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“The psychology of women,” as it now exists, is a shadowy negative of the
psychology of men, and can be successfully formulated only if male psychology
is reassessed and considerably revised. Male theorists and practitioners have
made virtues of the harsh facts of male socialization. These conditions, which
have unhappy repercussions in the male ego and in the culture as a whole,
are modifiable only if they are identified and understood.

“Johnny, 1 hardly Knew Ye,” 1 is an early
Irish war-protest song sung by a woman to
a mutilated returning soldier-husband.

heoretical discussions about psycho-

sexual development and sexual
identity have focused on male develop-
ment as baseline and female develop-
ment as a variation from that norm. This
is a proper and inevitable history for the
science/art of psychoanalysis, originat-
ing as it did in self-observation and
self-report. Most of the selves observed
and reported were male. The language,
metaphor, and psychic history were

male. Since Freud, and including him,
there has been considerable dissatisfac-
tion with the revised female editions of
psychosexual development, which has
led to complicated and almost impene-
trable revisions of revisions of that
original theory. Female consultants
were admitted to the mysteries, coached
in the language and metaphor, and in-
vited to, now, please tell us, “What
does a woman want?” Practicing thera-
pists seem to be surprisingly unaware
that female patients also coached in the
historical male metaphor by interpreta-
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tion (and under a heavy economic and
emotional pressure not to ‘“‘resist” such
interpretations), are highly likely to
speak the language that makes sense to
the therapist—and thus to confirm his
theoretical bias.

Fortunately, men and women have
more common history as human beings
than divergent history as-sexual beings.
Fortunately, metaphor is a strong cogni-
tive tool, often translatable by the lis-
tener into something usefully applicable
to her own situation. As a result, women
patients are often helped considerably
by the analytic method which, again
fortunately, often leaves the theory far
behind in its individual practical appli-
cation. However, women patients are
complaining more frequently that “of-
ten” and “oblique” are not enough, that
they are tired of hand-me-down, theory-
based interpretations; they are “resist-
ing” by leaving treatment with male
therapists in search of women practi-
tioners—who may or may not represent
an improvement. “The psychology of
women,” as it now exists, is a shadowy
negative of the psychology of men, and
can be successfully formulated only if
male psychology is reassessed and con-
siderably revised.

A problem in revision of theory is
escaping the reification of ideas and
language inevitable in any theory and
technique with a history. One must find
a different language, a different perspec-
tive, for both viewing and evaluating
the familiar data of human experience
upon which theory is based. This essay
will employ a female perspective on
male sexual development, and a con-
ceptual framework more akin to de-
velopmental psychology than to psycho-
analysis. An effort will be made to re-
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late this perspective and language to
common clinical truisms observed so
widely for such a long period of time
as to be generally accepted as knowl-
edge gained from everyone’s profes-
sional experience. The thesis to be de-
fended is that male theorists and
practitioners have made virtues of the
harsh facts of male socialization; that
these practices have unhappy repercus-
sions in the male ego and in the culture
as a whole; and that these harsh realities
are modifiable only if they are identified
and understood.

To begin with a metaphor, suppose
we had studied two groups of males
who had been divided into group A
and group B at age eight on the basis of
teacher observation and evaluation, test
assessments, and developmental his-
tory. Group A boys walked earlier,
talked earlier, made an easier adjust-
ment to school, learned to read better
and faster, and were relaxed and com-
fortable in the school environment.
Group A boys also were rarely enuretic
or assaultive or hyperkinetic. They con-
tributed only about 20% of the group
referred for psychotherapy. Group A
boys had better interpersonal skills and
a more highly developed capacity for
empathy. Group B boys, conversely,
showed significantly more immaturity,
symptomatic behavior, and lack of ca-
pacity for adjusting to different environ-
ments. They contributed 80% of the
child guidance population and the popu-
lation of children referred for remedial
education. Furthermore, group A and
group B boys are known to be equal in
number, to have the same cultural and
socioeconomic background, and the
same access to inherited capabilities.
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On the basis of such differences, we
would infer that group A had had a
much more benign growth-inducing par-
enting in the important preschool years
than did group B. Furthemore, we
would be most interested in investigat-
ing further just how child-rearing prac-
tices differed from group A to group B.
Observation and interviews with the
parents would establish that corporal
punishment and shaming were less often
used with the group A boys, and that
they were permitted much more physi-
cal closeness and cuddling than were
those in group B—and until a later age.
Group B boys were discouraged in their
efforts to be close even when their sib-
lings were not; they were encouraged
to play at a considerable distance from
mother, while group A mothers encour-
aged their children to play close by,
particularly in strange and potentially
frightening  circumstances. Mothers
talked more often and at greater length
with their group A children from in-
fancy than with their group B children.
They also confessed they had felt closer,
warmer, and more at ease with their
group A children, usually on the basis
of perceived similarity: “He looks like
my side of the family.” However, fath-
ers also treated their group A children
more gently and affectionately than their
group B children. Both parents were
less likely to stress performance with
their group A children. In spite of this,
group A children learned skills such as
talking, feeding, and dressing them-
selves earlier, and generally had an
earlier and easier toilet training. Their
better school performance has been
mentioned previously.

