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constrain or facilitate such female-bonding, 43.low-income urban
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;‘.\ L In other cultures and at-times inm our own bonds between women
L .
> - have been an important aspect 6f women's lives. The purpose of this

. :‘!

)

»

paper is ‘to examine the factors that constrain or facilitate such female %%

,";\

P

4

"'bonding-and to explore thé consequences for'women of- female bonding

~

.or the lack of it. I‘am.interested in both the nature of‘the Bond

-0

?

between two women -~ the level of intimacy and the. kinds of goods and

~

N \

L

services exchanged - and in the extent to which women bond’with ‘other
==

women in general S~ how female their world is. The fifst part of

-~

thé paper is a reView of selected literature from several fields...

»

The second part of the paper is an analysis of data from the Stress

-

and Families Project s s%&dy of. low incomé mothers and depression. .

tea

"Female bonding" is a generic term referring to all attaqhments

between women, including mother/daughter, 31sters, other kinshlps,
. ~ . .
friendsbips, shared gréup memberships, and so on. "The attachments

'may carry positive ‘oY negative affect -

-

he»salient characteristic

»

is the bond or tie. Female bonding is not synonymous with, but may

. < »
providef.support,‘cooperation or solidarity. "Support" conveys a

‘sense of yalidating an indiyidual's'self-image and cthoice of action.

el

AT Ao . ) ~ . .
"Cooperatigp"-refers-to the ‘assaciation with another for mutual benefit.

R N

"Solidarity" has been'defined as

aid or support bdsed upon the perceptionq by those who are solidary,

.

thaﬁ/they shhre certain signfficant

.

with respect to some social principle1 (Llewelyn~Davies,‘l979).

< d ¥ *
s«#’aw . ' ! i *
. . ofs 4 .

"a committment to some kind of mitual

-

characteristics or they are equal

-




example, the,
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Women's Networks -~ .. - . :

o

“r -~ . . -

'There has been” huch work on social networks, or 1nterpersona1 .

7,

S N . “

worlds but until’ recently, little discussion of the unique agpects

v

*

£
,of women's networks.  Leia and Stueve (1978)'note that "research on

-

<. both families and 1ndiv1duals indicates that men and women tend to

W2 . v,

Iy

have networks (1) with diffefent structhres, and (2y that provide .

somewhat dif Zzent goods .
e

n of the Flats (Stack 1974)(are involved ih a2 network
of daily cooperation and .exchange . of goods and services like meals,

{ .
childcaree clothing. and rent money. - . ‘

- ' -

MY

sexvices to the participants." For

S For~w0men, kin are a s1gnif1cant part of their. 1nterpersona1

'b
. ce d o

worlds fgin are present in almost all networks and play an important

.

" role in an ‘individual's life. As Bott (1971). notes“ ‘one's kin are

. e

b SN A J
.espe\iéily 1ike1y to know each other, makin one 's social network
4

more interconnected Relationships w1th close kin are different from

v
»

Velatibnshlps w1th friendp -~ "one can "find néw friends and;neighbors,'

but not, new kin" (Bott 1971) Among the English urban working class

iamilles of Bethnal Green, Young:- and Willmott (1957) found that relatives
are 'a vital means of connecting people with the1r community, makiqg

*

"the local society a familiar society, f111ed with people w&g areangtf

i
strangers." Komarovsky (1962) also’ found _that kin espec\ally pareniae

“ oy

and sibllngs, .are important to the American whitefworking class,families

- >

of Glenton, whom she stud1ed, providing socialiZation of the married

a

coup&e, emotléval support, companionship in{r/creation, emergency '

financial aid and other services,/such as house painting, carpentry or
P4 N . .

[ » .

?




1]

. help in mov1ngx Kin are very important to, the poor urban Blacks of

R the Flats {Stack, 19’74)' - and the resources they e;changp are even more e
Id . ’ %

; ’ . essential to survival, Kin are so important in this community that .

friends who become 1nvolved in the exchange of resources are considered . .

Y [}

. to be adopted kin. While kin are a part of almost all networkd thef\ v L
. \ ‘e ):‘ - )

)
~ 'appe"ar to play a more: important role in women's network§‘ I .

«

: ﬂ . r3 - e "

One facto‘r contributing to this is the significance of the motherﬁ L L

daughter bond Different\reSearchers Ve.g., Young and )Jillmott l957

L

\
Komarovsky, 1962) have found mothers and daughters to be closer than . .- )

b N - \
- 'mothers and sons, in Western\\industgialized societifes. For exam'ple} .

among the working class families *of Glenton (Komarovsky, 1962), g
667 of those women whose mothers rli\ze in the same town see their mothers . g

v - .

" several times a week or daily, compared to 52/ of t’ne men. Sixty-two |, \ L
~ 4 . & S

" percent of all the women in the sample were cons:.dered to be tlose or ¢
4

very close to their mothérs, sharing their experiences with them, seeingJ

s th%m as frequently as circumstances permit, -and expressing Pfositive - .

e - -

feelings towards them. 'Only 48% of the men were considered “to be closeb

. al _, “,»A. , - PR
or very close ‘to their‘ mothers. ¥ - T ) oo . .. ;
. ] . e, e

» . ' > |

Other female-female bonds, in addition to the mother/daughter
bond ‘can be significant in women s networks. Stack talks about the .
J.mportances of adult fémale kin in the domestic networks of’ the Flats.

Vi L ~

"N Domestic networks are’ generally organized ardund cooperating adult ' ‘b

3
> . .

4 ) female kin who may pool finartcial resources, shop together, and/or’
care’ for each other s children. .phanges in the household composi1:ion .- o

-, are b:ased on links between children and adult females, such as the

i - child"s mother, ‘mother's mother, mether's sister and so on. These kin :
” . - '. Ta » \ . PR
- i PR ) - @*
N p] LIRS
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o
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net:works genérally acknGwledge the domestic aut:hor:.t:y of women. ‘ . —

» v i E

Bott (l97l) describes the close—knit network of one working ' »

° . .

class family in which a nucleus of 'women are the mainstay of the ’ b

"f netWork » organizing the large gat:hermgs of k1n at wedd:.ngs., funerals .

e «

and christ:enings, persuading male relativés to help one anot:her get:

+ jobs, gnd_domg most of the visiting and small atts of mutual‘aid. . ‘ {

+ hd . -
¢ P

.. 77 \omen friends are also important in women's networks. Komarovsky
. R . . . : .
. . - h . . . <

‘ (1962) found &hat:', while he:r 'wor.king class couples socialize as\a

couple with other hon-kin couples,’ any socializing as individuals

‘is clone"wit:h seme—sex' friends. ¥n'additionm, ‘two—thirds of the women - -

R \ . .

+ in her sample have confidants outside their marnage, all but t:wo, T ‘~=(

. (3 O

. ’ . s

P '.. of these are women. . - . - ]
R Emotional Int:imacy ’ ‘ . T v ’ «c N
~. - ‘ ( l R v . .
; . In a review of t:he lit:erat:ure on male friendship and 1nt:imacy, F
“ lTognoli (l980) nptes "t:here is a myth in our oult;ure t:hat: the greatest .. 1
:- v'j_* friendships are t:hose be{:Ween%‘tnen. Although it is “true t:hat: men. seem 'f V\ T . ':
‘ {1 t:o prefer the company of other, men rat:her than of women “the 1nt:1macy ' : -
i . - ) / %’:ﬂ"
AR level, the strength and the context of t:h:.s bond must be exam:.ned ' -
{- carefully"' * Much - of * male socigl contact with other men occurs in \
! fprmalized settings and in male groups, such as at school at work :
3 “
T 8 ¥ L . *
in sport:s and the milit:a‘rj. In h1s review o_f the’ l:.i:ergt:ure on male
" L frigndsh-ips, ﬁewis (1978) »came to a similar conclusipn.: He notes; - - .
although males report \more same-sex friendships than women do, most " < ¢
. K * . v ~ [ .
L A of these aremot close,.int;imat:e, ,or characterized by self—disdosure." +,
[ . - . . \‘Vf;f . , r\. F e
' . =Y : .} - ’ 1 ° .
cole e L, : I
: PR ¢ It: is impoftant: to not;e t:hat:\aI’loof the. studies cgvered by Tognol:. and’ .
TN ', . lewis are of United Statés men! In contrast, Johnson: ‘and Johnson (l975) ‘ ')'"-'
found that, at: least; in york organization patterns, malsa—male cooperat:,on ~ )

) i,s less frequent: than -female-female cooperation among the Machiguengﬁ'




v

\ ! /
fThese writers suggest that .an important element in bonding is

|i'

thé'contrast between . comradeship and friendship or intimacy.

Comradeship is more typ1cal of male bonding; friendship or emotional

..p

’ intimacy is .more. typical "of female bonding. N ,

' . .. '“’
. )

Such emotional intimacy is often seen as synonymous woth depéndency.

.-

e

However, Daly (I9]8) argues that this is not necessarily the cage,

e . . [ o . .
‘as long as female bonding is based ir a strong sense of self. Daly
- ‘ . N . .’ . ~
' states that comradeship, or male bonding, involveé:the suppressiont of
1 s L . . - ‘\) ’ ‘ " . . .
self-awareness and is epitomized in the bonding of’soldiers in war,
. ‘ .- .

who experience, a' "loss of self, Zf.aught up in the’fire of'communal

\\

e L. \ N

L]

ecstasy." Friendship, as defin d by Daly, 1nvolves self—esteem (seeing

o

the Female Self as fr1end,,not enemy) and an acknovledgement of one’s

radical aloneness . Friendship, then means “loving'our own freedom,
loving/encouraging the’ freedom of the other, the friend.:.“ and .
<] ’ o
. ;.
. thereby avoiding dependency or. the danger of "binding instead of bonding'.

Another important aspect of,female bonding -and emotional intimacy

v
v

is the level of cooperation associated’with this. - Again,Kcontrasts

v [~ 'K *

between female bonding and male-bonding highlight this. Miller (l9765.
sees hondingL Qr affiliation, as central to women's lives. _Although
b .
. . v » s
., both women and men need affiliation, it is womeh who develop in a context -

. ERETEN i
3

s, of attachment and affiliation to others. Asia result, women's sepse of @

S 3elf’} becbmes organized around being able to make and mainta1n aff111atidns.

A »
o'. A o

"By contrast, men's sense of self\becomes organized around aggres31on' ‘

< .
4 -

which interfereS’with affiliation. Pleck ,(1974) suggests that competition

inmerferes ﬁith emotional 1ntimacy between men. Vinacke (1959) notes .

- ~ ot .
< s -

that "men dre concerned with winning, whereas women are more oriented




‘i g . . . - N A ~ g

towards working; out an equitable out,comez as satisfactory as possible

»

- © to all participants. Thls 1‘s essent1ally what Gilllg,an (1977) found

in her study of women's moral:.t.y.
« ' - * //
«

Sociocultural Context'of Female Bondi'ng . .

’ "

/
r Female bdnding is not equally llkely to occur -in all socletles,

.

L. (nor with the same level of emotlenal int1macy or resourcte exchange.
. 3 v
¢ 'The extentv of female bonding/is rélated to certain socioc‘ultural factors,

»
-

- - .
including- contact with ot}‘ier women, ‘econémic autonomy of women, common
' ) . ’ - .o Co. ..
T ’ interests‘ among women, 'éompetition between wome‘n segregation of the -

. D . ¢

‘ .J". sexes, conJugai 1nt1macy and’ cross-sex antagon1sm. .
NN \ . ‘
“,, ) ‘ Contact with other women. One of the, first requlrements for a,
i‘\(“- | ‘bond to form and endg.lre is contact. Collier (1974). suggests that a ’
X re * .
\:: . necessary qondition to the formation of. -fc:rmal women™s group*é is.a

. dense rather than a ‘scattered settlement pattern. In a study of a

e »
\- ‘babys‘itting exchange Coombs _(#4973) found that wvomen whose apartments
I v

- a ) .

faced on to the same COurtyard interacted more often and developed

i N - .1 "Qr: B Be -

ties of trust that facilitated the-.exchange of childcare. Certain

one factor facilitating the fomation of solldarity groups the existence

la
of tra.ding activ:Lties which fostei iade associations. Nelson ,(1979)
- . R \ ° . i

. . .
” g . saw the solidarity of .the Mathare woméh of Kenya’as a functlon of,

[ . \ 9‘ TN . .

