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difference have never been just a matter of difference. The record of 
empirical psychology's first analyses of the origin and nature of difference 
showcases the tragedy of belief in the purity of the scientific method 
and the resu,lt of theories produced by a socially homogeneous tribe of 
investigators. While I will not review psychology's murky past on group 
differ nce research in general, I will remind readers that psychological 

7 differences concerning gender and race have been among the most exam- 
ined differences (for historical reviews and critical analyses, see Bleier, 
1988; kausto-sterling, 1985; Genova, 1989; Gould. I98 1; Ilaraway, 1989; 
Lewin, 1984; Lewontin, Rose, & Kamin, 1984). Knowledge of this history 
is incumbent on any contemporary scientist conducting research on so- 
cial groups. 

Important contributions to the sociology of knowledge in general 
(Mertdn, 1973; Fiske & Shweder, 1986) and to the question of gender in 
science (6gly & Carli, 198 1; Keller, 1985; Unger, 1988; 1 larding, 1986) 
have informed us that the production of normal science from hypothesis 
construction to data interpretation and policy implication is value-laden. 
We are fortunately aware that reputable investigators proposed and ob- 
tained support for theories of difference that are now known to be inaccu- 
rate or false (e.g., theories about the relationship between brain size and 
intelligence or the x-linked chromosome carrying intelligence) (see Could, 
1981; Fausto-Sterling, 1985). Such events in the history of the science of 
group differences have led some social scientists to question, in a variety 
of ways, the integrity of the scientific method (see Ilare-Mustin & Mare- 
cek, 1990a; Hubbard, 1988; Reinharz, 1985). Although I believe that 
rejection of the scientific method is misguided, it is for feminist psycholo- 
gists to continually address issues concerning the sociology of knowledge 
as they confront future understandings of gender. 

Locating Gender Diiierence 

!im~ol versus Biolosical Emphases 

Whateier the central concern of individual chapters in this volume, each 
takes a position regarding the following question: What are the origins 
and/or consequences of the most fundamental dichotomy of life, that is, 
sex and gender. Controversies have ranged from questions abut whether 
differences exist at all, and if they do, why they emerge and how they 
nwst be treated. A fascination with difference in psychology, as in other 
life sciences and social scicnces as well. is embodied in debates about the 
distinction between the (essential) innate versus the (imposed) acquired 
nature of gender difference. It is the same quest that drives the search for 
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the meaning of difference through sociobiological evolution (c #I., Buss, 
1989; Dickemann, 1979; for critiques, see Dupre, 1990; Hubb. 1-1, 1990; 
Kitcher, 1990) and in sociocultural evolution and social-situa~ronal de- 
mands (Ashmore & Del Boca, 1986; Bem, 1983; Eagly, 1911 . hgly, 
1987; Epstein. 1988; Farganis. 1986; Freize, Parsons, Johnson, hble & 
Zellman, 1978; O'Leary, Unger, & Wallston, 1985; Ridgew v, 1992; 
Spence & tlelmreich, 1978; Stewart & Lykes, 1985; William. & Best, 
1990). 

Some investigations of gender begin with observations od tangible 
differences between men and women in the social positions the-. occupy 
within the family, in interpersonal interactions, and in profess mal and 
public life. Analyses of the causes of such differences have been .radition- 
ally problematic, because it is here that interpretations of the u: ferlying 
cause of observed difference have direct material implications for he qual- 
ity of life of members of these groups. The two distinct empl~ ,;es have 
led to differences in the attributes of gender that are examined, dl I -f erences 
in method, and differences in praxis. Those whose research I( ds them 
to biological-sociobiological explanations tend to stress the adaa~tiveness 
of difference in the successful survival of the species which is c~~nsidered 
the reason for (among other outcomes) greater male aggression art ! greater 
emphasis on physical attractiveness in women. Others whose research 
leads them to interpret differences in social psychological and soc. cultural 
terms view gender differences as a product of the treatment of rkt iles and 
females by culturally prescribed actions. In spite of the varied (ature of 
social accounts of gender, social psychologists are united in the Il14ief that 
if differences in treatment (opportunity and experience) are eliwinated, 
psychological gender differences as they currently exist will also <e elimi- 
nated (Bem, 1983, 1993). Linking existing psychological diffci wces to 
nonpsychological, material differences between males and fern,l:r-s (e.g., 
social, economic, legal. and political status) and documenting ;rle rapid 
reduction or elimination of differences may well be viewed among * ~sychol- 
ogy's most important contributions to advances in understanding ?he mal- 
leability of gender. The contributions to this volume do not assu:,,$: deter- 
ministic positions one way or another, and Kenrick and ?'rat !i:hapter 
6, this volume) explicitly address the issue of the interdepender! c of the 
biological and social. 

