domestic
community is perhaps the most ambitious of these works in i

tempt to build an analysis of the family into a Marxist analysis of
imperialism. For Meillassoux, control over the labor of individual
human beings is more important than control over the means of
production in defining the relations of production in agricultural
societies where productive forces are not highly developed. There-
production of the domestic community of these societies is contin-
gent upon the repr tion of humanbemgs and, consequently,
upon control over women, whom Meillassoux views as the means
of that reproduction. In capitalist societies, on the other hand, cap-

duction, which cgnflates biological reproduction with the repro-

duction of the social system. For Meillassoux, kinship is the insti-

his assumptign—one common in much of the anthropological lit-

T P . : : Thus,
rms, Meillassoux
ends up with a Marxist version of teleological functionalism in
which “all modes exist to reproduce themselves” (Harris and
Young 1981: 115).

Unfortunately, many critics attempting to compensate for Meil-
lassoux’s inattention to “domestic work” have employed a concept
of reproduction similar to his, As a consequence, their work has
also been characterized by conceptual confusion. These writers
take as their starting point Engels’s formulation of the distinc-
tion between reproduction and production. In contrast to Marx
(1967: 566), who used these terms to describe a unitary social pro-
cess, Engels tended to treat production and reproduction as two
distinct, although coordinated, aspects of the process of social pro-
duction: “This again, is of a twofold character: on the one side the
p‘rbduﬂétion of the means of existence, of food, clothing, and shelter
and the tools necessary for that reproduction; on the other side the

{
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production of human beings themselves, the propagation of the
species” (1972: 71),

It is not surprising that Engels’s formulation would receive so

miuch recent attention from Marxist-feminist social scientists, as it

is one of the few early Marxist statements offering an explicit ap-

proach to gender. Much of the literature on the subject of women
and capitalist development, for example, employs this distinction,
In their 1981 critique of Ester Boserup’s neoclassical, comparative
study of the role of women in economic development (1970), the
economists Lourdes Beneria and Gita Sen argue that we shpulkd,aft-
tend to the role of reproduction in determining women’s position
in society, They rightly fault Boserup for her distinction between
“economic activi ind “domestic work,” which results in her ex-
cluding such activities as foo processing—largely a female activ-
ity—from her description of economicractivity in agricultural so-
cieties. Their concept of reproduction, however, proves more a

liability than an roduction as not onl

290). Yet, in their analysis of ways in
which the status of women has changed with economic transfor-
mations, reproduction is reduced to “domestic work.” Accord-
ingly, when they discuss industrialﬁsociety{ they equate “house-
work” with reproductive work and assume the household is the
focal point of all sorts of reproduction (Beneria and Sen 1981: 293,
291).

The social historians ] Tilly and Joan Scott also employ a
similar distinction in their history of women'’s work in industrial-
izing England and France. Reproduction is for them, by definition,
a gendered category: “Reproductive activity is used here as a short-
hand for the whole set of women’s household activities: childbear-
ing, child rearing, and day-to-day management of the consump-
tion and production of services for household members” (Tilly and

. .

mpossil y
of the changing re-
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lation between the reproductive work of women and men. There
can be no such history of han;

f the concept (1981).
ssoux’s-concept of reproduction,
Harris and Young propose to salvage it by isolating different mean-
ings of the concept, which they see located at “different levels of ab-
straction and generality” and which “entail different types .of caus-
ality and different levels of determination.” “Here we have |solat‘ed
three senses of the concept of reproduction for discussion which
seem to us to cover the major uses of the term and to illustrate the
confusion that has resulted from their conflation. We feel it j
istingui i ion,.that is, the overall repro-

2! . Yel, 0 place these meaningsin
ceﬁstmct and analytically useful levels generates new problems. It
becomes quickly apparent just how difficult it is for them to sepa-
rate their notion of the reproduction of labor and their notion of sp-
cial reproduction. They admit that: “to talk of the reproduction of
labour is in itself perhaps too limited; it would be more accurate to
talk of the reproduction of adequate bearers of specific social rela-
ti'o,"nshi'ps,,;since we also wish to include under this category classes
of non-labourers” (Harris and Young 1981: 113). Once the repro-
duction of labor slips into the reproduction of "adequate bearers of
specific social relations”—a process that presumably inlclgdes such
social categories as “males” and “females” as well as ‘lineage el-
ders” and “capitalists”—it becomes indistinguishablg fFonll the
process of social reproduction. That is to say, if "‘(iil‘plt/a’l’lslss"’: are
being reproduced, then relations of capital must be sm\u!taneousl)ug
reproduced; just as, if “males” and “females” are being repro-
duced, then gender relations must be reproduced. .