. .~ € :
. % residence .pattepns, such as%latrilocality, sororal polygyny or
. ’,v . ey *
A»virilocality u{ der certain conditlons can also br1ng women togther and A
’ L7 facllitate ‘bondingp‘\%Quinn, 1877 Leis,~l974) \»"\ ' N . . \

y
o

.q)’t P

-

-
o

‘ o t, 2
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C e
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A : beer - which required’cobperation and coordination among'thé women.

v s x e

‘ After reviewing a few ethnographies, Johnsor and Johnson (l975)
conclude' "These ethnographic cases seem to imply that cooperation-,
1 L4 »

- +in work generates cohe31ve soecial relations.. Where Kusbands and

= 3

wives cooperate, as among'the Irish their social relations are close" .
»
.- ‘where women cooperate'with women a$ among the Mundurucu and Iroquois,

women' s solidarity is with other women.t' In their study of the Machiguenga,,

Johnson (l980) found a high frequenCy of women cooperating in work

~

. with other women and .a higher than expected level of intimacy, as

-
¢ N . -

measured by food exchanges ‘at mealtimes, between women.

. I3

These authors have all referred to common interests in "productive"

- . Iabor. In a middle—class London suburb (Cohen, 197%) and among poor
. urban UniEed States Blacks (Stdck, 1974) women’ also developed patterns
of- cooperation based on their-shared responsibility for childrearing.

. !
The salient feature is that women perceive thefr owd. interests to

’ . by'cooperatign:, ' . T -

[}

o

, men,  their children'or their'family unit, but not with other women;'

»

i . female bonding is not likely (Quinn, 1977). 1In a compa‘ son of twe '

<] 2 -

PR . Lo : .
~Conflict between women. When women's interests seem to lie "%th5!§

development of women's solidarity was EBmpetition between o—wives. ) }‘
»  Among the Patani “the mother-in—law was initially responsib e- fof feeding
g, - £ .

{
her son's wives_ and‘their children, thenco-w1ves did not nee to

\

”compete for resources. dn contrast emong the Korokorsei ecoliomic’
y '

= - » “a
‘

N




Therefore}‘phere wasamore solidarity among the Patani women who'did
. . . * 2 N . - - ,
not need to eompete, than ﬁéong the Korokorsei.
Anong the,Raﬁpués o /Indéa where women 1ive~in a courtxard with
other:women, thefEQafe often conflicts and‘strai€Zd relationships

)

between women because each woman s 1nterests lie w1th her husband

2 »

~ N ' -
and/or sons- and conf11ct with those of other women (Minturn and

-

Hitchcock, 1966) .. Caplan (1979) concluded that the major reasdh why.:

upper—middle and upper—class women's organizations of India do not
~~
, Drovide examples of active femg&e solidarlty is because 'many of the

t
members use the organizations as. a means of maintaining or gaiming

status, and women are placed in a situation of competition with each

. .- N
other." These organizations\also seek to preserve social class .
. o8 ‘ .

”

interests, at the expense of ‘those interests these'women share with .

- - . ‘ - -
¢ ’ .

women from other classes andcastes. Naish (197§)ﬂalso listed competition

. N N ' » . .
as one factor constraining solidarity among the -women of Nésirade in

the French Carribean. Because it 'is acceptable for men to have more

- -

“ than one sexual relationship at ene time but unaccepteble for women ‘th

L] i .~ v - N . -

do’'sg, women view each other as sexual competitors. K

.
>

Economic‘autonomy“of women.‘ Another factor which facilltates

. [N

-

female bonding is the econom1c autonomy of women (Leis,. 1374 Qu1nn,

1977 Naish ,1979) Such autonomy reduces women's rellance on men'

for their economic. welfare-whlch reduces the likelihood of competition
~ LI / . .
between women. ,It also facilitates the development of female ‘economic
~ ] . , N
cooperation and of female work groups which encourages, female bending.
, Q-

Segregation of the sexes. The segregatlon of the sexes into separate

spheres has been seen as both ‘2 bane for women (Lamphere, 1974) and a

3

- . ’

f

P
‘1“ O “ -—
t
. B *
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-
-

boon (Cott 1977). Quinn (1977) outlines,tbe evidence that women's

isplation in the domestic sphere requires women to rely on men to mediate

their access to the public world when this happens women's sexual '

4

,
-freedom, personal autonomy, and legal rights are circumscribed Cott

(1977) presents the various arguements well and concludes that; whatever

. .
else segregation of the seXes and the existance of a separate women' s
-‘ Y \ ' -
- sphere may mean for women, in nineteenth century United States, it also
oL . —

meant the develogment of. the concept of womanhood", and of "sisterhood®,

or. intimaté#fEmale bonding, as the expression\gf that shared consciousness.

Whether or not this isﬂthe case in other’situations depends on some

of ﬂUi other factors mentioned here. . ’ -
T f.
ConJugal intimacy and cross—sex antagonism. In some societies
thk sexes are segregated in others a strong incest taboo.reduces
&
contapt between women and men, and in others a high level of male i .

' _bonding is evident. What happens to husband/w1fe intimacy in these

. '
Te g * v

situations, and " what is the relationship between conjugal intimacy

-

.and female bonding? In:a,cross~cul§ural study'of a sample of the -

» - . LI 3

world's sdcieties,»Whiting and'Whiting (1975) found a probabJe. S

-~

™

cohstellation of behaviors related td reduced'husha‘d/wife ingimacy,

including roSiing apart .of hushands and wives, low involvement of‘the
husbands in other aspects of domgstic life, and high male Bonding

-

("the husband spends most of his time in the company of other men.in.. )

some space‘fhat is¥not frequented by women.") Leis (1974) suggests
) ]

that polygyny, even though husbands may stilk sleep with a wife, reduces

v % Ce . <
- the closeness of women with men and facilitates female bonding. )
. . - - -8 -

The work of Jolinson and Johnson (19755 1980) presents 'a more complex

o
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incest taboo scem related to réduced intimacy betyeen women and _
. N ot ve ¢ .'A- -~ N ' . . :

+  men in .gen'ejal._ _However, as 'noteti above,'-work-coopération ,among -y .. -3
. women is associated w13:h greater than expected intimacy between -7
]

s women. In adgh.tion1 women also work -cooperat'_}rely with their husbands' N N -
. * { 4 * " . .t " |
N Whlch is reflected in h1gher conJugal in@macy " In comparing the - '

MR

"Machiguenga to the Mundurucu (Murphy and Murphy, 1974) the ‘Johnsons ::\

- . . .
- ’ . note:. ST - . . , C -

’ < Y, o

. ,Q,‘. .. Machiguenga Work cooperation includes husband/wife

3

_+ cooperation as well as female work groups. The Mundurucd . .o

i » appegr to have a greater degree of female,solidarify, but . -

o . _ it occurs-in the virtual absence df husband/yife cooperation ‘ O

. ‘and is .acconfpanied by institutionalized sex~antagonism. * ., . \ - )

L Machiguenga female cohésion is ecross-cut by husband/wxﬁe- ° s ,"_
* . interdependence, which dampens the kind of sex antagonism . ; : )

found among thé Mundurucu..( T . . .

.- . 3 s 13 .,
LS . . ' ) T
I S Their work suggests that conJugal 1ntimacy does riot preclude .

e o, " ‘o

female bonding (nor viCe versa) ‘and that an important mediating ,

R variable is the lgvel of cross-sex. hostility. Nelson (1979)_ found C — .
. that the sex antagonism in Mathare, as ev1dénced in the women's .
S v .

- ‘distrust of men and the denigration of. Mathare women as filthy ’ " .

g - LN

prostitutes, he1ght;ened the women s sense of mutual responsibility
v . a5 ’ » ° . « v

and sisterhooc_l., Y

. . - 3 ) .
- - T -
[ . > . N ° ~ «

Psychosocial factors., Psycho;lynamics, role cont:.nu:.ty \and early ’ ‘,,;

.

® N

S socialization experiences have- all been advance as factors facilitating - &\
*

- h

N the existance of female bonding. 'I'hese clearly function in ‘the ° B
¢ . N - ) S
’ maintenance of ’ and individual experience of, such bonds. However, . :.. -
. 1 believe such factors are best seen as afl 1mage br reflection, caste -
/ ¢ N Iy - ‘.
f! o - upon individuals\ from the soc1al styucture --&a very real image, but ’
:'._ . . A j . » . . ) , N - . : - s
. ‘ . . . . ? . « ™ =N
’ - \. B
v e
>
- 4 ¢ - ) .
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" not understandable without an appreciation of the societal reality;

The Whiting and'Whiting (l975) Model for Psycho—Cultural Research

proposes a similar connection - the behavior and values of individuals.

s, .

and groups come from the background of environment history, social

. - s V‘_ o

v e 4

structure, "and so on. How,these background factors -are translated
. }’ . , - . .

. into emotional experiences and the psychosocial development of individuals

Q .

,is complex{ K ;. 3.4 ,

i f
- N . ke .
o ‘(’ - . '
. r\-\.
# R i

One conﬁection is through the roles, associated with social institutions.¢
k

S a0 . S
For example, Young and Willmott (l957)-found very close bonds between .

,.mothers and daughters. They explain this bond on the basisdpf role

PN

continuity - in Berhnal Green, the daughter s role is identical to.her

mother s and’%52§§ntered around the raising of c ildren, This role

R continuity is possible because«pf the economic and socia;l structure

H ‘ . ¥ >

=,

N

e

ST

Y“that community. Smith Rosenberg (l975) aIso saw the relative stability

3 g
3 :;,f'? N

- . o °

ghters tended to accept théir mothers world and to turn

PN PR

-‘s.., /" N £ -

o

2 #?6 other’ women for support ‘and inﬁimacy ' ‘ Y
N »‘7 - - gy ‘%; g P - ° “
K 'g = '

<5
55 . W £rir

theeearly childhood experiences shaped by society. After reviewing

« \1/‘ }.’%‘ - o

i
the,avaiiable research on sex difﬁerences in sociability, Maccobf‘and’““ ’

/w,s,,
) "

N <
i

'

aéEI' (1974) contlude° c f ;jlfx.a %~~ lil
‘lm,%n : e 3 %

B

ﬁferences that ‘exist in the ‘sociability of “ehe” two? v
xggdafe‘more of ‘kind than of degree.- Boys ate.highly oriefited
toward a;peer group and ‘congregate in larger groups; girlsu .
- associate, iﬁ‘pairs or small: groups, Jof . agemates,,and mayobe . %
somewhat moté orien;éd“toward adults, although the é%idencevof

this is weak. re

e
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Whiting1(1980) notes that it is the_settings that afchild frequents

.o

and the oharacters in. those settings that are most powerful in | .

\
% ' Vi .,

,shaping interpersonal behayior. Eder:and Halliman (1978) point/out.
. . N : -2 . . .

- that dyads are more conducive to'intimate'behavior than'are large

-, PN

groups, th1s may contribute to more 1nt1mate female bonding.
ﬁ ~‘o'

-
-

Millex (1976) suggests other ways in which sociocultural facgofs ‘.