Locating Gender in the Target or Perceiver 

Deaux (1984) noted three themes that characterized her discovcrj f cvolv- 
ing approaches over a decade of research on gender. The first pIt ~se, she. 
noted, consisted of a focus on individual differences (i.c, I lou lo nlcn 
and women differ on various psychological dimensions?), wllc 'cas the 



second phase shifted focus from the sex of the target to the gender identity 
of the target (i.e.. What are the psychological correlates of masculinity 
and femininity?) Both approaches locate gender as a property of the subject 
and data about difference are obtained by measuring female and male or 
feminine and masculine individuals. The third approach marks a more 
prominent departure from the traditional difference approach. t lere, gen- 
der is viewed as a social category, and it is knowledge abut gender 
differences located in a perceivers' mind that are examined to understand 
the assumptions, beliefs, and expectations about female and male. In 
particular, such differences in the mental life of the perceiver are useful 
when they are shown to create tangible differences in the behavior of 
targets. 

Not surprisingly, early research on gender, like research on race and 
other group differences, measured men and women to identify differences 
in performance. The focus was on which group had how much of some 
hypothetical construct as measured by available, if crude, instruments. 
In the context of beliefs about gender differences that were not subjected 
to empirical test, early research on gender began by documenting compari- 
sons of male and female. l'he result of careful analyses of experimental 
data, this research still casts some doubt on existing lay beliefs. scientific 
theories of female inferiority in personality, intellectual abilities, or moral- 
ity (Freud, 1925/1961, 1931/1961; Kohlberg, 1981; Lehrke, 1972). The 
landmark volume by Maccoby and Jacklin (1974) is a case in point. Their 
qualitative analysis of several studies on each of several psychological 
dimensions, ranging from cognitive and intellectual abilities to personality 
and social abilities, showed that barring a few differences, females and 
males were more similar to than different from each ether in psychologi- 
cal functioning. 

The task of demonstrating a lack of gender difference, however, is not 
easy, especially for those with an allegiance to the experimental method. 
Individual studies showing no difference between males and females are 
suspect because they uphold the null hypothesis. Meta-analyses have 
therefore been conducted with greater frequency to make the point of 
difference or lack of difference more emphatically (e.g.. bgly & Carli, 
1981; 1 lall, 1984; I Iyde, 1984; Swim, Rorgida, Maruyama, & Myers, 
1989). Reports such as Feingold's (1988) longitudinal analysis of female 
and male scores on the Differential Aptitude Test from the 1940s to the 
1980s. showing a substantial decrease in gender differences over time, 
makes an impressive argument in favor of diminishing differences as a 
function of changes in social circumstances. The research documenting a 
lack of differences holds a historically important position in psychology. 
In the 1970s it represented a brand of psychological research that was 
responsible, among other contributions, for raising questions about wide- 

spread assumptions of difference in the absence of empirica evidence. 
The tradition of noting a lack of gender differences continues I m today, 
especially when intuition suggests the existence of differenct rr seen in 
research on implicit stereotypes (Banaji & Greenwald, in pra s; Bamji, 
tlardin, & Rothman, in press) on emotional expression (HI ly, 1985; 
LaFrance & Banaji, 1992). and on some cognitive abilities that reviously 
showed larger gender differences (Feingold, 1988). 