MALE PSYCHOSEXUAL DEVELOPMENT

Of course, the group A children are
girls and the group B children are
boys'l. 2, 7, 12, 13, 14, 15, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 26
However, in converting these observa-
tions into theories of child development,
we have stoutly resisted what seems an
obvious conclusion: that girls are more
intelligently, kindly, and gently reared
than boys, and that this has positive
effects that are readily observable in
the latency period.* When other factors
are held constant—socioeconomic back-
ground, genetic endowment, access to
education—the child who performs
better socially and intellectually (we
would usually infer) has had a superior
preschool home experience than his less
well adjusted counterpart.

To examine the impact on little boys
of this subtly disadvantageous handling,
we must remember that most little boys
have sisters. Those who do not have
sisters receive just as much physical
punishment and physical rejection (in-
dependence training) because that is
what this society tends to prescribe for
boys. Psychoanalytic theory acknowl-
edges the presence of sisters in families
to establish the basis for castration com-
plex (“upon observing his little sister’s
penisless state . . .,” etc.). From de-
velopmental psychology, we can infer
that young boys have an opportunity
to observe quite a lot more: their sisters
are spanked much less, cuddled much
more, spoken to more often and more
gently, and praised more often whether
older or younger. Boys’ desires to cud-
dle and experience physical closeness
are discouraged with varying degrees of
harshness.

Physical rejection is evidenced quite

* That girls lose this developmental impetus in adolescence is another important social
phenomenon but beyond the scope of this paper.
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early in mother-son interactions.’® One
suspects that boys’ early and obvious
genital reaction to physical pleasure
worries their mothers. It secems “sex-
ual,” and this tends to make mothers
uneasy. Feeling guilty about stimulat-
ing “sexual” reactions in their sons, they
may impose physical separation and iso-
lation from their person both earlier and
more drastically than they do with their
daughters. (Which predisposes males to
the depressive-aggressive world view
that will be discussed later.) Maternal
implementation of the separation-indi-
viduation task is also significantly dif-
ferent for boys and girls. A central as-
pect of the mothers’ functioning in this
task is supervision of the mindless motil-
ity of their toddlers: mothers make sure
that toddlers do not learn about the
physical environment too harshly and
too early.2s Little boys are more restless
and more motile from birth; 8 they,
more likely than their sisters, will climb
fifteen times to the top of the table.
Fatigue and resentment may lead moth-
ers to allow boys, more often than girls,
to learn about falls and bumps from
experience. Boys learn about the hard
and painful unyieldingness of the physi-
cal world at a time when their physical
and mental development does not per-
mit the lesson to be readily mastered.
Little girls get hurt less and later, and
so more easily learn to “be careful.”
Boys feel more pain, and consequently
more anger at their physical environ-
ment—and this at a stage of develop-
ment when “world” is insufficiently
differentiated from mother. Thus,
mother-son alienation receives another
reinforcement. Little boys’ anger is com-
plementary to their mothers’ sense of
guilt, a complementarity resurrected in

187

adult male-female relationships. (He
blames her for what is unsatisfactory in
his life, and she accepts the blame).
If, on top of all this, sex-typing is en-
forced in their families, little boys (who,
as yet, have no concept of their fathers’
work) are made to feel ashamed of
their wish to join mothers and sisters
in the cooking, cleaning, and other
household activities that make up the
day.