’
3 ~'~,s %

‘ may be translated into psychologlcal charﬁﬁteristics and‘interpersonal

- -~

¢
I J .
‘ behavior.:gShe fecuses spec1f1cally on the’lnequality of women and
¥ .o E {é% m’a - .
o men.in theéﬂn1§~d States and its psychologicalqganifestations. In

-t . . ~.

~

6 .
discussing bonding, or affiliation, she notes Eﬁat males are encouraged’

~

o3
,";r

-
to move out of the 1nitral 1ntense 1nvolvemnt with people in 1nfancy

and early childhood ‘hlf% females axe encouraged ‘to remain enmeshed.

- R

Women :continue to dev%&op in the context of affiiiation° as a result,
Y - . ‘ o

women" s sense of self becomes organxzed .around belng able to make and

.
v 8 .

maintain affilbations and relationships.

]
" - .4

Consequences of Eemale Bonding

: . o

. \
The existence or non—existence of attachments between 1ndividua1

.
- b -~ . 4 . .

women and among womén as a-group affects the quality of women's lives.m

v . - -~ L

) Female bonding may be relatéd to the availability of emotional support
N

~

k.,
and needed goods “and serv1ces, Lhe _existence of female solidarity,

. -

wom@n s ability to influente the world around them, their self—esteem
and their general emotional well—being. . f’ . /

Emotional support and intimacy. There been much recent research

4 : .

devoted to the exploration of the role of supportive relatlonships . )

LY

v?"‘

as a buffer against emotional distress. - Miller and Ingham (1976) &

.

y e

" found that women without a nearby intimate.confidant had more severe

~
-

?




psychological symptoms than women with such a confidant; Henderson,

~
“ . . . . - 0 .

‘et. al. (1978) found a strong association between neurosis 4nd the lack

- of strong affectional ties. Intimate emotional Support was an effective
N . RN o

. . ) A @ .t
. . . . ~

. . . . D S . a
. buffer against depression for;women in- difficult life circumstances or

- N . . A

who had suffered 1mportant 1osses (Brown, et, al., 1975) Lowe thal

L .
. 3 + N

. NG < *

- and Haven (1968) also found that having close confiding relationships

N S reduced feelings of depres31on. Finally, the Stress and Families' ~

o« v . ' . Lo

|

~ . . . ‘kx ?\ -
Project (Belle, 1980) found Lhat women -who never had someone to tell C tﬂ
S |

|

|

\

&
A - . ,,,, — N 34

how- t\ey were really feeling reported more symptoms of depression and

- v N ’

[y

,‘and reported feeling-less control over thefir own lives.

. . "-_ K

A . ‘:
n these studies, the confidants ‘o 1nt1mates may hawe been 3 . © . PR
. B \ . .r w ot . . . R
kad . ‘ I3 ‘ r ’ L LA

hus_andsa~mothers; sisters or“ffiends; This raises”the question of

. - ; 2 )
* ot e,

‘ ‘ wh her female-bonding is of partlcular importance. It is necessary
. —._‘__ *

L2 d

o to notecthat, in the United States and many other soc1et1es, intimate

. W

, ‘ - #"mt» 3 ‘.
> o r.lationships between women and men who aré@hot married_ £\1n a exual S
: e S , . -
ion is problematic 1f not prohibited As noted earlier in.tﬁis ':‘l .

< A - &% . Cy
paper~(M111er 1976 Lewis, 1980), women s attachments to’ other women »

« o~
N LR % -

-are more likely to.be in;imate than,are‘attachments-between,men. T

‘e . .

K
.y
5o
LT
r
v
¥
1

R ' . " . . ’

~ Bernard (1976) argues that, *for various reasens, men in twentieth

century United States are generally unable to provide the intimacy and -
v v

iemotional support that women expect and need Pearlin (1975) notes
v :
‘ that female bopds can "serve as sources of emotional support" conceding o,

> M - M

7 . Ty that "the 1mm£d1ate family' [}ad 'husband and children:] simply cannot

!

satisfy by itself the fulI.range “of emotional and " affiliative needs of

%

& . R ;‘xg_ L o
- e >, .-, Womel;l,. - - % N MY oL
‘ A T . ” . . ..
: ¥ .

Emotional support "and intimacy are 1mportant to women. In a

‘?-u

na s et
-




"seciety'where close reletionships with men dutsiée of:thﬁ‘conjugal
reletionship are discdﬁrageé and where heniare les¥ 1ike1¥;to be able
. ’ " L . - <. -
- to prgbide,adequate emotiohal*support to wohen, female hondipg‘may he -
: Expected to be aq’impertaht source of emotion%l suppett for'women.

2.
.

- » . .8 R

. ¢ . Loud . M ) - 3 .
- Resource exchange. Earlier in this ‘paper, we described social .
R LI . 2 .

AS . -
. networks in different communities and some of the resources exchanged A
~ . - o - - . - * N L] N 2

betveen women in these networks, including childcdre, information and
. ‘ ¢ .

tmoney (Bott, 1971° Stack 1974; Young and Willmott 19573 Komaroysky,

» N . -
,;f 1962). Miller (1976) argues that one .of the results of .female bondlng )
B . #0T afflllatlon is cooperatlon. Cdombs ' (1973) found that ties of
NG c . Co
Sy trust between Women were ‘partly responslble for the develepment of )

N . .‘v -

ies of obllgagion between women in 2 baby31tt1ng cooperatlve “both,

o an R A

2.

LI

"

- ‘ types”of ties facilitate the exchange of childcafe.

g . . &, . R

Bs v a2~ 2 . Cooperation and the eatcc'ﬁa'nge of resources may also s&rve as a

: oA . T . .
A AS ‘ )
RN, & ‘ R X A

T §§ " buffer against emotional distress. Fdr example, Relle (1980) found °
3 T SaE . T A : * s
- oL R X Yo ’ ) ", . . . vty
.. &~ . that women who could count on regular childcare help from others had

#

“fewef,symptohs’of depreesion and anxietyg a strongey sense of control . T
N . (3 . .. .

S - g ~ . - .
sr o over their lives and higher self—esteem.

- ,.‘\\ 4

.

A ) Access to?resources.

When sexual segregation exists, and one
S . . ..

- ' ;ﬂszf%bntnols g;fesour&e, same*sex'bondidg will affect an iﬂdividual{s -
: ’ o aé?éé?.tq reso&?%es: Forxefample, L%S;en?Biumeh (1976) Ergues‘that - ‘
?;- . the organizatign of United gtates eocietyjinto Eeparate wotlﬁs of
. _women and men limits women to resourdes in the domestid epheref

' -~ « A

. "For ordihery purposes.,, women ate_excluded from the important reglée

o
L,

« . ]

BRI
F

of'social iife, except as adjuncts to men or until those realms lose

. P ‘ . “ ) .
their importance' (Lipman-Blumen,.1976). Among-thé¢ Saloio women of

~

S -



Portugal, Riegelhaupt (1967) notes that,, because, of the greater contact

N R
R ’ . ¢ , *

. between women than‘between men or between women and men outside the .,
¥ ’

. . <2
family, Saloio women have greater access to information about village

~ he 3 . L}

_indiyiduals and events“than do men.- The.consequences of female bonding

.for access to resources varies, depending on the resources allocated
< i [ !

to each sex and the significance of those resources. . >

«
- .

The costs, of honding., In addition to intimate emotional support.

. ¢ . ES .
and concrete goods and services, female bonding can provide a degree

~ -

of social connectedness. Pearlin-and Johnson (1975) found that women

<

who had lived:in the same neighborhood awhile, who had good friendst -

°f14.'close by and who beloﬁged to voluntar§ associations were less likely

T to- report being depressed. Miller and Ingham (1976) found that people

who felz'that they knew more people in the1r neighborhoods and at

%

wcrk.reported fewer physical and psychological symptoms.. Hendersbn,

s > ®

et. al..(l978) ﬁound a weak relationship between neurosis and the lack

’

.of rélationships with friends and acquaintances. - - v~

However, §everal studies have found that the degree of soclal
o’ ‘1

involvement is not relatedfté emotionai well-being (Brown, et. al.,.

¢ \‘ys :

1975 Andrews ugt al., 1978; Lowenthal and Haven, 1968; Belle, 1980)

L]

" Belle sgggests that the extent of inyolvement is not always a good' Y V
indication of social support. Relatibnships bring wIth thémboth

[

» benefits and costs in the ‘form of mutual obligation and stress
& P

. (Belle, 1980 Stack l974) Fischer (l977) suggests that it is the o

”
KA

. . r -
element of choiee,that determines th? adequacy of support-received - ;

£

fron so ial obligations.'-Low'income mothers, in particular, do
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Nere a1
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~ob11gatory and potentially st essful relationships. The‘refore,‘~ : SN

~ B .0 »

although these relat'ionsh:.ps may prov:.de social Support the costs‘ ~ s \

- - . ~
S .

. .. effectlvely cancel out the benefits of this support for emotional
*‘'well-being.  ° - . . Lo .
) . "\ In addition to the costs, associated with mutual obligation, ' * . -

14
.

» other factors which cause strained re'lationships between women may

- . \
[ - oo

also be seen as costs. For example, it was noted above that competition - .

' Il

’ Pl

v

between women is poss1b1e in certain soclocultural contexts (e. g.,
» N By S . ’ ‘|

n e ’ Quinh, 1977; Naish 1979) Women have also bee"n described as : /

depéndent .(e.g., Millett, 1970). Bonds with women who; aré .
: L~ ) . 4 . ) ) R . :ﬁv‘
competitive .or dependent could exact ,additional costs. .

4 - -
. ' . >

o ' - Solidarity. LLewelyn-Davies (1979) defines.solidar?i._t'}: as' "a .-
.v\\ . ‘ " f . . . .‘ ‘ "‘_ U*, / , - ‘i.,
- : committmenf to some kind of mutual aid or support ‘based upon \;he |

- i

perception, by. those who a?e sol:.dary,’that they shate certa:.n.sig- T ' \

., . \

LRI n;t.ficant\ cﬁa‘racterlstics, or that they are equal with r°spect to
’ .. NS .

o some social princji:p.L". “Cott (1977) traces the- connectlbns between

{’ »1“

female bonding’ and ‘the’ emergence of a "yomen ] sphere" in 19th : o

§ - (%

century America,& the awakening of a cons’ciousness of "womanhood" Lo o

- .
.

and its affectiv eexpre,ssion as "s:.sterhood", and ‘the rise of ! : .

- i . . “ ¥ C o . ~ .
N ’ o ~

sol:.dar:.ty on‘ the basis of -sex and of “women S‘~rights" ~ Many authors’ \7\\- L
.have _argued that solidar:.ty is a, c.ruc‘lal factor 'in women's"ab‘ili;y_ - ' - \*\'\
’ - N

to exercise pol:.tlcal power and to(take control of the1r own lives S
“ (e.g. s Quinn, 1977 ~Caplan’ and Bqua, 1979) o ! ,
In summary, the 1i ' rature indicat’es that female bond;.ng may ‘p/rovide ’ e ,‘.
, can buffer; the ;everlty of empt;.onal dmstress
tances: Bonds' betvieen' women can also fa-cilitate " g

&
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thQ exchange of important resources and onfoxmation. 'However, femals - .

o
v
* ' ¢ ' . B .

- - bonding can also bring y K}th it the costs of mutual obli ation and
- k4 - N

T stress, and in a highly sex— egregated soc1ety, may be 3ssociated ..

o .