Observations of a lack of difference represent only one r,.. t of an at 
least two-part story about genderdifference research. If womF 1 and men 
live lives that are palpably different in the knowledge they havt the work 
they do, the positions they occupy, and the rights they havr it should 
not be surprising that such differences are mirrored in psycholor- ,.a1 differ- 
ences, which in turn allow the maintenance of gender differenct In related 
spheres. Following this reasoning, research on gender has also (1 .-umented 
an array of differences: in nonverbal behavior (IIall, 1984). in .he verbal 
expression of emotion (Brody, 1985; LaFrance & Banaji, 1992). in ataibu- 
tional styles (Deaux, 1984). in influenceability (Eagly & Wood, '982), and 
in aggression (Hyde, 1984). But as Hyde (1981) and Ikaux ("~84) have 
commented, many of these differences are quite small, accou* ling for 1 
to 5% of the variance. Such figures are not much help to those \ '10 would 
recommend social policy changes based on gender differencc observed 
in the laboratory. 

Most scientists who document gender differences are oft- 11 explicit 
in identifying the mechanisms that cause such differences. ,' nong the 
more persuasive studies are those by Eagly and Wood (1982) rn which 
a perceived gender difference was first demonstrated and sul tpuently 
removed by equating status. Thus. what appeared to be a d6f wence in 
the perception of male and female behavior was shown to bt, elated to 
some other nonpsychological difference (e.g., statudpower) (see . [so Wood 
& Karten, 1986). In opposition to such research showing the nl lleability 
of gender differences, others see males and females as "fund- *lentally" 
different, and in its recent feminist incarnation this position has been 
referred to as a "celebration of difference" (Rhode, 1990). The 3 in of this 
latter approach is to emphasize and magnify differences in order *o expose 
the psychological ramifications of early interactional differenct . such as 
those assumed to be inherent in the sex composition of par ,it-child 
interaction. Epitomized in the well-known argument by Gillip I (1982), 
the position of differences in moral development and adult moraf,' v appear 
to be more debated and accepted in disciplines other than pc hology. 
The practice in much psychological research is to ignore the clt rstion of 
whether or not observed differences are to be valued. In this sew . research 
in social, cognitive, and developmental psychology has been 1 lttouched 
by the general intellectual debate on difference (see Rhode, 'W). In 
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accordance, the writers of the chapters in this volume do not evaluate the 
natute of differences or ask evaluative questions about which end of the 
spectrum (female or male) must be sacrificed in favor of the other. 

Research compatible with Deaux's (I 984) identification of a third 
approach demonstrated how the grouping of humans into two classes, 
male and female, can produce striking differences in the manner in which 
they are judged and treated. For these scientists, the hypnthesis that social 
conditions can and do create differences between social groups led to 
experimental demonstrations of gender difference in treatment when gen- 
der ought to have been irrelevant to the dimension of judgment. Several 
ingenious experiments comprise this category of evidence (see, e.g., Ileaux 
& Emswiller, 1974; Goldberg, 1968; flansen & O'Lxary, 1985; Lott, 
1987; Porter, Geis, Cooper & Newman, 1985; Skrypnek & Snyder, 1982; 
Snyder, Tanke, & Berscheid, 1977; Wallston & O'Leary, 1981). In many 
of these experiments, the protocol involved presenting information that 
was identical in every way except a critical association to a female-male 
attribute or feminine-masculine characteristic. Differences in the 
thoughts, judgments, and behavior of observers that resulted from differ- 
ences in knowledge about gender serve as sharp reminders of the power 
of gender in evoking differential cognitive responses and overt behavior in 
perceivers and targets. Ih such differences in behavior nccur consciously? 
Although most studies have not obtained explanations from subjects for 
their gender-biased judgments, it is possible that their explanations may 
not reflect the influence of gender or judgment (for a general discussion 
of subject's inability to identify the causes of influence on judgment. see 
Nisbett & Wilson, 1977). Current research on the operation of implicit 
gender sterktyping seeks to identify the ways in which judgments may 
unwnsciously be influenced by the presence of social category information 
(see Banaji & Greenwald. 1993; Geis, Chapter 2, this volume). 

Deaux's (1984) scheme is useful even a decade later, for the literature 
reviewed in this volume may also be characterized as continuing in the 
individualdifference tradition of gender (Best & Williams, Chapter 9, this 
volume; Cross & Markus, Chapter 3, this volume; Fast, Chapter 7, this 
volume; Kenrick & Trost, Chapter 6, this volume; I~tt & Maluso, Chapter 
4. this volume), with less emphasis on the second approach of measuring 
gender identity (Best & Williams, Chapter 9, this volume; Cross & Mar- 
kus, Chapter 3, this volume), and greater emphasis on research in the 
third tradition of viewing gender as a social category (Cross & Markus, 
Chapter 3, this volume; Geis, Chapter 2, this volume). 