As do all the authors who draw upon Engels’s distinction be-
tween production and reproduction, Harris and Young locale th,e
construction of gender relations—and, consequently, women'’s
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subordination—in the reproductive process. Th productive pro-
cess, regardless of the particular mode of production it comprises,
is conceptualized as theoretically independent of gender consid-
erations. Like the notion that relations of reproduction are more
homogeneous and unchanging than relations of production, this
line of thought grants the two spheres of activities an analytical au- -
tonomy that seems unjustified.

What lies behind the willingness of so many authors to overlook

the conceptual ambiguity and confusion of the reproduction/pro-
duction distinction and to remain committed to its usefulness for
understanding gender relations? Beh d this distinction, we sug-

' uti ienced

ngcon-
: ar social formation—which in
/ Marxist terms entails the reproduction of a particular mode of pro-
duction—they do not see gender as relevant because, although
: both women and men are involved in production, they do not ap-
I pearto be involved as “men” and “women.” In other words, their
" gender attributes do not appear to be crucial in structuring their re-
lations. Yet, Harris and Young see women as “women"” and men as
“men” when they are involved in the reproduction of i
0 Qgiéal‘ifrePrddu,Ctiohw‘be;Ca;us‘, our cultural system of mear ngs,
e production of people is thought to occu through the process of

th
s s
S

ibl

{ ot necessarily rooted in soxia difference,
even when two sexes are involved in it.

') In this folk model, which informs much of the social scientific

+  writing on reproduction and production, the two categories are

_ construed as functionally differentiated spheres of activity that

). stand in a means/end relation to each other, Our experience in oy
own society is that work in production earns money, and money is
the means by which the family can be maintained and, therefore,
reproduced. At the same time, the reverse holds: the family and its
reproduction of people throu ghlove and sexual procreation are the
means by which labor—and thus the productive system of soci-
ety—is reproduced. Although we realize that wage work, money,
and factories do not exist in many of the societies we study, we im-

N
A
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pose our own institutional divisions and culturally meaningful‘cat-
egories onto them by positing the universal existence of function-
ally differentiated spheres of activity. In our folk model, we contrast
the following pairs, each linked, respectively, to the productive and
reproductive spheres:

material goods people

technology biology

male or gender neutral ~ female or gendered
wage work nonwage work
factory family

money love

A means/end relation between the family and capitalism has pre-;
vailed in Western sociological thought, not only in the writings of
Marxist functionalists but in those of structural-functionalist the-
orists as well,/In Talcott Parsons’s theory of the family in capitalist-
industrial society (Parsons and Bales 1955), the particular kfko.r‘m. of
the family helps to reproduce the “economic system” by permitting
the social and geographic mobility required by an open-class, uni-
versalistic, achievement-based occupational system while still pro-
viding for the socialization of children and nurturance of adults.. In
sum, both Parsonian structural-functionalist theory and Marxist-
functionalist theory posit a means/end relationship between what
they construe as the reproductive and productive spheres of
capitalist-industrial society.

At the bottom of the analytica

eads us back to reinventing, in a new form,
the same dualism we were trying to escape.
'

Women’s Consciousness ! Men’s Consciousness

One of the first changes called for by feminist scholars in the so-
cial sciences was the correction of androcentric views that had paid
little attention not only to women's activities and roles but also to
their views of social relationships and cultural practices. This fem-
inist challenge was useful in calling into question seemingly nat-
ur: units. Among the social units taken for granted were the
" that anthropologists continued to discover eve.rywhf:re
as long as they confounded genealogically defined relationships
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with particular kinds of culturally meaningful, social relationships

(Yanagisako 1979; Collier, Rosaldo, and Yanagisako 1982). The fem-.