As they move into latency, boys find
that their sisters are permitted tomboy-
ish activities to a much greater degree
than boys are permitted girlish activities.
Furthermore, any budding expertise
their sisters show in male domains is
likely to elicit parental satisfaction and
compliments, often a simultaneous
source of pain and shame for young
boys: “She swims (or “plays baseball”
or “fixes bicycles”) better than he
does!” It is no wonder that males often
carry to adulthood a terror and hatred
of competitive and competent females,
and indeed feel “castrated” in observing
their performance.

Now is the time, perhaps, for a slight
digression. It is a clinical corollary
that a fear which is excessively pre-
occupying and only remotely probable
often indicates an unconscious wish.
Thus, the wealthy man who spends his
conscious hours in an anxious horror
of poverty might well unconsciously
wish to be rid of his money. A woman
whose frequent fear of rape dominates
her thinking and activity might be sup-
posed to wish unconsciously to be
raped. A man who worries all his life
about losing his penis might be sup-
posed unconsciously to wish for that
state. Other writers have pointed out



that castration fear has all of the hall-
marks of a reaction formation—a wish
to be penisless, which is unacceptable
to the conscious and rational mind.°
Some have related it to womb envy,
others have hypothesized a prehistoric
past leaving a racial memory of matri-
archy—a time in the history of the hu-
man race when it was decidedly more
advantageous and pleasant to be a
woman.?” But a thesis pursued in this
paper is that men have a personal past,
repressed and distorted by adulthood, in
which it must have seemed to them that
it was much more pleasant and advan-
tageous to be a girl. Like most child-
hood traumas, when the circumstances
are known and interpreted the wish is
much less shaming and irrational. His-
torically, the wish in the little boy to
be penisless is sensible, a realistic judg-
ment based on daily observation and
experience. A castration wish is ego-
alien to the adult male only because
repression has obscured the excellent
reasons for it. Instead, his ego trans-
lates the wish in currently reasonable
terms: to wish to be castrated is to wish
to be disfigured, maimed, unsexed.

The child’s practical, although inac-
curate, observation is that “no penis”
equals “girl.” The adult male has learned
that castration does not equal woman
but only non-man. (This point has oc-
casioned much mysterious confusion in
psychoanalytic theory.) Hence, the
childish and conscious castration wish
must be transmuted into postchildhood
castration fear. The boy’s wish to be
female, based on a realistic perception
of girls’ favored treatment, is not sup-
ported by adult perceptions (women
do not have a favored status in adult
society) and is thus even more un-
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acceptable to the man’s conscious ego.
“Penis envy” in adult women is much
less at odds with current reality percep-
tions—seems much less “crazy” to the
observing ego—because money, power,
and freedom of choice are more avail-
able to adult men than to adult women.
This represents a complete shift in the
status quo of the sexes from their pre-
school days.

Zilboorg,*” in a provocative essay,
provided a vivid speculative picture of
the little boy in a prehistoric matri-
archal society:

A number of facts cited by him [Ward] and
other investigators seem definitely to point
to man’s very early hostility toward his pri-
mordial mother. She certainly had to wean
him sooner or later and let him detach him-
self from her. [We have hypothesized that it
is mere like sooner than later.] The little
females as they grow and mature might, most
probably did find maternal consolation similar
to the one their mothers seemed always to
have. But the young male must have been a
sorry sight indeed: he was young, inexperi-
enced in getting food for himself, and not
strong enough yet to be the object of choice
by the fastidious, self-assured woman, who
instinctively demanded the best and strongest
the race could offer. Perhaps it is in this sub-
soil of early human life that the earliest and
deepest veins of man’s hostility toward
woman, which is familiar on the basis of many
clinical experiences, will sooner or later be
found . . . “woman envy.” (p. 281)

He is the prototype of the existential
“outsider,” excluded by sex from a cozy
female society. This may indeed be a
racial memory trait, but is likely as well
to be a repressed and distorted memory
from the boy’s preoedipal, preverbal,
personal past. One might hypothesize at
this point in life a “critical period” for
the enlargement of capacity for satisfy-
ing object relationships. The girl, with
the experience of warm and successful
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relationships within the home, steps into
the school society with confidence. The
little boy hesitates; the new situation
seems to him to promise even less than
the one he is leaving. He retreats and
focuses his need for pleasure and self-
approval on his body, specifically his
penis. He has learned to cathect his
whole body much less than girls do,
because important others have seemed
to cathect it less. It is the same body
that was underprotected in the separa-
tion-individuation phase, the body that
was the source of frequent pain at that
time. Socialization practices in respect
to the boy have emphasized that the
expression of grief over pain is babyish
and unmanly. Further, experiencing pain
and inflicting it on others is presented
as “fun” for the boy but not for the
girl. This implements the retreat from
the cathexis of the whole body to the
cathexis of the penis, and a retreat from
object relationships to a preference for
part-object relationships.