As we analyze the findings and theoretical positions presented in the 
chapters in this volume, we must keep in mind that the psychology of 
gender remains a psycholngy of gender difference. To relabel Deaux's 
categories, psychological research on gender continues to tx on individual 

difference, gender-identity difference, or treatment differenct . (on the 
pan of perceiverg. While many have debated whether the focus ;n differ- 
ence is useful (see Rhode, 1990). until gender inequalities exi . that is, 
until psychological and material lives reflect unwelcome covar tion due 
to gender, a psychology of gender difference will continue to tv he focus 
of research and debate. 

Social Beliefs, Social Learning, and Social Cognition 
in Constructions of Gender 

Selj-f-Fuljilling Prophecies 

I believe that three chapters in this book are among the moa valuable 
contributions of psychology to contemporary analyses of gent! .. In her 
own elegant and powerful research on gender, Geis has docurr nted for 
us some of the more memorable examples of the interrelationshil f gender 
and statuslpower (Brown & Geis, 1984; Geis, Boston, & f !off11 rn, 1985; 
Porter & Geis, 1981; Porter, Geis, Cooper, & Newman, 198 I. In her 
chapter (Chapter 2, this volume), Geis accomplishes the most sch farly and 
incisive review to date on the self-fulfilling nature of gender pro1 ccies. In 
the tradition of classic sncial psychology, the research represent a strong 
case for how an initially false belief causes the very behavior th;l in turn, 
justifies the "truth" of the initial false belief. Among the man: valuable 
lessons to be learned from this research (lessons that sorely requl (* greater 
popularizing), are that (I) unconsciously held beliefs can and tic influence 
behavior; (2) such beliefs influence mental functions of percept' *n, infer- 
ence, and memory; and (3) such beliefs also influence the bell .4or that 
pr~iuces the ultimate confirmation of the original belief. 

Other psychologists have investigated the nature of the prw s under- 
lying self-fulfilling prophecies (I-lirt, 1990; Miller & 'I'urnbull, 1 56; Sny- 
der & Swann, 1978). and Geis extends such analyses by focus11 on the 
variables that are crucial to gender: differences in role, statu power, 
authority models, and sexuality. For example, Geis points out 'row self- 
fulfilling prophecies can lead to the choice of men for high-status msitions 
and women for subordinate positions. But rather than the sin ler (and 
often true) explanation that such a choice may be made in favor tt a better 
trained (male) individual, Geis leads to the more interesting (i cynical) 
conclusion that we spontaneously and unconsciously create diff cnces in 
the behavior of others that confirm our gender stereotypes. I I . experi- 
ments she reviews are critical because the methods of most of 11 experi- 
ments show how discriminatory acts occur when little individual ~g infor- 
mation is available to differentiate among targets. 'l'hat thesr ~cts are 



performed without the awareness of perceivers and targets raise important 
questions about new strategies for change that must be developed (see 
Bannji & Greenwald, 1993). 

Geis's chapter (Chapter 2) shows off social psychology in its most 
classic form by demonstrations of the power of the immediate social situa- 
tion in the production of behaviors that are not freely chosen, while 
maintaining the illusion of choice. Evidence about human perceivers as 
efficient but nevertheless flawed information processors is brought home 
effectively. The origin of false beliefs is clearly positioned in the social 
conditions of gender rather than inside the (gendered) individual target of 
the prophecy, and in this regard Geis's analysis is similar to the social 
learning account of Lott and Maluso (Chapter 4, this volume). 'Ib show 
the "false creationn component of belief confirmation, Geis produces evi- 
dence to show how mnterstermtypiol models even through brief expo- 
sure can halt the cycle of self-fulfilling prophecies (Geis, Brown, Jennings, 
& Porter. 1984). Lrlier, I mentioned research by Eagly and Wood (Ehgly 
& Wood, 1982; Wood & Kanen. 1986) to show the malleability of some 
gendet effects. Geis's research has a similar optimistic character: It sug- 
gests that changes in social structure will produce changes in cognitive 
structure (see also Banaji & Greenwald, 1993). 