inist questioning (for example, Collier 1974; Lamphere 1974; Harris
1981; Wolf 1972) of the assumed unity of families, households, and
other sorts of domestic groups denaturalized these units by asking
whether their members had the same or different views, interests,

and strategies. Tl he diversity and, in som

L
Atthe same time, we have come to realize that correcting the an-
drocentrism of the past without reproducing its conceptual error in
inverted form requires considerable rethinking of our notions of
culture and ideology. We appear to : i i
(for example, Rohrli

ple, Wolf 1972; Yanagi
i its

onvincingly tha

) ymbol forind
that what Trobrianders ma

ke out of women identifies s
W

oimagine
omething

Despxte this skepticism about the existence of a unitary “wom-
an’s point of view” in any society, the notion that there is 2 unitary
“man’s point of view” appears moreresilient (forexample, Ardener
1972). Because men are socially dominant over women, it is tempt-
ing to treat the cultural system of a society as a product of their val-
ues and beliefs and to assume that it js shared by most, if not all, of
them. This assumption is implicitin the concept of a “male prestige
system,” which Ortner and Whitehead (1981) have proposed for
understanding, among other things, the connections between gen-
derand kinship.

Ortner and Whitehead suggest that in all societies the;\f‘kii‘a_s:'tmi,m-ﬁ
 portant structures for the cultural construction of gender are the
“structures of prestige.” Moreover, because some form of male
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dominance operates in every society, “the cultural co;lstructior\. of
sex and gender tends everywhere to be stamped by the prestige
considerations of socially dominant ‘male actors” (Ortner and
Whitehead 1981: 12). “Women'’s perspectives are to a great extent
constrained and conditioned by the dominant ideology. The analy-
sis of the dominant ideology must thus precede, or at least encom-
pass, the analysis of the perspective of women” (Ortner and White-
head 1981:x). In_the above quotations, Ort .d Whi

0gy. Instead, in the case of men,
e perspectives of social actors are conflated. This, of
course, assumes a _pri nd

i_that

e prbblems generated by this conceptualization of the domi-
nant ideology are manifested in confusion about the analytical sta-
tus of prestige structures. At times Ortner and Whitehead refer to
prestige as a “sphere of relations,” at other times as a “set 9f struc-
tures” on the same level as political structures, and at still other
times as “a dimension of social relations” of all kinds of structu res,
including political structures (1981: 10, 12-13). They also speak of
“prestige situations” (1981:13). For the most part, h(.)wever,. !hey
use the term “prestige structures”: “The sets of prestige positions
or levels that result from a particular line of social evaluation, the
mechanisms by which groups arrive at given levels or positions,
and the overall conditions of reproduction of the system of sta-
tuses, we will designate as a ‘prestige structure’” (Ortner and
Whitehead 1981: 13). Confusion about the status of prestige struc-
tures, moreover, leads to a tautological proposition about their re-

lation to gender systems. Oxt nd W
one hand that the “social organization 4 £.80ma
ocial structure that most directly affects cultural notions of gen
ty.” on the other, that “a gender system is first and fo r
ige structure itself” (1981: 16). '
confusio

hitehead.contend on the

: ’ v ‘ ly dominant over women as
a whole and share the same values, beliefs, and goals, it seems a
mistake to construe their perspective as more encompfxssing of th’e
larger cultural system than women’s perspective. For, like women's
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views, men’s views are constrained and conditioned by th
ular forms of their relations witp, others. The men and women ip, 5
particular society may construe women’s j

ssumes that “domestic life” js “jp.
sulated from the wider socia] sphere” (although jts degree of in-
sulation Mmay vary) and that “domestic Jife” isconcerned with “gep.
der relations” and “child Socialization Thus, for example, in
discussing Marshali Sahlins’s (1981) analysis of Systemic change in
Post-contact Hawaij, Ortner writes, “To the degree that domestic
life is insulated from the wider social sphere , | » important prac-

tices—of gender relations and child socialization-remain rela-

Toward q Unified Analysis of Gender and Kinship 29

analysis of change in Hawaii that Ortner discusses, for Sahling de-
scribes how the struggle over novel meanings of hierarchy was si-
multaneously a struggle over kchik,ef,s’hip and gender relations, For
Hawaiians, understandings of the chief/commoner relation and
vthe husband /wife relation were j ed in_each other and
changed together. 5 i

shows how Ja
wusbands and s ch d along h
of the relations between family and society., _
The reemergence of 2 form of the domestic/public dichotomy in
the concept of “male prestige systems” brings us full circle and ,
poses, in a particularly dramatic way, the question of ‘