\’ . with lipited dccess to.certain,resources. Finally, when bonding ‘ N

.
- . - . *
. »

é - lead§ to a consciousness of womanhood" and to solidarity, At can . L
B S . e o
. contribute to greater control over their‘own lives and greater self—

ed%Eem for women. .. B P
. ’ . . -

g et ’ Questions
. . - . . : ) - . .
. L “ # AN ‘ - : N . -~
) ' ) " The" 1iterature suggests several questions to_be’ cons1dered < -

N - ...) ] . L4

- ‘in the second part of this paper wh\n we look at female bonding in . T -

5 a sample of urban low 1ncome Pothers of young children. The first . %é ¢

v N
: \ e

,,‘} - . set of questig?s concern _the nature and extent of female bonding C /?'
» 7 LM N 1 . 7"*» N PO S : . - -
& . ‘ N 3.

-

T T 1. How female are the worlds .of these womenT LV de o .
o <7 2. Is thete emgtional support and_;ntimacy between women’ RS oW

[y

o . 3. What ‘goods and‘ferv1ces are exchanged with. womeq? fJ e %4

_1’ - ~
‘. f’:h\:.‘ _‘.,‘ 3

C In -order, to understand female bonding and Lhe‘answers to ﬁhe
-Y‘\-"{ -2 . . » " ~3 e . . t,}. ’.

o

. bgvg questions, ir is important to understand the. sociocultural

. . don ; .-
.. Fe v 3 ‘ L o ' / 5
Ry t . N
&R T P S { Mo
il

: .- o‘fgxt of these lotv income mothefgi The imporﬁggﬁwfactots to beﬁ% a R

1.4': ‘ ‘ ) :;a{-‘-", o "‘ PR s . g ~ @ -
¢ it . * -
o . considered are' contact with other women,,common economic interests“ , N
. 0l e - m ‘_, , A

e ; P . ' .

-

A common 1nterests in childrearihg, competltioﬁ”ﬁetwsen women,
— " . B ’ 5’ — . RN , 1

g S of the sexes, conjugal 1ntimaCy and cross—-sex antagon1$m. :

N N f"‘

. ‘ Another set of ques;ions are about the consequences oﬁ&@emale . ' S

’ .
« . ~
-~ ’,

S _' " bonding for the women s quality of 1ife: o ; e ) . w ‘ B
£ A . " 1. What are the. costs of female bonding? . o : .
ST T .2. What are theé correlates of - emotlonalisuppbrt° S L e
o : ' ¥3, What are the implications-df. female bonding. for reSOu%ée exchange?
Pt e Lo 4. Vhat impact does solidarity have on these women s lives? . Yy

'
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T S . : " Sample and Method- . * ) O,
'\i‘;.‘ N N . . 4 By ‘
, f- . . : [ ’
T " Fhe Stress and Families Project conducted a study of low income . I‘
B notHers,ﬁnd depression. The Progect staff interviewed 43 women who .

— v
! ; A
-, ° ~t '\ ' v l\ .

-ﬂnere mothers of at least one child betweén the ages of S'and 7 and

& ' » » . - . .

yho were living on an income that was less than ‘or.equal to“the Title XX -
. ) ( povertv line (see -Table l): The sample was selected S0 that approxi—.
» "
mately half of these woten were Black half rwere White half of the
® 4

. Lo sample lived with a male partner, half ‘did not. All of these women liVed ' ~

o ﬁ \ . ' /
- . . 7.+ in the Boston”area. : N ,

(N - . hd
!,

. o .- Table 1 o - .

Title XX Cut-off Levels by Famlly Size ’ :
. * Family Size *© Incomk Cgt-off *Family Size Income Cut-off -
B < .

Al . . ~ - r N > \ ' . ’
T 1 ¢ $5,200 - ) 5 $10,900 ‘
i / .s“ .

7,300 6 11,900 . .

a3 8,800 - LT ©o13,000 0 . e

* ) . . ".‘ 4 .. i 9"900 .'::’( ““ R b , " ’ M
“ R . -, . % - . et

e . . .

= . . . .

- ' N »
~ - . . » . . e - [ ©
- . . At . —

,'The respondents were intérviewed jn-depth over a period bf several = - v

< A . . . . . ot
months on suth topics as'daily activities, social relationships, work e

ot

eﬁ%erlence, parenting, stressful 1ife conditions and events, discrimlnation, ;
. , l\ < . v!‘
A ) exgerience w1th institutions like Welfare and their children' s schools, '

L1

. -

e family history and mental health. The~interviews were a mixture of open- . {'

.+ ended and forced choice items and provided both qualitative and

quantitatiVe ﬁata. Several standard measures of mental health ware |
» . . i

,' used includihg the Center for Epidemiologic Studies DepreSSion \

;f‘. T Se!fe (CES-D) the Anx1ety Section of the Myltipl Affect AdJectivd' ;

. . - p

Checkt}ém, the Pearlin Mastery Scale, and the ﬁosenberg Self—esteem

.
. -
N < ° ’
A “
.

-




Scale (see pill, 1980 for more, information/. ) T

- The Stress and Famil.ies Proj ect deveioped a measure of the
life conditions that give rise to the experience of stress, WOrry or
“upset :c.alx_led Life Conditions S'tressors,‘ and referred to as "s'tressf_u'l

~

*li.l conditions" in this paper. This measure consists of 1T scales

. s ° containing items concerni'ng'iife-c"onditions in 11¢preas (employment,

. . . - = . %
- family, friends, health, mental health, intimate relations, law or .
. : .- . - ’ ’ .-
N ) poTice, living conditions or housdng, money, education and pa’renting) ..

- - c . s et «
' The Project also developed a measure of the extent'of stress experienced
) * . - -

. s s 3 & * < A ‘e - . -
’i by:the resﬁOndent in response. to conditions in each of the 11 areas, .
. t , I

~r

ca}led' Life- Conditions Stress and referred’/t:%"worries ot concerns"

- \7 , , ) », 1

. »
© 4 in this paper. The Life Conditions Stress scor€ js the‘respondent's ¢

)

.
’ .

raf:‘:ng of ‘the amount of stress or worry, off a scale of 1 to 100, that i

'c/‘ . -

.

each .of the-Tl areas caused h®r at the time Sf the interview. The . "

&' ' L'if'e Conditions Stres‘sors sco‘res were’ significant.ly related to the:

- . -

o ‘ ~relevant Stress score at, th'e .10 level or better, except for employment
: . .

and 'educatior{ (see Makosky ’ 1980 for tore information) ..
° . .l b} , ” " ) ¥
In the interview about. socia" networks, the respondents were asked
. ~

.

. -

[ Y
ceo- t,o name those individuals who were most important to them. " One . ' B
: e

° " 4 3 e

measure of jema«le bonding f the femaleness of one's intimate wbrld -

. . . v
; .was the proportion of . "important others" (excluding the respondent's
chifdren) who are w0men.~ For example s a respondent who listed her
LN, AR :
'( . motl&er, her’ husband her brother and siéter a.nd ‘two female friends would

- ) -

receive a score of .67 on f,emaleness of intimate wprld" ‘ A‘ woman who

' - ~ - ‘ .

e e ..listedﬂc\;nly her’ mother would receive a score, of 1‘00. There is # danger

a

' L. . that more isotated women might appear to be morer female bonded than women
-: v e ) N . * By < ‘ -
4 > . . . .
- - [ S - - ,
. ‘ LRL .

’ - ) R o Lt

-4 b . . . L. }

W
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.,

with 'larger networks. However, there was no relati“onship betweert the °

M e \ < ‘ -t ’\l
/
‘size of a respondent s network agyl the femalenesq of ‘her 1nt1mat'e

~ e

’ world. A proportion score was used, rather than the 'absolute number

] . . -

of women, " to correct for; 1diosynerat.1c (random) vaﬁiation in the
o " s - '
number ‘of people named as: 1mport t others
@ 2 . st . A ’ ) - .
in.the same interview, ‘the respondents were asked if they received

help with childcare in gmergency and nonemergency s:.tugtions.péreuaehold

g

-

*>
repairs, t=ransportation,5 problems w1th the children'“ finding a- JOb a

3 ' *

¥ 9 .
-fami(y' illnes_s or death',- or .money nfters. 'A. secon_d'rmeasure‘ of _fe;nale
. R

bonding +- of the extent to which a respondent relies on women. for‘
~ hE . 8. 1 .

concrete- res*rces -- was the proportion of task areas in which a

" 5 P

respondent was helped on;z by wmnen. In other words, if 'a woman named '

< -

" only.women in 4 o”f the 8 task areas\(e g.,,emergency ch:,ldcare, f:.ndmg

.. .
* -

“a job, money matters ar!d househ,o])d repa:.rs) she would receive a sctore -+

. f
of .50 on the -measﬁre of relying on Worueh for concrete resources. '

.

. . oot & . AT

IS

The respondents were aIsQ asked who, 1ﬁ «anyone, they ‘told good news

Ayt .o B ;'
to, who they chosg to be w1th‘when feeling dowr{ or depressed_, who -theym
} .t " » e ‘\« R g R
talked to’ about persona) problems, aqg who knew, them best. The proportion

-t H
‘~~m\ N 3

of questions in response, to which a' respondent named .onl z women' was
. " - . .
used as' g measure of the-extent to which she reln.es on women for emotional

»

. . e
-
A .- .

~supporty These latter two measures were flso combn_ned tojield -a

= ~ ' ’

proportionéthat represents the respondent ,s overall reliaffce on women.
v ! 3
Some of the respondents said\gﬂat they relded on Women and men

-

R

for 'specific Tresources. Frc}"\the' d'a’t»'af,‘ it. was \Vimpossible to tell how

much help eaéh indlvidual offered if relying on women "and- men shad been

s ',. v
1.&

included ir.l_/: cé‘lculating the reliance on women scores i‘t would have

.

» N ’
R
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“ - been impossible to sort out bonding with ‘wgfnen from bonding with
. . > -

. men. Therefore, the more conservative measure of female bonding -- -

X ° o

NN . relying only on women -- was used. fThis .does mean t:hat\a' woman who -

-5

' v ’ ~ - -
- -~ relies heavily on her women friends} in addition to’ relying on her *~

-~ . . .
.

- male partner, would receive no credit for these bonds with her tgomé?i ‘ :

N . . ‘ - ' ea—— -
. o Ee. friends. - It is-alsd important to note that these measures can not -

. -

. .. . a - .
v . be contrasted with. recz:'<i3g help or support from wen. They can only

. - -

o . - L] k4
a . institutions, self-reliance, men, women and men for the same resource,
. )y

-~ N ’ . -

. - » Q . . - va Q
and no fxelp at all. ’ ‘ ' .

. )
o <, The data on female bonding has been analyzed primarily using'
*» . : he ! v . -

correlations and multiple regressio%rs. Unless othervise noted, all

‘.

. » 7 v

- . correlations are ‘Pearson product momeht corrflation coefficients, and .

- . 8- ¢ LN N .
P ‘all multiple regressions are done stepwise and with hierarchical ..

.
v Y
. -

inclusion, so that variables enter one at a time wit};' the fnost highly -

- N N AN 2 - *

) correlated variahle entering first, and so bn> "y . ' »
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.Alt:nough no éne re.qundé’n«t is "typical', Ms. Jomes is an T B
’illu;t‘rat;ve ex.amﬁle\ of'fema;.'e b;:nding among '1o€1 income mothei:s. * She T
.‘-_: ' : i;/30 ;rle’aa;_s/'}{jfld and_—l‘i.ves j.n"a B;)st:or_l rieiéhborhood with her_ﬁ‘ﬁsll?anq . W
L - .‘ " and the‘irk;i::children. One of her bfot‘r},ers,and h:‘s..;fife, one of her/ - -

@ ’ L4 .
L3

. v “ ° 7
. . i

- "7 sistérs and 3 close women friends.live in the same'nei.ghborhood. > Her

o .