Cross and Markus (Chapter 3, this volume) capitalize on the learning that 
has occurred at the intersection of social and cognitive psychology and 
effectively apply it to review the social cognition research on gender. They 
focus on how the content and process of thought are influenced by the 
presence of gender. Their chapter is similar to the one by Geis insofar as 
both are committed to the view that gender is a creation of social forces 
and that analyses of thoughts and beliefs are valuable in examinations of 
gender. There are specific junctions at which analyses of cognition have 
proved worthwhile, and Cross and Markus review literatures covering 
memory for stereotype-consistent or -inconsistent information, stereo- 
type-based judgments, the activation of stereotypes, the influence of ste- 
reotypes on behavior, and conditions that produce changes in stereotypes 
("schemas," to use their term). A focus on memory and biases in informa- 
tion processing allows an understanding of how knowledge about gender 
is kept alive and is resistant to change. This quite extensive review by 
Cross and Markus represents the unique advantages of social cognition 
approaches in social psychology: (I) specifying and testing the cognitive 
mechanisms by which gender emerges and is sustained and (2) identifying 
the interrelationship between gender and cognition, in particular, the 
obvious but ignored link between the reality of the social category one 

inherits (e.g., gender) and the acquisition of knowledge permitt, by it 
and judgments that are produced in response to it. 

In a previous review of research on self, Markus and Cro.;. !1990) 
developed an argument for viewing gender (among other social cat4 wries) 
as an important conduit in the emergence of self, by pointing tt the 
interpersonal nature of the development of self. Their present an ' ysis is 
enhanced by a special focus on the role of self in the articulation of mder, 
this time attending to the intraindividual mental processes involv~' in the 
development of a gendered self. Because recent research on self hac iewed 
it as a dimension of personality, reminding readers of the social I I+ of 
self is itself a contribution. Markus's own work is relevant here ( 1 arkus 
& Kitayama, 1991; Markus & Oyserman, 1988), as is research by h' I hire 
and McGuire (1988) documenting the importance of gender in spn* rimus 
selfdescription: For both boys and girls, the likelihood of menEConing 
their gender in a selfdescription was inversely related to the nuta 'ler of 
same-sex members of the family. Boys from largely female hou. 4olds 
and girls from largely male households were more likely to mention I under 
in their selfdescriptions than those in more evenly gendered f- 4lies. 
Such differences in the content of spontaneous selfdescriptions shc. how 
dramatically social structure impinges on cognitive structure. 

Social Learning 

While both Geis and Cross and Markus focus largely (although not YCIU- 
sively) on the behavior of perceivers of gender, Lon and Maluso ((' ,rpter 
4, this volume) view gender as a subject variable. In particular they 
explicate the ways in which gender emerges through the process 01 '+.am- 
ing. 'I'heir version of social learning has an obvious connection to an crlier 
learning theory (Miller & Dollard, 1941). although both the fo $s on 
gender and the clear advantage of including cognitive entities (s h as 
beliefs and attitudes) produce a strong and quite appealing staten tit of 
gender as the behavioral outcome of learning. 

Take the particular example discussed by I~tt and Maluso tc? . lake 
the point that "consequences are often intertwined with opprtl $ties 
for practice that typically precede, and provide the setting for, I lav- 
ioral outcomes" (p. 102). For example, a doll is a toy that prc c~kes 
the expression of emotion and caring (hugging, stroking), whilr ball 
demands action (throwing, kicking). In a particular work that thc cite 
(Stern & Karraker, 1989). adults acted equally warmly and respon cly 
to infants labeled boys or girls, but these adults did differ in tl~ :ype 
of (stereotyped) toy they offered the infant. An interesting sequcr c of 
events and attributions may follow: The adult might be correctly .I are 
that no difference in warmth was shown toward male or fcrr~nlc Iiil- 
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dren. In fact, conscious effort may be made to show equivalent emotion 
toward both female and male infants. However, an implicit handing of 
a sex-stereotppical toy may well create the stereotypical behavior that, 
in turn, could provide confirmation that a female child demonstrated 
more emotion and caring in spite of neutral treatment. Banaji, 
LaFrance, and Beall (1992) offer a similar analysis of how emotionality 
in adult males and females may develop, based on the finding that 
females generate more symbolic (emotional) possessions of value than 
instruqental ones, while males generate many fewer symbolic posses- 
sions than females do and a slightly greater number of instrumental 
possessions than symbolic ones. Although males and females show 
equivalent emotion toward valued symbolic and instrumental posses- 
sions, the greater number of emotion-eliciting stimuli (symbolic posses- 
sions) in the case of females is thought to provide, in Lott and Maluso's 
sense, greater opportunities for the expression of emotion. 