. . is dichotomy o { .

them so compell g?
even when she argued
device, so “tellj

0 (1980) claimed
blicasan analytic

kinship
e, there are striking similarities be-

The Mutual Constitution of Genderand Kinship

understanding the rights and dutjes that order relatiops between
people defined by difference. Botly begin by taking “difference* for
granted and treating itasa presocial fact,
tiong ltonit, th i

Both “gender” and inship” studies have been concerned with% :

eider’s eritique of the biological

. Schn




30 Sylvia Junko Yanagisako and Jane Fishburne Collier

model that pervades and constr,
gest a parallel critique of gender studies,

Among kinshj
been the most
have, name

ships, S

foundations.
Most recently,

studies, Schneider argues that

e relationship between a man and
ual intercourse and its Physiolo
parturition, T

riage, filiation, and coparenthood.

The one major modification in kinsh;
of the nineteenth century,
phasis on the s

P studies since the middle
according to Schneider, was th

ocial re  of the biolo

ains kinship studiesin order to sug-
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o

.

%&L neider 1984:54)."5ince this shift, kins] reorists have been
adamant that they view marriage, parenthood, and all other kin-
ship relationships as social relationships and not biological ones.
Schneider argues convincingly, however, that for all the claims
these writers make that they are speaking of social paters and social
maters and not genitors and genitrexes, they have biological par-
enthood in mind all the time, This

point is perhaps no more clearly
illustrated than in the following statement by Fortes, quoted by

Schneider: “The facts of sex, procreation, and the rearing of off-
spring constitute only the universal raw material of kinship sys-
tems” (Fortes 1949: 345, italics ours). For Fortes, as for the other
kinship theorists reviewed by Schneider, these facts are unambig-
uously construed as natural ones.

Although it is apparent that heterosexual intercourse, preg-.
nancy, and parturition are involved in human reproductiox), it is;ﬁi’
also apparent that producing humans entails more than ¢l M.

Bridget O’Laughlin (1977) put it very succinctly when she wrote,
“Human reproduction is never simply a Matter of conception and,
rth.” There is a wide range of activities in which people partici-
pate besides heterosexual intercourse and parturition that contrib-
ute to the birth of viable babies and to their development into
adults. These activities, in turn, involve and are organized by a
number of relationships other than those of parenthood and mar-
iage. Given the wide range of human activities and relationships -
that can be viewed as contributing to the production of human
beings, why do we focus nonly a few of them as the universal ba-
sis of kinship? Why d ‘we construe these few activities and relf;,-
tionships as natural facts; Tather than investigating the ways in J
which they are, like all social facts, culturally constructed? The an-
ver Schneider has proposed is that our theory of kin

ustyafolk theory of bi
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Gender and the Biological “Facts” of Sexual Reproduction

Schneider’sinsight that Kinshipi :
tion leads us to realize that ass wbout g li

) es, Moreover, not only are ideas about gender
central to analySes of kinship, butideas about kinship are central to
analyses of gender. Because both genderand kinship have been. de-
fined as topics of study by our conception of the same thing,
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namely, sexual procreation, we cannot think about one withoy -

thinking about the other, In short, these two fi
{mutually constituted.
Genderassumptions pervade notions about the facis of sexual re-
production commonplace in the kinship literature. Much of what
lis written about f kinship (Lévi-Strauss 1 ), the axiom of
f prescriptive altr rtes’1958; Fortes 1g69), :tll‘]_e,ﬁniygrsality of
: the family (Fox 1967), and the centrality of the mother-child bond
(Goodenough 1q70) i

them is the basis of human reproduction and, therefore, kinship.
Harold Scheffler’s ( 1974: 749) statement that “the foundation of any
kinship system consists in the folk-cultural theory designed to ac-
count for the fact that women give birth to children” reveals that,
for him, kinship is everywhere about the same biological fact. Al-

though he recognizes that there are a variety of ways in which this

But, the convic-
tion that the biological dlfferen,cejn;,;the\mlves,o,,f.women_and men in
sexual reproduction lies at the core of the cultural organization of
gender persists in comparative analyses. As we argued in the pre-
vious section, the analytical oppositions of domestic/public, na-
ture/culture, and reproduction/production all begin with this as-

s:of many.assumpti
tkinship. ature. However, in the femini
€ ways in which mothering constrains an
structures women’s lives and psyches (for example, Chodorow 1979), whereas i
the nonfeminist kinship literature (for example, Fortes 1969; Goodenough 197
Scheffler 1974), the emphasis is on the positive affect and bond that maternal nur-
turance creates in domestic relationships,