E .cousin Debbie lives im the Boston area. Her best friend Ma:cy‘, whom

:4 ’ ’ . ¢ . . - baneY . .
T - . she has known for over I0 years, now lives in New York City. Her mother

-—

- . . * . : -

- S R

es
1 4

P
£

be ‘contrasted withsrec iving help from all other sources, in'clu'ding . A

.

a«;-;;- 4,—]{?
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\\Eemes a month and talks to her mother at often. She also has friends,
- oL ’ :. e -

at wo k,§&th whom-she talgsioyer problems, but she.doesnnt see them

‘ L)
A .

dutside of nork.

.~

. -

,
When Ms. Jopes needs someone to watch. the children, she can call »

- - : F] >

on her sister, the woman who lives downstdirs or her sister-in-law.

<

4 -

, Her husband who she calls a‘%&i FixLIt" takes‘eare of household Vel

repalrs. -She re11es on frlends, family and neighborsﬂsf take her shopplng,

E
s to wathh the’ chlldren when she's sick, or..to help out w1th money matters.

o’ - - .

When Ms. ‘Jones has some good nevs, ehe tells her husband When'she's

feelrng down, she”prefers to be alone. She talks over hex personal

s N .

problems with her s1ster~mn—law who lives nearby, and says that, other

. . " o B a v
< [ v é

than herself, its her»frie&d Mary'in New York who understands hes - -

.. ° »

best. Ms. Jones received a score o$”.25 onvrelying\on women foy

' s ® .- - . .
concrete resources and a scotre of .50 on relying on women_for emotional
1Y [ .

« - . -

support. . b . .

v

Not all oﬁ,the resoondents who have a high.level of female bonding-/"7

" have ‘s frequent contact with. others, name_as many important others or ;
3 1‘“" . v
have the same ratio of frlends to fa@}ly as does Ms Jones. However,

[ ’ - L g L4 *

L]
the pattern of more. connectlons with women and relyxng on_women,
E a? o

- s. . ,-‘ »

. part1¢ularly for qhildcare and emotional support, is common. On the

A )

. ,

. . - . ‘ . ] . N r\ . .
',average, a respondént's world of -"important others" is 65% women, with
. . £

.
+
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a. range from no women tg all women.

*Ten percent of the resppndeﬁ;s;

[ P

nevery rely solely on women for help w:iSth concrete

4 »
‘

resources. Twenty-
b

three of the respondents rq{{\on‘ly on women fbr at least one qﬁa;;ter
' - N X ) rd ’ ~
of the types ,of resoui:ces mentioneél above (e.g., emefgency childcare or

»
- . . ¢

j ° "household. ’répairs) Fourteen reSpondents never indlcated r\elymg
e ’ solely on women as a sofgrce, of emotional support~ sa.xteen turn to women B .
> wk
. almost exclus1vely or exc ! - . ! y -
-~ 0, -Women's Resources PR - . -
. T . An important aspect”of jmany re&‘ationships is -the’ exchange of } -
B ' g
\A resources, such as thos n Table 2.+ The low income mothers * .
~ . . = v
interviewed by'tﬁe Stress amilies Project were more likely to
B receive help with childcar€ than with other.tasks. A?cordiné\ to £he . B
’ PN ) £ - _ '
literature, in a sex-segregated society resburces "may be predominantly
-+ *'in the dom‘ai.’n .of one sex or,the other.  This is true for childcére among
’ " low j:ncome mothers ~- help with childcare.came predom‘inantly from women. . NS
L . Lo ' . . .
. ) - — Table 2
it - s . Source of Resourcesg® ~
: ¢ - o " Only . Only  Both Women . ;
—~—~—_Regources ‘Women -~ Men and Men Self. Other N
-7 . emergency -childcare 27 (64%) 0 (0Z) - 12 (29%) 2 (3%) 1 (€2%) 42 >
. ) regular childcare, 20 T56%) 3 (8%) 4 (11zy 5 (147y 4 (11%) 36
- nonemer. childcare 18 (:55%) 3 (9%) 3 (9%) 7 (21%) 2 (6%) 33
. problems w/children 4 (10%) 6 (15%) 2 (5%) 9 (48%) .9 (232) © 40 °
/ . i . - .
family illness 3.1y 3 (11%) 12 (44%) 8 (30%) 2 (7% 27 -
. household repairs 1(3%) .11 (28%), 4 (10%) -13 (33%) 11 (28%) ~ 40
transpo‘rtatio’r} 5 (14%) . 6 (17Z) 5 (15%) 16 (46%) 3 (97%) 35 .
- -money matters . 3 (9%) 7 (21%) 2 (67) 20 (59%2) 2 (67%)— .34
- % T . « ‘ . 2
’ _ tell good news to 17 (43%) 12 (30%), 8 (20%) - 0O (0%) 3 (8%) 40°
?’ be with when down 12 (297%) 11 (267%)° 3 (7Z)-. 13 (317) 3 J(7%) %2 7
. tell problems to . 21 (51%) 8 (207Z) 6 .(15%) o3 (7%) 3 (77%) 41 i
"understands me h 24 (57%)  9(21%) 6 (14%) 3 (7%) 0 (0%) 42 .,

1

percentages are across rows
this particular’ resource) and

- availab le:

(i.e., the.percent of help from this source with

are based on all respondents for whom data is-

’

-
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LA Over one-third of t:he sample had tg, or chose t:o, rely on themselves " .
4 .
) fr - t o, o
for help with household repa:.rs, problemg w1th chlldren, transportation, g
L . f1nd1ng a 30b and t:ak:.n’g care of money matters. Both women and merl/ . ‘
) . N . - . . - ",
i N helped out: durlng a fam:.l? 1llness or death. . -~ 0 " ’ z
- & L4 . B vh , ’
- ' . ] Emot::.onal su})port_ is another\rimportant "resource's derived fr‘om’\ N N
N . g' - Yt - L. : .
. A . - - . ’
: a relatlonshlp. .The respondents would tell good news t:o ‘both 'womén and o .

- LR ~ . . ..

. : \?f?ﬁ;'&ﬁen (especi,ally t:p family and to male parthers), )and w_ould <hoosg to be -

- ‘ °aione or with a woman- Or a han wn'en.thex;‘f%t down‘o,r"degressed. “ ) T s
. Hovwever, thef were twice ad likely t:d t:e';i ~i:’nei‘rwpersonal ,p;robl.,eqs to o e
\:“p“" © women rather-than men; and twice as likely to /geel.that it was a woman | ‘. .
. . . o . . T
. ’ ? who understood them best,wﬁather ;:han aman. . ~, = o - . i ‘
/ For.thls sample, ‘at: least:, asslst:an‘ce wifh ch:.ldcare and emotion@ B

l ~
' 4& .
.-support_: are hlghly associated with women. -’;’his is not: surp,r:.sing dig a -

»»

i . . < i O ci e .
society .where nurturance is seen as women's responsiiblln,t.:y. Raising ..

« . . . -

. AN -7 - b 2 LIRS .
childgen, especially young children, is &"task perfotmed predominantly

P o

. s * v ° S\ .

by women. Underst:anding ot:he’r people and emot::.onal e:{pressl/vity are . PRI
. L. .8 < °
. . . s

\:rait:s generag.ly -assoclat:ed with women. Comb:.ned Wit t:he éocletal . )

exge‘ctatfions of nurtiurance from women are the effects, of .the-de fact:o C. . ¢

~ . . o - > I ‘. . . -

sexual, ségregation of ’th,is societyr Men are generally not available -,
. [ ey 3 ‘ ‘a
~ T

v

- e . 3 . .
- to help wit:h childcare much of the day and oft:en have 1léss familiarity
. . . At va - /‘ o
. with the t:ask Be%ause men's lives differ from womenls lives, t:hey do -t
- - s~ >
? . PSR
v , « mnot have a comparable exper:.ence to a1d .them in 1:\derstand1ng women or ot °
LS y 4 ER
. ., » LI N .
N : * in Iisnenj.ng. t,o women's personal problems. . - _— ‘.
N T 4 4. . . . , , . . . e - « - .c
’ ' N 7 l‘ - -~ C
; * s * ’ : : . ' v N ° .
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worlds that are more female ’than malé where L. .. | .o
th childcarE“'and of emcrtional SO T
. g “w ool N . L".{;{'& SR N ‘.“‘:
support. The literaturs revi’ewed above suggested several factors . . ..
. g M 2 «w‘ . :;_‘,’\q : .o
. related to such female bonding, including contact ‘with other_ wome._q,: y . e T
i e e, T PR
. common economic interests s, a comnion interest in,.childrearing, competition - -
. / e 4 . ® ; - . . " ‘~\ R
bet:ween women, segregation of ﬁ ’ sexes, conjugal intimacy and antagonismw
‘between the sexeg. - S 2 T 2
‘Contact*with other women. Urban living and nearby family.. . h
fanilitat'e fémale bonding.&among these womén:, wh:f.le the nucle‘ar family o
‘constraifﬁ’s it, These women lg.ve in densely settled cities which - ‘ ;
makes contact between women more likely.a ‘However, they live in ' \.",:3:_ A
o e e : B ‘ o cenl o
nuclear families, sharing a residenc&uwith their children, and f»or' "'f »‘
- VRS o . e .. .‘
the coupled wqg{!en, with a, male partner. Only 2 respo’nﬁents lived_' \ Lo *‘
- . L
with siblings and none’ lived with their pare‘nts at the time of the ) oL
. A - F 7
1n,terviews.' The nuclear family phys1cally separates adult"women frOm vqm . ‘
A LTS %1 N ) e \1{%‘ - Vo - i
_.other adult women. In additiog 'when’aomestic labor is organized EA L
. - : Vo w
around the home and a’ smallér;ii? ““ii"’ f%fy, contact Jwith other vomén - o
¢ ﬂ-::»} ~": H, * . ) ’ s
AN : ; f Nt
is less likely.. However many ofe«these women’*do‘*live near family. L e oL
<~ ‘Q‘.,. Al ‘, &Y v . /_‘::\ ::’;::;‘ ) .
For example 164 liye ‘i %{:Ln walking disd:’%m.*,of thei:r mothers, another ..Qf-f L
N T "*;;, W B PR ‘ . £
234 have mothers living‘”in the %ﬁfon"”aﬁéa. . ST e T e !
“ * C ‘t- . . B ':qf&'a' .. v,w.’,. ‘“&, . . i ',,' ,”, A Ly “‘ - < ::{!‘ “ bé\
" w. Comm 23 economic..intetﬁsbs‘ Thése low income mothers do not=‘have- Pl e
,' e ] k,;_‘,%%’} ~ PLrcme—y . ~> ooy ~.‘ v.\'.. ; . f' '-. : l
”"“connnon econcm"ic interests with other;.women. In t:he United States, women oL
- L S
working”full-—-time. earst 59¢ ':Eor ev véry $1,00 a»;man eaf"hs.ﬂl‘his ,r—combined : ,
e
i K"» o:*"‘ N TEe wt - Lo n
ith the cultural value of the nuclear family, means" th‘a%g{;aiwoman s economic o 5y ,
o ~ww - MR ey, :,.,,gf‘
-.:w ~. < «"’Q” + . .o ,;.»‘..1
interests" l,{e w1th the husband/n_;ifew%nit. “It might be,grgued that a low i,
e '.; et N o *i;w»r - . ? " i_ :..,‘f..,.’.‘;
R ";’" '*E - A ,f ‘ . ) -:. 5 @:! - : |
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However, in the Stress and Families sample, a single mother is no more
Rl : ° .

. S:Lngle mothers ’ are no more lJ.kely than coupled mothers to perce1ve a

.intimate, world.

) ‘. E . . . . by -
. 26
- - > - A
P ¢ . A\l [
income woman has léss economic stake in a nuclear family because . °
there is simply less money in the family unit. Hovever, a low - T
income woman still earns 'proportionally less than a low income man : -
. . - . - R
of _comparable education. Her economic survival may simply require that
o T *
both she ‘and her partner are employed Vo ,

Many low incomé mothers are also single parents and might conceivably

< - .

have; greater economi ¢ autonomy and a higher level of female'bonding._ v o

\

. ' . o

S

likely 'to haye: a more female intimate world than a}:oupled mother.
O 4 b4 ’ 3

- . . oY

common economic interest with other woment

A low income woman on AFDG (Aid to Families of Dependent Children)}a
has some economic autonomy from an individual man but must rely on %

- .