A social learning approach brings a perspective to analyses of gender 
that is both unique and at the same time has infiltrated so much of current 
thinking about human behavior that (as with aspects of behaviorism, cf. 
Ilintzman, 1990) its influence is hard to detect and sometimes easy to 
dismiss. Most notably, a social learning account of gender has created a 
science of the environmental contingencies that produce gender differ- 
ences, located the origins of gender outside the physical and psychological 
entities that embody it, demystified gender by identifying it as one of 
several stimuli to which learned responses are evoked, and linked material 
conditions of existence to the environment in which the psychological 
development of gender occurs. Many marxist and feminist theorists, per- 
haps because of disciplinary blinders that disallow attention to experimen- 
tal treatments. have unfortunately missed this powerful psychological ac- 
count of the nature and emergence of gender. 

The three chapters that review the research on the social conditions 
that create and sustain gender provide among the sturdiest data about 
gender differences that are available across the disciplines engaged in 
examinations of gender. In comparison with alternatiye analyses within 
psychology and outside it, these approaches (without reference to faith, 
reason, or personal conviction) unveil gender as an indisputable fact of 
life, consider the social and upitive forces that create and sustain its 
evolution, and identify obvious paths by which the future can be dramati- 
cally altered if gender egalitarianism is an a priori value. In a doing, such 
research mirrors the commitment of older sciences to the vision of a better 
world (Conant. 1% 1; Whitehead. 192511975). Because I find the logic of 
these approaches to gender compelling. and because their goal is a, obvi- 
ously a feminist one. it is worth questioning the response of anti-science 
and especially anti-experimental pstmodernists in psychology and else- 
where to the methods and findings that define this approach to gender. 

SOCIAL CONSTRUCTIONISM, SOCIOBIOLOGY, 
AND PSYCHOANALYSIS 

Part I1 of this volume contains three chapters an the social construe* mist, 
sociobiological, and psychoanalytic views of gender. I will have ss to 
say about them because they represent broader theoretical statc rnents 
about gender and do not provide evidence of the same depth as the cl pters 
in the previous section. However, their strength lies in the issuc they 
raise about the nature of difference and the message they bring ah! ~t the 
consequences of gender differences. 

Social constructionism is psychology's code word for powmoderniw and 
it has been accompanied of late by proposals of a uniquely feminist nt rhod 
(Hare-Mustin & Marecek, 1990b; Reinharz, 1992; for a discussion o per- 
spectives on method, see Riger, 1992). That version of social constr\< tion 
is absent in this volume. Instead, Beall's spin (Chapter 5, this volun b) on 
social constructionism is to view gender as a product of culture (by shr ving 
variability in notions of gender across cultures) and social practice and 
to express the always needed awareness about biases in scientific pra ice. 
In this form, a social constructionist approach is congruent with tl as- 
sumptions that underlie much social psychological research on gendcl (see 
<his, (;haper 2; Cross & Markus, Chapter 3; Lott & Maluso, Chapt. - 4). 
In fact, Deal1 explicitly notes: "Iiowever, I do not advocate disc on ti^ ing 
scientific inquiry about the nature of gender and gender relation- (p. 
3443, and here Beall's view may not represent other social-constructit tist 
positions. Beall's social constructionism is a view with which few psycl do- 
gists would disagree and her observations provide useful points of conif ?ri- 
son in both form and content. For example, her strategy is to loot For 
differences across cultures, and use such differences to educate us a' iut 
the importance of sociocultural patterning in creating the varied fact of 
gender. This form of argument is quite similar to those who look c- ss- 
culturally for evidence abut the similarity of sex-linked behaviors ac ss 
cultures (e.g., Buss, 1989; Kenrick & Trost, Chapter 6). Potentially u\ 'ul 
discussions abut the value and interpretation of crosscultural data an 
occur on topics on which social constructionists and sociobiologists t th 
claim to have evidence: By what criteria is an observation to be deft .d 
a similarity or difference? Ilow should superficial differences betw $.n 
cultures be extracted from a crosscultural examination to assure n at 
accurate evidence of differences are being obtained? Can similarities apt Ir 
in spite of differing underlying causes? For such questions to be means il- 
fully addressed, criteria for identifying similarities and differences n xt 
be explicitly accertcd and an atternpt to understanll the mwharii~tl~ 
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which two cultures are set apart must be posited at a level more specific 
than what is typically captured by the term "culture." 