The boy turns his interest away from
the world of people to the world of
objects and things (in which he shows
an early competence, in contrast to the
girl’s early interpersonal and language
competence). His already present anger
and sense of rejection 4 is enlarged by
his recognition that the new caretakers,
teachers, are also put off by his fidgety
action-oriented mode, his aggression,
and his relative lack of interpersonal
skills.!® Masturbation becomes for him
a dependable and always accessible
source of reassurance and tension re-
lease. The latency expansion in his
cognitive development consolidates his
early predisposition for genital preoccu-
pation and for the genitalization of his
life experience. His competence in the
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world of things gains instinctual impetus
from a focus on the “penis-like” aspect
of things. Here we are indebted to the
huge accumulation of psychoanalytic
case descriptions that have unearthed
the “penis perception” as the basis of
the male cognitive experience: ‘“tree-
ness” is trunk, not leaf or fruit; “‘eye-
ness” is orbs with a projection between,
not a hollow receptacle of sensation;
cars are powerful thrusting objects, not
warm and relatively effortless means of
being carried about; birds are erectile
tissue, not free-moving nesting crea-
tures; and the same with fish and
dragons and tadpoles and dinosaurs and
mosquitos, telephone poles and tooth-
picks, knives and feathers, toes and
teeth, and everything that moves and
is and does (and is threatened) on the
face of the earth.

In this symbolic language, leaves are
never separated offspring that wither
and die. They are separated penises,
so that even fear of death can be diluted
to fear of castration. Concern with the
penis substitutes for concern about all
other threatening life relationships. This
aids in averting anxiety and promoting
autonomy, but while the advantages
have been well publicized in the litera-
ture on male sexuality, the dangers and
drawbacks to individual men and the
civilization they control have gone un-
recognized, unstated, and unconsidered.

In his lonely, angry state, the little
boy feels that his penis is all he has;
he will treasure it, worry about it, pro-
tect it all of his life, often distorting his
entire life experience, his judgment of
of the world, into a genital-endangering
conspiracy of other men, women, even
children who would emasculate him if
he were off-guard for a moment. It is
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at this point that we are indeed trapped
by our male-evolved conceptual lan-
guage, in which male attributes are
implicitly good and healthy, female at-
tributes the obverse.* (‘“‘Aggressive,” in
this conceptual language, conveys “as-
saultive” as well as “assertive;’ “au-
tonomous” connotes “unrelated” as well
as “inner directed.” As applied to
women, ‘“passive,” means “inert” as well
as ‘“‘receptive;” ‘“‘submissive” suggests
“obedience” as well as the capacity for
compromise and reconciliation.)

When research subjects are of late
adolescent rather than of latency age,
reports of findings are so dominated
and so hopelessly confounded by stereo-
typical language that one must turn to
the operational definition to understand
what is in fact being measured. For
example, if an adolescent is found to be
easily mobilized by peer opinion to
turn on a scapegoat, does this measure
capacity for aggression or for group
compliance? It is a truism among moti-
vational researchers that their measures
“work” for men but not for women.
In other words, men know what moti-
vates men, but not what motivates
women. Back we go to, “What does a
woman want?” Not such a puzzle;
enough freedom of opportunity to test
her head and heart, and enough money
and power to insulate her from poverty
and physical insult. Not so different
from what a man wants. The deeper
question, instead, concerns how a
woman’s strategy for achieving what she
wants compares to a man’s; the differ-
ences are great.