In the Stress and Familles sample the proportion of
s #
family income from AFDC’ is not related to the femaleness ‘of the woman's : ’ -

-

the government.

< -

For low 1ncome mothers, the appearance of economic .

&\ % . -

autonomy from a male partnei' is not enough to counteract their’ lack: of
*

- b Y . . ‘A . +

autonomy within thé economic system or to contribute to a common - -

economic interest w1th other women.

Common interest in childrearing. United States society is not -

. .

organized to fac:.litate cooperat:.ve ch:.ldrear:.ng. However, there is

e

a tradition, at least among certain groups, of female k:.n and’ friends - . - °

N

helping with day-to~day childeare/,, In fact, the pressures of motherhood .

~ -~ .é

are significantly related to the femaleness of a woman s 1ntimate world -t g
N %.

in the Stress and Families sample (see Table 3). Although several - . .

variabl_es were at least marginally related to the femaleness of .a

’ 3 - . . N : ¢ . . * -~
‘s-"»«r* /~ . ¥ .
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M ' ) 7 -Intimate World ' ‘
’}i_;{ ® ] .- ~ . ) ’ o
£ Respondent's age J22% ’
. ’ e . ) : <
Foa o Respondent's race * . . L ) -.10
;i . ., . . .
Employment status | . ' .1 ‘ ,
a‘;" ) ‘ . ::,.’ /\ i
E\ A Respondent's education -.24% . .
:.(‘ . . . . P . . 5 \
L Lives with male partner. -.04 N
%, ¢ . . . .
- Mother lives nearby T =06 ’
;;f » ° ' ‘ e ¢ [ ‘ ) )
~Per capi-ta income -.07. w
Hours spent alone with children’ . $29%%
. 4 P ’
= Number of ‘children - AR + £
S e N : , N N

.
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o — 2e Table*3 .
b . «Variables Related to ’
- FemaleneSs of a Woman's Intimate World .

Femaleness of

- ~ . . ‘ . N

® - -~

woman's intimate \borld,wthe number of ,ch?.ldren was most strongly related.

After'controllingv for—the numbery -o# children, the on'].‘}7 variable that

v T

is.still significantly related is that of the number aof hours a mother.

These two variables together (in a

muitiple regression equa%g.on)' explain 14% of the variance in the femaleness

-

spends alone with _her children.

.

<

». . ’
of a woman s intimate world (F. -"“‘“2 59, p4.10). Other variables do~

lo ’

7.

not add much to the ‘amiount of variance predicted“ This suggests that
within the broader sociocultural fcontext of these?v})men s 1ives, major
‘mothérhood 'responsibilities contribute to gre’atmfC female bonding. o \ e

°

: Competition between women.

A fatc):torg that’ may. act against female.
bonding is the existance of competition between womer.. Because a woman,s

- B

. econpmic interest is linked to getting economic support\ from “a man,

.

* ' LR - ‘ B N
oo IR . e




g‘oinpéti}:ion between ézomgen for men is possiblé. Al‘so, because ' ' |
society links a wom'a'.n's value .to t;hé 'succeéfs “or worth of' her,children; 1
P t':pére' can be campetition oyer children. ‘Wh‘en the Stress and Famiiies '
) ‘ resl;o—ndeﬁt_é spo_}ce‘ abo.ut' women, specificél]:y their women ffiends, they J‘
. < ” . 4 .
Q;did talk about :competition_and jealqusy over men and \bver’child:en.

-

.

-:'However, most: of the time they talked about emotional support or
N . - [ ' ’

L exchange with their women friends and about feciprocity;\,éqnfl:‘:cts

. were ?;_j'.ed to a friend not .observing “the mtftuality of e'xchanées' by either , . :
. . . LIPS . . -8 < A

askipg for too much or giving too little. Statistically, having ‘a greater

- c

L N

' proportion.of women_among one's "important otheks" was not related to O

.
-
.

PRFRPR ) . .t s .
more competitiveness with friends. These women's relationships are not -
. P . . . -

4.
-
L]
- « € .

‘ without competition and conflict; hewever, these aspects are not so intense °*

‘ - - & - 5

i as to prohibit Female bonding. T ) S /" .

. : . Segregation of the'sexes. In other societies, and at® other times' )
%, o A . . N ) v * . N Ay
. " in our own, the segregation of the sexes has cléarly contributed to . :

. ‘ : - : ool ‘e Ce C E P

N ‘bonding among women, particularly when it yields a sense of "the shared - '

.

K

.
.

The Stress and Families, respondents live in a world

¥ .

. ’ 4 s s ' - . v SR P . L]
L. where women and-men are not formally segregated. However, there is . ’
LN . » AN -

. de facto sggreg’ation in many areas. - Although' women and men.are both .- o

" lot of women".

MY » -~ - ]
» A <

employed, most Wwomengwork in a narrow range of occupations that are ]

. -,

. . o .

. A 1§rgel}; considered "women's work" (Tébbetts, 1980). Outside of the )

EAY , X . ) ',. ‘~‘~ i . ;;;' A. .. v-.~ - - e ’ 6- . P - ! e o

3 - family or conjugal relationship, intimacy between a Yoman and a o is .

£ N . A v v . . . N ) A\

5 . - ¢ g o L . ' ) .

# . considered suspect of not dangerousw'a‘nd is discouraged. Within the

S family, the diwisfon of labor means that a woman's activities aré centered .
p “. e . N ¢ ' hod * . DN

% around caring for children and other family members to a much greater .-~

RrE!
N

y‘ht

.

T g

’»" L I e

. t . . . ~ ¥ .
. , ¢ extent than are the man's activitles. These factors mean that, particularly .
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for mothers, women's lives are segr2gated -from men's lives. This .

¢ > . /

- o« segregatioﬁ of the sexes could contribute fo female bonding.' The J
EoL New /. .
RS ; * relationship between motherlggvresponsibillties and the femalenesS‘of ¢

*‘&"é’gﬁ.w
a woman s.intimate.worid in thisgpample lends some ‘support to this. )
B 4 . . y . L

Also, over half of the women spoke spontaneously, in response to the

« question "What does being a woman mean to you", about the colfmon lot

» " K

o of'women. This adds support,to the proposed relationship between

segregation of the sexes and-a consciousness of ' omanhood ‘

- - Conjugal intimacy and cross-sex antagonism. Most of the literature

suggests that’ any factors that reduce conjugal intinacy, such as male -

, & &
/

) bonding or sex antagonism, will increase female bonding. There is at L

least the myth of male bonding in' the United States (Lewis, 1980) and ..

>

a high level of cross-sex antagoﬁism as evidenced in,the high rates of . ) .

wife abus% and rape (every 18 seconds a woman is beaten in the\United

. . % -
N . . v

N
States; 1 out of every 3 women will be raped in her life time -~

s ' FBI estimates). At the same tine, conjugal intimacy™is also highly
) - i

s o valued. . - - ‘ . ) ’
' \ : o : o L
The Stress and Families respondents\did spdontaneously report incidents

- of uife abuse and rape; the Proﬁect did not sysﬁematically collect such

information. Whep the respondents spoke about their relationships with

v -,
. . ™
A . - . ! . < ¢

a male partner, they talked sometimes about support, companlonshlp and |

-+

enjoyment, about financial support and help in raising children. They ‘
] o ’ N ‘l _ ) .
also talked sometimes about feeling restricted hy a man's needs and less

in control of their own lives. However, their relationships with men ) :

‘ ] e
andothe level of conjugal intimacy do not appear to be related to the o —

extenf to which their‘intimate world consists of womén. - The femaleness
. . : T ~ B T

. A 7%

- <4
Y :. .
.o s -
. v .
- .
L . ,
P %pr -
3,
: S ! A -
. oo ;é;éi . *
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;?f a woman's intimate world was not’ related to whether or not’ she

. -
.

lived ‘with a male partner. Nor,was it related to the quality of her

relationships with men; this was tr/p/for both coupled and single ‘

>e

women,

. .
* h ~,
. .

Summary. No one of these factors can be considered in isolation.

rd

Together -they create a pigture;of conditions that keep women apart

[ .

counteracted h&yconditions that facilitate‘female bonding. The extent

_og gonjngal intimac§‘is notﬂrelated to the femaleness'of a woman's
“intimate world. The nuclear family; the lack of‘ponnon economic interests
- with. other ‘women, -and the %otéﬁtfal;fo:‘eompetition~between women,,

4 x

constrain female bonding, ,Confact with other women in an drban setting

-
A .

and with familﬂ né%rby, the:valuing of mituality between women friends,

£

.

the de facto segregation of the sexes and a gense of womanhood for many
\§yomﬁn,'a high level of sex antagonism and a strong common interest

"with other-women in childrearing facilltate female bonding- among these

IR O < . t )
low incomg mothers. T

-

*umFactors,Related to Relying-on Women - :

v

Thelpreceding section.described the sociocultural context of
having“a highly female social world. A second aspect.of female bonding

’ . - -
is the reliance on women for emdtional support and resources such as-

’, ]

I
.

'childcare or transportation. As noted abovewmthe extent to whfch'Stress
? t
*
. and Families respondents received assistance only fromf®women is a ‘measure

»

of female bondin. They may haVe recedved help with emergegcy or non-

-

‘emergency childcare, problems.with their children, househo}d repdirs,

- / » v . ..
transportation, 'money matters or a family illness or’death, as well as

v , N - <
. . L
-

_ emotional support (having someone to whom to tell good news or personal

et
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problems, havi'ng s0meone:with whom to be when feeiing"depressed;é'or .
‘ - v ' .e N x, ¢ -

having someone who understands the respondent best).. Overall respondents

%‘

E'/ly solely on women for 31% of the types of asslstance listed.

"Five respondents never- rely solely on women, six rely on women for

more than half ,of Sxe types of assistance. A total of 27 (63%) rfceive,k, .

help or support only from women with more than one-quarter -of the,, tasks
Why are some women more Iikely than others to rely on women?

. - -
»

BT »"“’}\
The discussion in the preceding séction. suggests some possible factor ‘i“
. . ;,‘Z: N

First, the availabili,;y of othex} women, as indicated by the femaleness

’

of a respondent's intimate world, -is highly related to.relying on women

Cr = .39; -p<.005). From a correlation. it is not clear whether having \
.a high proportion of women in her intimate wor'ld'me‘ans a respgndent:
.
N
is‘more likely-to turn to a woman for help, or if a respondent s world

-

of "important others" is’' made up of, those peopla from whom she can expect
_assistance- and* supporc I would suggest that both operate at the same

time -- a. respondent draws from her immediate social world those ﬁeople D
on whom‘Shie chooses to rely for assistance and she chooses as her
"igportant others" those indaivif\luafs to whom she has beem @ble to- turn

e v . \/" .
se for these women. A multiple Tegression of stressful
- N M . -

.

Iife conditdons on t‘r;e,vesporidents' scores on relying on women indicates’
‘ * . . R .

- that str¢ssful conditions in the four areas of_health, mental health,
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- the respondents' relying on women (F &= 1’3;94;' p(.Ol)' (se'e Table 4).
. J t .
Women whose health is poor enough to require medical treatment and to

——

- . €
interfere wi thetr activit:.es .and who have seen a counselor

becauge of then; emotlonal distress but who have good xelationships . .

- s i

o

with their friends and do not live in dangerous or overly crouded v

housing or neighborhoods that make trnst:i:ng\ others difficult, are more .,

likely to rely heavily on women.