The Evolu tionory Perspective 

In scientific writing, it is often the case that when one says "the scientific 
method," one is referring to the method of experimentation generally 
attributed to Bacon (see Eiseley, 1973). But there is a close competitor, 
the differential equation, which allows stating theories in a rigorous, pre- 
cise, and compact form. Since Newton and Bacon, the differential equa- 
tion and the controlled experiment have been, to construct a stodgy meta- 
phor, the wind and sail of science. Sometimes a science is able to effectively 
exploit only one of these methods. Social psychology, for example, is 
largely an experimental science with not much of a role, in its current 
state, for detailed systemic theories of the kind that differential equations 
are able to express elegantly. By contrast, fields such as plate tectonics, 
so-called G U'I's (Grand Unified Theories) (see Carrigan & 'I'rower, 1989) 
in physics or big-bang cosmology, are almost exclusively expressed in 
differential equations with (currently) not much of a role for experimen- 
tal treatments. 

In this context, sociobidogical approaches are alluring because of the 
prospect they offer for combining the rigor of the differential equation 
with the power of controlled observation, if not experimentation. Since 
well before Lhnvin, the observational demands of biology have been well 
understood (see fiseley, 1961; Desmond, 1989). In this century, however, 
biology has taken on new mathematical and computational dimensions 
that have greatly expanded its explanatory power. Since the publication 
of btlu's groundbraldng book in 1926 (Loth, 1956). mathematical mod- 
els have become ubiquitous in biology (e.g., Iioppenstadt, 1982; Pigelou, 
1969; Smith, 1971). 

The primary power of these models lies in the fact that differential 
equations represent relative rates of change (dylh represents the rate of 
change of y wrt x. and the integral of y wrt x gives the area under the 
curve obtained by plottingy with respect to x). As a result, a differential 
equation is able to relate one or more rates of change to some absolute 
characteristics of the environment. For example, in elementary physics, 
to say that the acceleration due to gravity is 32 feet per second squared 
is to say that a particular rate (of change of velocity with respect to time) 
is a constant and is equal to the product of Newton's constant times the 
mass of the earth divided by the square of the earth's radius (which 
in turn is approximately 32 feet per second squared). Thus, differential 
equations provide a way of characterizing causal mechanisms that effect 
change in an environment, both suddenly and slowly and directly and 
indirectly. 

Psycholqy of Gndrr 

It is helpful to understand the role that these equatia Ins play in sc, 
biological mheling. An equation that is one of the oldest in mathems 
biology will serve, namely, the s~alled predator-prey equation, sc 'e- 
times known as the Lotka-Volterra equation after its inventors. The rr [el 
is about an ecological situation that involves two species, one of w' h 
preys on the other. Let H(I) be the population of the prey and 41) he 
population of the predator.' The differential equations that make ul, 'le 
classic predator-prey model are: 

where H (I) and P(t) are the populations of prey and predator at tir: b. t 
and a, c, a, and y are simply constants that are all assumed to be posit e. 

Solving these equations leads to some qualitative conclusions: 

1. The sizes of the predator and prey oscillate. 
2. The period of oscillation is independent of the initial condil IS 

(i.e., the initial values of H and P). Rather, it is dependent on '~e 
parameters a. c, a, and y. 

3. The predator and prey populations are out of phase by one qu:. c.r 
cycle; that is, there is a onequarter cycle time difference in u '5, n 
the predator and prey population reach a maximum or a minim, P, 

and the prey's population reaches its maximum onequarter c- le 
before that of the predator. 