One study, which has taken the lan-
guage of experimentation carefully
into account, will be considered here
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in some detail. Goldstine 8 used projec-
tive measures (TAT) to examine the
interpersonal modes and world views
of male and female college students.
Although her findings are familiar, the
language of her summary—the process-
ing of surplus meanings and surplus
values of descriptive words—is unusual.
It should be kept in mind that neither
the young men nor the young women
in this study had yet tested the outside
world of work and hard reality, so that
the views expressed had to be shaped
largely by early socialization.

Goldstine found that the college men
studied differed markedly from the
women in their commitment to an “im-
personal” rather than an “interpersonal”
orientation. Males did not see the world
they were about to enter as a place of
potential satisfaction, and did not ex-
pect people to like them, protect them,
and support them. These college men,
again in contrast to the women, tended
to define relationships in terms of their
potential for hurt and frustration; they
preferred to terminate relationships and
withdraw, rather than work to improve
them. Males conceptualized a dog-eat-
dog world in which their own well-being
must come at someone else’s expense;
conversely, the well-being of others was
viewed as a source of personal chagrin
and deprivation.

Here, it might be argued that these
young men were merely expressing ac-
curate reality testing. But the point is
precisely that the dominant definition
of “reality” is shaped largely by this
masculine bias,?* which holds that grati-
fication of another invariably diminishes
one’s own possibility of being gratified
—a depressive world view familiar to
all clinicians, and characterized by the
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absence of a clear concept of “enough”
(enough guns, enough butter, enough
money, enough possessions, enough
power, enough motility).

Goldstine’s male subjects expressed
a need to preserve a sense of power by
choosing to take rather than to be given
to (“dominant” rather than ‘“submis-
sive,” in the established terminology),
to coerce rather than to convince; they
preferred to leave rather than face their
long-endured fear of being left. No
wonder the civilized virtues of com-
promise, conciliation, and openness to
the ideas, needs, and desires of others
are, in practice, so often and so easily
discarded; male psychology perceives
these qualities as feminine “‘submissive-
ness” and “passivity”—as emasculation.
Fear of emasculation, whether expressed
as the boyhood fear of castration or the
grownup male fear of impotence, re-
mains the core organizer of adult male
life experience, a natural outgrowth of
the little boy’s defensive phallocentrism.
(One writer,? attempting to make a vir-
tue of the harsh necessities of male
socialization, pointed out the male’s su-
perior “self-boundary,” in contrast to
female “boundarylessness.” To the pres-
ent writer, a more apt comparison
would be between two different kinds of
boundaries: the Berlin Wall, for exam-
ple, patrolled night and day, and the
US-Canada border. The difference lies
in the perception of the outsider as
enemy.)

By adulthood, the penis carries such
a heavy responsibility for the whole
range of self-esteem and pleasure pos-
sibilities that its functioning is a source
of great anxiety for the man. Any nega-
tive feedback from the environment
may trigger impotence, and a typically
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male effort to externalize blame for this
impotence. This disproportionate anger,
evoked by small and inevitable life in-
sults, constitutes a constant problem,
even a danger for the man. Should a
co-worker get his promotion (and even
though other gratifying work possibili-
ties remain), the man is not just mo-
mentarily discouraged, but is “emascu-
lated” by a malevolent powerful male;
the result is much greater fear, anger,
and demoralization than the event war-
rants. If a neighbor runs the lawnmover
over his daffodils, the man hasn’t lost
a few flowers that were going to fade
in a week anyway; he has been “cas-
trated.” If another car cuts in front of
him on the expressway, it is not a fleet-
ing annoyance, not even a dangerous
fleeting annoyance; it’s a major opera-
tion—a castration. This exaggerated
response to minor incidents is often
justified to the conscious male ego by
“the principle of the thing!”

Women have always been mystified
by male willingness to bloody each other
over incidents that seem trivial, while
men have been incensed because women
do not seem to give a comparable damn
about the “principle of the thing”
(“deficient superego”). Men’s hearts—
bruised, battered, strained through a
lifetime of such daily anger and fear—
break down in middle age at four times
the rate of women’s (even when the cir-
cumstances, such as life stress, are taken
into account). Medical efforts have been
made to salve those hearts with estro-
gen, as though one could confer be-
latedly some balm of female durability.
I am suggesting that it is not the stress-
fulness of their lives but the surplus
meaning of the daily small “castrations”
and “emasculations,” and the conse-
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quent rage and fear, that wears out too
many men too early.