Toward a Unified Analysis of Gender and Kinship 33

sumption of difference. Like kinship ti L

hat women bear the greater burden and re-
sponsibility for human reproduction pervades gender studies, in
particular those works employing a reproduction/production dis-
tinction. Yet, this notion often appears to be more a metaphorical
‘exlension of our emphasis on the fact that women bear children
than a conclusion based on systematic comparison of the contri-
bution of men and women to human reproduction. In other words,
the fact that women bear children and men do notisinterpreted as
creating a universal relation of human reproduction. According\ly@
we have been much slower to question the purported universals of
the reproductive relations of men and women than we have been
to question the purported universals of their productive relations’.
For example, as we have shown, in the literature on women and
capitalist development, women’s natural burden in reproduction
is viewed as constraining their role in production, rather than seen
as itself shaped by historical changes in the organization of pro-
duction.

The centrality of sexual reproduction in the definition of gender
is reflected in the distinction between sex and gender that has be-
come a convention in much of the feminist literature. Judith Shap-
iro summarizes the distinction between the terms as follows:

[Tlhey serve a useful analytic purpose in contrasting a set of biological
facts with a set of cultural facts, Were I tobe scru
I would use the term “sex” only when I was s
ences between‘mal‘es and females, and use,”
ferring to the social, cultural, psychologic
upon these biological differences, . . . IG . ate
gories to which we can ,,ngj‘ggmgﬂ\,& cross-

culturally, because they have some cog_meg:u:o sex diffcglxgs. These cate-

/gories are, however, conventional o arbitrary insofar as they are not

feducible to, or directly derivative of, natural, biological Tacts; ey vﬁ)
from oneTanguage t6 another, one culture to another, in the way in which ]

they order experience and action” (1981: 449, italics ours).

The attempt to separate the study of gender categories from th
biological facts to which they are seen to be universally connected
mirrors the attempt of kinship theorists reviewed by Schneide
(1984) to separate the study of kinship from the same biological-
facts. Like the latter attempt, this on doomed to fail, be-
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act: e, of course, to know
inship would mean if they are to be entirely dis-
connected from sex and biological reproduction. We have no choice
but to begin our investigations of others with our own concepts,
! But, we can unpack the cultural assumptions embodied in them,
which limit our ca pacity to understand social systems informed by
other cultural assumptions. '
¢ Although gender and kinship studies start from what are con-
{ strued as the same biological fa of sexual repro
" mi ‘ led ‘ analytical di) ns: kin-
ship to the social character of genealogical relations and gender to
the social character of male-female relations (and even to male-
male relations and female-female relations). However, because
! both build their explanations of the social rights and duties and the
relations of equality and inequality among people on these pre-
sumably natural characteristics, both retain the legacy of their be-
ginnings in notions about the same natural differences between
people. Consequently, what have been conceptualized as two dis-
crete, if interconnected, fields of study constitute a single field

Qur realizat stitution of genderand

might appear to be headed in different

: As Schneider (1984: 175) points out, part of the

conventional wisdom of kinship” has been the idea that kinship
forms a system that can be treated as a distinct institution or do-
main. Like “economics,” “politics,” and “religion,” kinship has
been posited as one of the fundamental building blocks of society

ther should we assume that in all societies kinship creates gender
or that gender creates kinship. A

2

éggel below, |
the socially significant domains of re]
ety and what constitutes them.

particular soci-
rejected the notion that

*Schneider attributes this to the mid-nineteenth-century attempt by anthropol-
ogists to establish the history or development of civilization as this was embodied
in European culture, and to the notion that development proceeded from the sim-
ple to the complex, from the undifferentiated to the differentiated. To the extent that
kinship, economics, politics, and religion were undifferentiated, a society was
“primitive,” “simple,” or “simpler.”

here are presocial

@ ad» g,‘,,m(,&,«é«(

| by anthropologists (Schneider 1984:181).* At the same time, nei-
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