AR . Table 4 . ’
Multiple ‘Regression of Stressful Life Conditionms
- on Rélying on Women

-

Area - R Square .Beta o Simple R
- . +

Health .162 .57. " 40%x
Friends . .236 -.49 - . -.05
. Mental Health . .267 ~16 .31%
Living Environment +299 T =22 -.16
Parenting . . *.319 .30 .19

"Intimate Relations -~ ..336 32 7 07"

e R

% p¢.05; ** p¢.005 ]

. .. | , ) Ty

« - Looking at the next two variables to enter the equation ‘we note
\ ~ .

>

" that having more stressful condi/ ions. assoc:.ated with parenting and

mOre difficult:.es with intlmate relationstfips (either a high level of
confl:.ct with a male partner -or being socially isol}ted if not with

. »
' .a male partner) contributes to greater reliance -on women (F = 2.95;

P (.025)‘. This raises the question of t\he' role of conjugal intima;cy
in female bonding. A simple correlation of stressful intimate relations

M

conditions with" relying on women is nonsignificant (see Table 4y,

D
.

When: the level of conjugal intlmacy of coupled women,,,:.s considered

. separately, the’ relationship is still nonsignificant (r = .18; NS).

-

- it is only in\ortjunction with other stressful conditions that‘,the
- —. 0 - ‘,




quality of ’a conjugal relationship is significant.

— . l

» 7

v

L

Women who' have stressful 11§e conditions in’ the areas of
1: . . % ‘ 3 !

physical and emoti!nal wgll—being and in parenting ~~ all areas -

o ‘ Y

2

shared with other women and that women s resources could be expect:ed

» # N ..
I . e

to alleviate == may have a greater need for female b‘onding. When

supp_ort or %il;len a single woman ig socially isolated without ana.le(

» ’ - : .t . N .

« partner, and when""relationships with women friends.and neighhors

are good, thes_e highly 9stressed‘w'9nen are likel}; :to fely heavily s
on women foy asdistance and emotional .support. . |

¢ f L
Female Bonding and the _Quéib.ty of Life.’ i

7“{"' ¢ \' . ) \

@
.

female bonding is related to the .quality of womewn's lives. - It can
. Tow v

a

bring the costs associated with obligation and with competito:.on and

_ dependenscy betwe“en' women. Boads among )vomen are alsd -an important
. ° - . ’ . ’ L

’ / snggested thaE women. friends are competitive and/or more dependent

7 -
- >

' ' . . . T P
female bonding providés a sense of solidarity-on the basis ofégex,
it is expected to contribute to a g‘reatea: sense of mastery, o,%.dobeing
P - - , ‘ . LI ‘ X N

on-top of things. - < S
- .\.a : T o - - 7o
- Costs. Belle (1980) suggests that social bonds can bring®éosts:

&

as well as benefils., In some discussions of femalg bonds, it is

L3 . -

] con:']ugal relationshi_p is .not?a‘ble to provide cc?ncrete .and emotional ’

The literature vevikewed in the first part of this paper Sound that |

source of goods and dervices and of emotional.supp'ort, Finally, .tahen'-;’

than men friends. However, for these resPondents there is no-"relationshlp

bet:ween the competitiveness and dependency of friends and either the

Fl L

_'femaléness of their intimate wqud‘ (r--:—* -.01; NS) or their Yeliance
‘e . F 4 . .

. .
/ - “,
N .

‘on woten (r £ -.05; NS).
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Rather, the cost of fem’é‘le"friendship seems to be in added”;aorr}i .

“ .
bt - 3
v

or concern assoc:.ated with. obligation. Coombs/(1973) d1st1ngu1shes

~ D . -
. ° . L . N

°Between t1es of obligation- and ties o trust -- both operate on soc1a1
\ ~ . ‘ hd
bonas‘. ) The ex%:hange of resources like chlldc‘re w:.th women seems to+¢

-— b’ M

.

[

be strongly 1inked E% t:.es of ob?.ggation and to ,preater ‘worry and concern

.
[
[ > .,

assoclated with friends-. Respondents who rely more on women for . concx;ete
L4 . Ay

resources, lJ.ke chlldcare report more worry or concern associatéd with
- / R s, . . s -
" friends (see Tab‘le 5) This relying on yomen for concrete resources
. T .

differs from rely:.ng on women for emot;ional support.. Ties of trust,

*

rather. than ‘ties of obl:.gatior;, are cruc:.a]: to the giving and receivmg

. Fy - !
of emotional support. And as thi‘s reasoningw’\l)ﬂ:d suggest, rely:.ng
. .-u " % R
on temen for emotional support is not associated with greater worry

or. concerf * associated w1th fi;ié’nds (ke Table 5).

I3

- B

. . Table 5
Female/Bonding and Worries or Concerns.
Worries o;,ﬁoncerns Eemaleness of ~ Resources’ Emotional Support '
Associated with: . Intimate World from Women “from ‘Women

e v g
.~ ; 0 N ;

Employment S TS T -6 0%

+

RN

- Family “ L-.03 ", : . =03
. Friends . . _ . : N |
Health ~

‘Mental. Health

«Intimate’ Re!ations
g &
" Law-or Police’

. Living Envi,ro”nment '

Money .

.
»

" Education .

-
“

-+ PaFenting R

A,

o

*(p.z 01 e p< 05; #%% p=.
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L, with gg;ends, having a more female intimaée world is marginally rel

.

A

35

- A
¢~ The balance of the costs and benefits of female bonding is

evident on the relationship between the fémalen?ess‘of a tespondent's

timate world and her mental.health. There. a:ppears at first

>, e
ot

g

. However, after controlling Lﬁg.r ‘the 1le

ance to be no relationship between these two variables ~(see\' Table i,) .

v .

vel of worry or concern associated

ated
B

M ‘

to greitfer self-esteem and to a greater sense of malstery. * The

- . -

~

when

N

. beneficial asﬁéct‘s: of a female intimate wotrld are only evident

. ' . q
tpe strains of mutual obligation are considered.

N A ° ’ ~ ! K .
. ’ Table 6 v .
/ - Fepaleness of a Woman's Intimdte World . . .
. Depression . Esteem Mastery Anxiety T -
IS Eemaleness of the’ ~.14 - 19 -.20 . =.0 "
Intimate World - ~ | - . : -07
After controlling for ) o LT .
Jworries associated |, : T . -
‘with friends: ' . v ~ ‘
. .f'émaleness of the ot L90 . L.22%e _&‘ '6* _,_15 .
Intimate World ’ , ’
* p<.10 ‘ , i i "
Efiotienall-support and intimacy. While receiving, emotional suﬁpoft ¢
- /

. . -~ o

from wom&n is not associated with pore worry or concern ‘associated with”

°

H

% ‘

4

or concern about health, mental health,

-

‘friends, it is télated to greater wor

- .

moneyd and parenting (see Table’S). . Tt will be rEme»mbea:ed that women ° .

s ’

s are more likely than othe

.

living in more stressful cendition

.

' turn to. ?.ome

“After cqntroliing' for .the influence of th

.

~ : ..
n for both coucrete resources and emo

— .
tional support (page 33).
- i '
e stressful

A ]

each of the areas, the relationship between worries or” conéerns and
¢ P L . . v .

“ .
conditions in

.
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. receiv1ng emotional support frqm women 1is no 1onger even marg1nally —

. / . .

significant except for Health (r = .22, p«<. lO) Women living in

w

stressful‘ conditlons turn to women; the stressful condltlons creay

3 - ?
worry and concern. Embtlonal‘support from women does not create worry

. . N

1

and concern. - L

Brown, et. al. (1975) pointed out the importance of a confidant
" to women's emotional well—Heing. For the women in Brown's study,:their

. ¢ -

confidants were theif male paethers. While about half of the Stress

and Pamilies respondents who had male‘partners told them good news or

° . . r -

chose,to be with them when feeling down, only'S named their male * .

-

partners as their sole conf1dants —-— as the person to whom they talked

»

aboug personal problems (a few respondents named. both .their male partners

" and women as dbnfidants). Bernard Ql§76) suggests that, when women.
s . {

.* do not have emotionally supportive and ‘intimate relatlonshlps with their

a . ¢

‘male partners, fema%é bond1ng w1ll be cr1tical to the women sremotlonal

’ ’

. well-be1ng. In our society, men are less likely than women to be able

.
4 -

to“provide adequate emotional support to'women. In addition, many low
( - ~ . - »(- - . '
income mothers are single parents. and_do-not have a ‘male partner who

. : ) ‘ A . .
would be a possible sourde of intimacy and support. The combination of

these two factors make female bonding‘all the more important. For

those respondents who dQ not rely only on the1r male Rartners as confidants

“ - 3 .
.

" or who are single; the . femaleness of ar spondent s intimate world isxj .,
. < P - - ¢ -

marginally related to greater Self-este m-and to greater mastery (r = —.25%}'

.
[y

p<.10 for both correlations) ‘“@xcept for hose few situatiods where the ',

on - [

\gcpnjugal rel&tionship is the sole’s source of emotional support and int1macy, ({/*'

‘e .

female bonding is associated with greater emotﬁgﬁalmell—be g, as

Bernard hypothesized. o . S

i
% w‘-&’"'/n)l »~4e-le;«;w *.a-;-
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assistance w1th various resources is associated with better mental- <
. ’ L\ 4
health (see Table 7). In particular, help w1th childcare, finding .
a job and takihg'car‘ of maney matters‘are sigdificantly felated to.
greater self-esteem and a 'greater sense ‘of mastery. Childcare i's C )
anw\‘\""""" . *
‘a ﬁwoméh's resoutce” -- available pkimarily from women. - Not surprisingly,
;///iﬁﬁmn with.gbmore femalemintimaté\uorld are more likely to receive o .
o - . ’ “ L e é\ .
help with emergency childcare than are other wqd%n (r = .41; p<.005). \
N " Tabl¥ 7 ) ,
T Availability of Resources . - .
Resourcez. DepressionI Esteem! ’Masteryl Anxiety1
*o 4 * —,l b ¥
_ regulat childcare ' ~.20%% _— -
emergency childgare : -.31%% ~.28%% -.21%
.noénemergency” childcare -:27% ¢ =.25% = Alxkk ) -y 30%% ¢
N v‘ ld -
household repairsx . § ' h
transportation ) = 41Ex . T, ! -
find.ing a jOb . ~,28%% -~ -.30%% b -,36%% -.24% s % I
- help in family.illnes$ . ’ -.23% 5 fae Ly
- help with money matters . -.33%% - 43%4k -.24* T -_
Weceiving Resources ST . . . .
from Women ‘ © =l 30%% . -, 26% -.35%
# After comtrolling for worries ° _." Y 4
. asgsociated with friends: ) . , .
S\ Receiving Resources . ne « =.33%%: =+ 31%% - 43%%
. from' Women ) .
"I’aifigﬁ’score,iﬁdieates poor mental health - l" ] 7 ) : ;
2 3 high score -indicates the resoyrce is available . i . C. -
* p«.10; ** p<. 05;- *#** p<.01 ) T . o
?&‘ ) 3 . - . -
i Siven that soﬁe~§§é;unces are predominantly available from women, .

"=zfor concrete regources (r = .30; p<.03), it is important’ to know the .

relationship between receiving resources from women and mental-health.

Availebility of resources: "As would be expeeted, receiving

* N
s . -
—— )

and that women with more female intimate worlds rely heavily on women

M - . N * -
»

- -
.
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While receiving assistance from women may be no better thah assistance '

J © e ¢y - Ve, e < ¢ .. ¢
- M L5, - EN
fyom any other_sourcp, it is algg)no worse. _Receiﬁing concrete
. v . -

. resOurces frdm’women is related to greater emotional well—being,

N ~ : .o t [y

particularly after considering the worries associated.with friends
Y ' - > \ °

4

' c v PN . ey,

"and the mutual obligation involved in'resource exchangd*(see Table 7).