Cultural pressures and socialization
practices have, by adulthood, placed a
heavy responsibility on the male genital,
far heavier than nature ever intended.
Successful sex therapy for impotence in-
volves divesting the penis of a symbolic
responsibility for all forms of pleasure,
competence, and achievement. Such
therapy frequently involves a phase in
which men are specifically forbidden
intercourse, and encouraged belatedly
to explore the possibilities of the whole
body’s sensuality without the internal
demand to prove himself in a sexual
athletic competition. Unfortunately, as
women become freer to express enthu-
siasm for intercourse, men are becom-
ing more frequently impotent. Gold-
stine’s work would indicate that it fits
better with the masculine stereotype to
“take” pleasure from a somewhat un-
willing donor, rather than to cooperate
in a pleasure-seeking enterprise. “Co-
operation” is a rather alien concept.
To the man, it seems instead a “com-
petition” in which the evidence that he
is “finished” is unconcealable, while her
state remains a mystery. Stoller 2 has
added another insight: much of male
sexual arousal is at base vengeful, a
retaliation against a depriving mother.
Woman’s past unwillingness to gratify
is undone by each sexual encounter,
and present unwillingness is itself a
component of his satisfaction.

Inevitably, men turn the fear of emas-
culation and impotence on women, be-
cause historically and unconsciously it
was women who devalued their penises
to begin with. As mentioned above,
women accept the projection of blame
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because of their own conflict over man-
aging both the little boy’s sexuality and
his need for dependency gratification.
It is also true that women are much
safer targets for aggression than are
other men. A case in point is the long
submerged but widespread tradition of
wife-beating, conceived as properly mas-
culine and quite legal. Neither male
nor female mental health experts would
approve of wife-beating. However, male
practitioners, along with the rest of
the male world, do fear and distrust
the active and independently achieving
female, widely felt to be “castrat-
ing” and “unfeminine.” I would suggest
that a competent, competitive, female
peer evokes a memory not of mother,
daughter, or wife, but of sister, that
formidable rival of old. Their barometer
of self-esteem may indeed register alarm
if men must deal with her again, and
they will refuse to deal with her if they
can—and they can and do.

The profession is guilty of promoting
another pernicious myth that involves
the same propaganda of inertness as the
above; that is, the myth of motherhood
as a passive experience—mother eter-
nally rocking and breastfeeding her in-
fants—a fantasy that provides sure and
certain indication of a traumatic de-
pendency weaning in the male profes-
sionals who, along with other men,
prefer it. It is an attempt to rewrite
developmental history to dethrone re-
trospectively the “giantess of the nurs-
ery”—that busy, absolute monarch of
the preschool world who coerces and
trains and forbids, as well as dispenses
at will, naps and cookies and spankings
and kisses.
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DISCUSSION

This paper has proposed a need for
a reordering of traditional hypotheses
about male psychosexual socialization.
It has been suggested that current theory
represents a defensive effort to make
virtues of the harsh realities of male
socialization. In counterpoint, this es-
say reaffirms what other writers have
suggested: “‘the psychology of women
. . . represent[s] a deposit of the desires
and disappointments of men” 1° (p.
326).

There are implications for clinical
practice in a reformulation of the theory
of male development—the same im-
peratives the mental health professions
have always acknowledged: If there are
practices and beliefs that poison human
relationships, restrict human potential,
and limit capacity for available enjoy-
ment and pleasure, then we have an
obligation to work to identify them, to
counteract them, and to modify the
practices and beliefs that gave rise to
them.

Are the facts of male socialization
modifiable? He is born with higher
motility, and his genital difference will
be grounds for lack of maternal em-
pathic identification. Mothers have
sensed that there is a lack in their ca-
pacity to understand and care for all
of their children; as a result, they have
invited a host of surrogates—Freuds
and Spocks and Gesells—into the nurs-
ery to replace the missing expertise of
a crucial, long-absent figure who does
understand little boys, who does value
motility, and who has a high investment
in the welfare of his family. I am refer-
ring, of course, to fathers. It is time for
fathers to come out of the closet where
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they have been half-ashamedly treasur-
ing their pleasure, pride, and interest in
their babies, and where their contribu-
tions have been classified as a kind of
second-rate imitation of mothering.
Fathers have, on occasion, been as-
signed the valuable function of “mother-
ing” mothers in the demanding postnatal
years.® This is an important and too
often underestimated function. How-
ever, we need to confront a different
question. What attitudes and services
can fathers supply babies and small chil-
dren that mothers cannot? I submit that
the sad lacks in a small boy’s life result
from his father’s exile, not from his
mother’s malevolence, although I can
certainly understand why male analysts
and analysands might have perceived
this differently.®

