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structures refer both to our social relations and to our interaction with our natural
environment. The relation between these two levels is obviously extremely complex. It
appears that violence against nature—that is, the impossible and disastrous drive to
dominate and conquer the natural world—is integrally connected with domination
among humans. Some of these connections are quite obvious. One thinks of the bull-
dozing of the planet for profit in capitalist societies, societies characterized by the dom-
inance of one class over others. But the link between the domination of nature and
structures of domination of humans go beyond this. Various writers make provocative
suggestions about the nature of this link.

Max Horkheimer and T. W. Adorno argue that the domination of humans by other
humans creates the preconditions for the domination of nature.'” An important sub-
theme of Mary O’Brien’s book The Politics of Reproduction is that men “have under-
stood their separation from nature and their need to mediate this separation ever since
that moment in dark prehistory when the idea of paternity took hold in the human
mind. Patriarchy is the power to transcend natural realities with historical man-made
realities. This is the potency principle in its primordial form.”** Simone de Beauvoir
says That the ambivalent feelings of men toward nature are carried over onto their feel-
ings toward women, who are seen as embodying nature. “Now ally, now enemy, she
appears as the dark chaos from whence life wells up, as this life itself, and as the over
yonder toward which life tends.”'® Violence against nature, like violence against
women, violence againsf 6ther men, and violence against oneself, is in part related to
what Sidney Jourard calls the lethal aspects of masculinity.'®

The Individual Reproduction of Male Domination

No man is born a butcher.

—_Bertolt Brecht!”

In a male-dominated society men have a number of privileges. Compared to women
we are free to walk the streets at night, we have traditionally escaped domestic labor,
and on average we have higher wages, better jobs, and more power. But these advan-
tages in themselves cannot explain the individual reproduction of the relations of male
domination, that is, why the individual male from a very early age embraces masculin-
ity. The embracing of masculinity is not only a”socialization” into a certain gender role,
as if there is a pre-formed human being who learns a role that he then plays for the rest
of his life. Rather, through his psychological development he embraces and takes into
himself a set of gender-based social relations: the person that is created through the
process of maturation becomes the personal embodiment of those relations. By the
time the child is five or six years old, the basis for lifelong masculinity has already been
established.

Two factors, intrinsic to humans and human development, form the basis for the
individual acquisition of gender. These conditions ‘do not explain the existence of
gender: they are simply preconditions for its individual acquisition.

The first factor is the malleability of human desires. For the infant all bodily activi-
ties—touch, sight, smell, sound, taste, thought—are potential sources of sexual plea-
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sure. Or rather, they are sexual pleasure in the sense of our ability to obtain pleasure
from our bodies. But this original polysexuality is limited, shaped, and repressed
through the maturation process that is necessary to meet the demands of. t}.1e.na'fu.ra1
and social world. Unlike other animals our sexuality is not simply instinct: it 15 individ-
ually and socially constructed. It is because of this, and because of the. hl.lma.n’s capac-
ity to think and construct societies and ideologies, that gender can exist In differentia-
tion from biological sex.

As Herbert Marcuse and, following him, Gad Horowitz have pointed out, the
demands of societies of domination—of “surplus-repressive” societies— progressively
narrow down sexuality into genital contact, with a heterosexual norm. (Marcuse argues
that a certain “basic repression—a damming up or deflection—of human. desire.s is
necessary for any conceivable human association. But in addition to tbis, hierarchical
and authoritarian societies require a “surplus repression” to maintain structures of
domination.)'® '

This narrowing down onto genital contact is not simply a natural genital p.referer'lce
but is the blocking of energy from a whole range of forms of pleasure (including
“mental” activities). And for reasons discussed elsewhere by Horowitz and Kaufman,
the acquisition of the dominant form of masculinity is an enhance‘n.lent of forr_ns of
pleasure associated with activity and the surplus repression of our ability to experience
pleasure passively.

We try to compensate for this surplus repression with the pleasures and preoccupa-
tions of work, play, sports, and culture. But these are not sufficient to offset the severe
limits placed on love and desire. To put this crudely, a two-day w?ekend cannot emo-
tionally compensate for five days of a deadening job. And what is more, these social
activities are themselves sources of struggle and tension.

The second factor that forms the basis for the individual’s acquisition of gender is
that the prolonged period of human childhood results in powerful ?ttachments to
parental figures. The passionate bonding of the young child to the primary p.arente.ll
figures obtains its particular power and salience for our personal developm'ent in soci-
eties where isolated women have the primary responsibility for nurturing infants and

children, where the child’s relation with the world is mediated most strongly through a
small family rather than through a small community as a whole, and in which traits
associated with the “opposite” sex are suppressed.

This prolonged period of human childhood is a prolonged period of powerlessn(_ess.
The intense love for one or two parents is combined with intense feelings of deprivation
and frustration. This natural ambivalence is greatly aggravated in societies where the
attention parents are able to provide the young is limited, where social demands place
additional frustrations on top of the inevitable ones experienced by a tiny person, and
where one or two isolated parents relive and repeat the patterns of their own childhood.
As will be seen, part of the boy’s acquisition of masculinity is a response to this experi-
ence of powerlessness.

By the time children are sufficiently developed physically, emotionally, and intellec-
tually at five or six to have clearly defined themselves separately from their parents,
these parental figures have already been internalized within them. In the early years, as
inlater ones, we identify with (or react against) the apparent characteristics of our love