/Solidaritx. Solid ty has been def1ned as "a\committment tb'Some

kind of mutual’aid or support “based upon the pexrception, by those who
a -~ .

-

are solidary, -that they sfiare certain significant characteristics, or
s - k. —

they are equal with, respect to some social principle" (Llewelyn—Dav1es,
~ -> s

'1929)£ It is- important ‘tQ differentiate between the support associated

with female bonding and solidarity. Solidarity is support but support

" that is based oﬁ/ghe-belief that those who are solidary are "equal with,
- . . « . ¢
] . . -\r’ .
respect ’to some social principle". The Stress angl Families respondents
- ’ . - oo -
3 . . 5 - -~
were asKe ich of five‘attributes (their race or ethnic background,
v, * P - BN ) ' .
sex, single parenthood,-- when,appropriate, income, and education) made
— R ’ ¢ \ L ]
N \, .« . )
it hardest for theg to»get decent housing, to get into a good training
)
program, to get a good job tocget a promotion or raise, to get a good
" —

education, to get credit or loans, and to be ;espected or valued. The

= -

. rank’order for sex as a basis for discrimination (averaged over thé“seven

~

, R

- ) . - ~ SL ‘ - - Co .
% areas -of discfimination) can be seen as a measure of the extent to which-
- * LI

° ~ .. ! -

~a resSbndent perqeives women, as a class, sharing Certiin significant
. L 3 .. . )
"-.characteristics. .. . , . T
4 * - L : . .
Fofr thoge fespondents who ranked sex felatively low (below the .

'
.

. . . - :
samplé-mgdian), there is no relationship between female ‘bonding and

o~ .

health. For respondents who ranked sex relatively highs- femgie

.

Y




i

b

P sfs T T A
s

e
£ 4R

o X

-t ‘?‘l‘ -"F‘k‘t’?*:

o

ot
.@
3

7

: 3{.*:

:

VISR
50
»:‘,:;:r:
L
Fore
9
N
°'.i
.
R
-
~ '! o
~
LB
Y
[xd
<[
n-l
f"
o
5
. &
[
’é‘

»%’;’i ‘ i - .
QS"%""E | -"";f), 1».’-’3 N e ' o T \3 "m ’
i . R e e ‘1\ v ',., . . . ‘.
: (See Iable 8) ,,Responderrts,who ‘pez;ceive thems‘elves as solidary on LN
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s .4,4 B R T - .
th bv %“ﬁf sexs*rEEeiVe mental heaﬁth beneflts fram the;ﬁi;associations
1N T ‘;_ B . A he .. \,
.:I;“i:h.;'-women. T e el R R PR
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e R Table I T o N,
o Solidarity'and Mental Health A
N Depression . ‘Esteem . Mastery ", Anxiety’ -
" .3:7 . = 0 . l R y!""" . ‘ ’ ‘ d B
o - L . . . - . ¥ . -
Sex Ranked Low. L& ," . o [ N
3 . L e
Lo R .. L .
! . ‘ b, wf"::', o S -
¢ 7-03" L e ;':014 :"”‘": , 008 s
. - Lo -: Ten \, . ,' ' . T . o !
. Sex Ranked High: DU T LT o
e ’ . v S o . P " . o .
N N " B - . - ‘g . \ *:‘5“ ‘?’.
Female Bonding ~-.32% —a23 ome k3 ~-§28%7 T
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_m, "'Because Black women ‘might be expected to rank discrimination on * U
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“ the basis of ra.,c’e higher than ﬁxite women would ,t-he observed relationship s =
e, v S . ‘ ke ;
?’i A . - ,,.'y, - ey,

B3 between the 1mpact of female bonding and SOlidarity ‘on the basis.-'of REARES S

ggﬁ““' ad £t 5 e

‘fféf sex could be confounded. However, there was no significant difference RERE

L

between Black and Whiter women i"ﬁ their ranking of sex ‘as a basis for*
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Thes),e‘é women live in a society where de. facto segregation by

. . P

.-. . v - " P4 - - N
A sex and cross-sex antagonism 'separate women from men and ehcourage

w -t 3 .

women to develop a sense of womanhood" --to understand the fact that

o - . - -

Sy d ’ they are women as :}p\‘important aspect of'their lives. These women

.
L] ; ~
v

g . N also hav‘e"v contact with other, &omen‘ because they live in urban areas, =

- i

N ' . ) _ near, the'ir own families,, and hold a stroncr 1nterest in childrearing

‘ - Ed

*‘:; . ~ in common with other low income mothers. These ﬁactors :Eacilitate
Bl . female bonding, outweighing the constraints, on fe,male» bonding of the  ~

CLT ~ ‘economic and affective importance of the conjugal relationship, the
N ) . i T e . P
Fow ' Cy

isglation of women within the nuclear family, the competition between .

. women over men Ql ‘children, and .the lack of common economic interests. .
\ - '\ Women within. this society who live under especially stressful conditiens '
: o in. the \areas of health, mental.health and parenting, whd.either have

. "’_\ : - s, v o ' - .

wa o strained relations with their male .partner ot are isolated without a

" o " male partner, and who ha\;e good relationships with thei;r -women fr:.ends

\.'n'*‘ :

"and neighbors, are “thost . 1ikely to rely heavily on women for help and ‘

~ " ¥
support. - . b

- ’ ‘

\\" .

<0 Female bonding :Ls related to the quality of these women s 11ves.

e

‘While relationships‘with women' friends are not seen as“espec:.ally

X
. L

cbmpetitive or dependent,l.they are ‘sources® of worry or concérn. This-

,

is primard.ly from the strains inherent in t.he mutual obligation of -

.

L. ~ "‘P ’\ -
= watching each other s children or exchanging other resources. When this
- y

, source of stress As eonsidered, having a more female intimate world

* vp/* . :
-

b %é reiated to greater self—esteem.an'd a greater- sense of mastery.- N

- < oo
4 5 » ’ .
.

v Women are the primary soukce of chlldcare and an important source

o . .
] *

of othér goods and services. ‘Having Rlﬁ ‘with chlldcare r:xone}r matters
T ¢ D o
. ] , .




and ‘other aspects of lJ.fe contr1butes to better emotional well-"be:.ng, s .

- - ( o

Y i - x.particularly to hi%ger selﬁ,esteem and a> greater sens€ of mastery. - ' oL

o . e -
P Women are also a primary source of émotional support. IvIen often _ N

cannot provide all,. ox- any, of'the emotional support women need.

-
11
g&.

3

. When that is true for these women, having a highelf proportion ,of.*' . ¥y
R ] \ B ) . - . , ) - .
. women*ipn their dintimate worlds is, related 'to greater self-esteem and. ’

“ . -

a gredter sense of masterys And for womed who perceive themselves ~ .

A . v > .

as solidary with other women, having a more female intimate world .

. £ '. LY - ~ .

means a grea”fer sensge.of mastery or power and greater emotional well—bez.ng. ‘

0

" o ‘ ) - -

2. ) . " And what about ‘the men? Does female bonding challenge conJugal
5 p intimacy and the relatio QMPS between women and men?, As the Johnso,ns L
. > A ‘, &

e (1975 1980) point out and th\ S,tress and Families data substayiate,. .

¢ -
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$lu
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»

women and men.- Female bonding need t be a threat:, per se. However, ’
. N \ ) ' DN ":.m‘;'-—‘r-», . E
relationships between women and men in this country are already AT .
B RSP _ {

. problematic® and reflect a history of an imbalance between the sexes AN

»

<t

- of value. and p_ower: For those who believe that re1 tionships between N
. " ‘ R . ~~ . . >

e A
R
.

-

o7

5

women and men depend on maintaining this imbalance, female bonding is . ‘ .

- . A . b

* ¥ gl
YA
oD

-

+ ' ‘undesirable because it contributes to women's greate“fr“%self-‘esteem and. = :
|"-'. Y \ ° ‘ A - . . v ) : . . . ':" N
- .sense of power and theréby challenges the imbalant:ec‘t However, female

.

bonding does not pe‘rggt'é ite this imbalance and is not ithe ?uqe of

conflictsh betweena 'Women and men. In fact, if: ‘actually protects women .

from -some of the costs of such "an imbalance. Whether or not relationships

: . SR
' bet;weé’n women =and men improve, will be determined by whether or not the T S

‘e . . f . _-

v,, .

t imbalanqe continues not by whether or not _women bond with each other. o e

.
A
Y

wv e a:i%x\

AT ' T . ) .ot B o ! s
Q 'I(

) ap‘,‘la "
é’xf&b’f»i




! * M “43 . ' -
: ) '\\ « e
The 'findi’ngs reported in this paper have several 1mle.cations - R
. ° o
R for. research and for J.mprovi-ngE thg quallty of women s ‘lJ.ves. ~Future o v
- .
. - ) l' ~ .- 3}
. fesearch ’should cons1der grqups of women in add1tion to low- 1ncome

motheawr;s and should further explore the socioculturai context of ) .

relationships between women. _The soc:Locultural context~ should ‘also be

L v examined as a médiating Variable in the relationship bétweé‘r”i’ female. . B
N - T . ' L ————T—\‘,,‘)_\ . . - -5.\_
> P bonding and emotional well-being.’ In-addition, future research-: ‘& ?
g ~ should consider the balancPT between costs and benef:.ts in a relatlons pr, e

* ' > ﬂ' *

v

e 5'.:- -
_and separate the infernce‘]of ties’ of obligation and t1es of trust. -

-
D . 7

: . " Finally, any research on felmale Bond:.ng will require the development ’
. i ,

¥
v . of better meas%’“s of female bond1ng and must beware of the assumption -,

. .

- that conjugal intimacy and female bond1ng are mutually exclusive, .

’ . + ’
£ ‘ ! N

This study also’ suggests several ways to improve the quality of ¥ s A

Ry
3
.

- -

.& . p ‘~\Q
. »women s liveS. First, facilitat:.ng childcare exchange between fiothers .

N

and reducing the éense of obligation by 1ncreasing mothers” choices

about, entering the exchange would benefit mothers. Second women are <A :
7. t (g

an available and important resource for women; increasing the range of |
goods and services that, individual women have .access to would have a
. - » 5 l
. . 2 \ . ) . e . w'. .
~ “ripple effect on other women. In 'a"ddi‘tion,,' women’ pf"a'\‘;fae ‘a. level .and .
s, . -~ . %

%
- ¢ * . ° .

- T type of emotional support to womenv that _they can not often findein men; . .

v = / - - v

) £ . LR
= “u-,s““?%’? Ly 4 :

encouraging women to seek emot.j.onal support from women will iuiprove— " .

= W o

the likelihood of thein, ré'ce:.ving support and w1ll promote emotio‘q;al : , ’

.. - . *

("" well—beingt Finally, when support for femal’e boriding is combined with :

H — . »

o

facilitating a recognition of women's common experiences, the possib:.lity o,
.. S A o Lt " N e e T L . 122

of» kimproving women s selfr—esteemf and sense of mastery is increaseEl . oo

In general, promoting female bond1ng will improve the quality of

. . . -3
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women'stiiyes. ‘Female‘bonding_can be stréngtheﬁed'by increasipg

- RN
N .

contact between women throught changes in housing or work practices

U L

aﬁd'fostering.an understanding of women's comtion economic interests.
. - AN * . . r
With this,, building on women's common int%;eSt in childreari&g, and

. - .

-

extending it to include an interest in adequate resources for mothers
~ ~ . 3

~F N .

and childreh'and in women's contrdl over their reproducﬁion, would

encourage female bonding and a sense of splidarity that challenges

>
& D

women's lower status and lack 8f power within this society.
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