Let us consider the question of male
motility—a problem from the earliest
days of life. A wakeful baby is often a
crying baby, one more likely to arouse
a sense of maternal ineffectiveness. A
highly mobile toddler is more likely to
need constant surveillance and pursuit,
resulting in more maternal anxiety,
fatigue, and resentment—as will a four-
year-old who must crawl through the
sewer under construction in the next
block. Who, mother or father, is more
likely to see this active exploration as
muscular achievement, as brave mis-
chief, as a valuable and not merely dan-
gerous quality? If a two-and-half-year-
old is still in diapers, although his sisters
were ‘“‘clean” by eighteen months, and
if he grows into an eight-year-old who
can’t pass a mud puddle without giving
in to a desire for total immersion, which
of his parents will be better able to
dredge up empathic memories of being

]
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thought “messy?” Fathers can and will,
if we permit and even teach them to
be affectionate and sympathetic toward
their own little-boy selves.

Most mothers, most of the time, are
fond of fathers (having had in their
own past considerable loving experience
with the genre). If fathers are present
when their sons are acting up, if they
cope with these behaviors and process
them as positive, mothers will come to
see them as positive also. The inborn
qualities of the little male may come
to be a source of parental pride, rather
than maternal concern.

Similarly, if an infant male’s penile
erection after a warm bath or after baby
play is greeted by the amused apprecia-
tion of his father, it is not going to be
viewed as a perversion by his mother—
no matter what the experts say. (As a
matter of fact, we must confront the
possibility that mothers are simply go-
ing to be much less interested in experts
if fathers are available to do fathering.)
If it is true that women generally enjoy
a wider sensual experience and a greater
interpersonal tolerance, it is also true
that men generally enjoy a greater free-
dom and ease about sexuality. If a
woman alone feels guilty about a male
infant’s obvious sexual/sensual re-
sponse, a woman with her husband at
her elbow will feel secure with the
world’s finest chaperone. At the very
least, that baby boy might be quickly
shifted to the different lap of a different
playmate rather than relegated with af-
fective coolness to the floor or the play-
pen. (I can feel my male colleagues
beginning to fret about homosexuality,
and would remind them that there is
no evidence that homosexuality results
from warmly collaborative parenting.

MALE PSYCHOSEXUAL DEVELOPMENT

It is more likely to result from the sepa-
ration and alienation of the sexes, which
our own theories have done consider-
able to foster.)

If little boys had a less traumatic de-
pendency weaning relative to little girls,
they might be less aggressive, less dis-
trustful, and certainly less hostile to
women; they might have more highly
developed interpersonal skills and verbal
skills. As a consequence, elementary
school would not compound the trauma
of the preschool environment. The boys
would not need to retreat into narcis-
sistic reliance on the penis. They would
have the skills and the affective ‘‘bank
account” to develop confidence in their
ability to obtain affection and earn ap-
proval.

And then would come the millen-
nium. (One is due in only 23 years.)
The long reign of terror of King Oedi-
pus would be over at last. We could
exorcise the fearful demon who insists
that if good things are shared they are
lost, and that “too much” is the only
possible antidote to “too little.” Man’s
ancient grievance against woman, whose
insistence on her freedom to know and
to choose caused his expulsion from
the Garden of Eden, could be softened
by an understanding that there are other
gardens, other possibilities for peace and
comfort; he would no longer need to
restrict, punish, and coerce her in re-
taliation for his expulsion.

The physical environment might be-
come something to be mutually tended
and nurtured as the sum of all possible
gardens, rather than an object that must
be walled, defended, assaulted, and
despoiled if needs are to be met. When
we look back at a long life and say,
“I’'ve had enough!”, it may be an ex-
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pression of hopes fulfilled rather than
an exclamation of angry despair.

“And they never will get our sons

again, Johnny, I'm swearin’ to ye!” !
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