The qualitative conclusions are derived from careful analysis of 'le 
solutions of these equations. It is worth noting these equations in v ae 
detail, because they represent one of the first examples of theore, rl 
models of population biology that were also compared with data a! ~t 

the actual population growth and reduction (in fisheries). It is uf fh 
repeating ~olterra's assessment: 

Both IYAncona and I working independently were equally satisticti iri co~r$ 
paring results which were revealed to us separately by cllculus and by ol)so 

vation, as these results were in accord; showing for instance that man (sib 
in fisheries, by disturbing the natural condition of proptnion of two slwcicc 
one of which feeds upon the other, causes diminution in the quantit! tli' 

' Of course, we make the usual assumptions: 
(I) when the population of prey is zero the predator dies out, i.e. dl'ldr I, 1. 

when t1 = 0; 
(2) in the absence of the predator, the prey grows without tw>und, i.e. dll/h ,111 ,r I, 

for P = 0. 
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species that eats the other. and an increase in the species fed upon. (See 
Chapman, 1931, p. 410) 

I have attempted this rather detailed explanation because I wish to 
point out an underlying commonality to the theories described by this 
rather simple model. First, there is a clear mechanism at work: a resource 
depletion mechanism and an equilibrating resource-generation mecha- 
nism, and the connection between these two is clearly expressed by the 
equation. Second, there is substantial empirical evidence to support the 
constraint that connects the two mechanisms; that is, the data support the 
differential equation as being a realistic if somewhat abstract characteriza- 
tion of the ecosystem under study. 

The evolutionary efforts reported by Kenrick and Trost follow a 
different strategy. Like Beall, Kenrick and Trost also gather data from a 
variety of cultures, but in contrast, their focus is on the abundance of 
similarity t6 be observed through crosscultural analyses. Kenrick and 
I'rost do a fine job of gathering data about the similarity across cultures 
in gender-specific patterns of aggression, mate-selection, and so on. While 
they provide examples of quaint customs (e.g., among the Palahari of 
Northern India, brothers pool their resources to purchase a wife they 
share; if they accumulate more wealth, they will purchase additional 
wives), it is not always clear what theory is explicated by such behavior 
(e.g., the pooling of resources for a wife). What is difficult to detect is the 
mechanism that explains such patterns of behavior. 

Kenrick and 'l'rost's observations are not to be underestimated. 
Such observations can prompt hypotheses about the nature of differ- 
ences between females and males. Igowever, such observations are not 
easily amenable to specific tests of mechanisms that are needed if an 
explanation of the observed behavior is a concern. Anthropological 
observations are often unsatisfactory if they are not accompanied by a 
method for identifying an explanatory mechanism responsible for the 
behavior. For example, data of the sort obtained by Dickemann (1979) 
were challenged on this basis (amongothers) by Kitcher (1989). Ilescrip- 
tive analyses of similarity in worldwide customs, no matter what their 
degree of similarity, must be subjected to some test of the ecosystem 
under study. The absence of mechanisms to explain interesting cultural 
comparisons are a problem with many large-scale cross-cultural analy- 
ses, regardless of the explanation to which the theory is partial (see 
Williams & Rest. Chapter 9, this volume, for a discussion). Sociobiology 
may be a field with great potential, but psychology's contribution rests 
on the ability to provide explanations rather than description. In the 
absence of a method that allows the examination of mechanisms, com- 
n.rcnt5 about the specific claims of this evolutionary approach to gender 
mu5t wait. 

Pycholqy oJ Gender 

A Variation on a Psychoanalytic Theme 

Freud's (1907l1953, l925Il961, I93 Ill96 1) ideas of gender develop mt 
have remained central at least in psychoanalytic circles where gc ler 
development is discussed. 

It is clear that as early as when Freud's theory was first proposed, ci kal 
reaction followed (see Chodorow, IY89), but it is also clear that fen! nist 
theory has posed among the more serious challenges to the core of the or: nal 
psychoanalytic theory of gender development. Among such comment., rs, 
almost none is as well recognized as Chodorow (1989). who has persuac 4y 
argued that a critical advantage is gained by offering reformulations I)m 
within the confines of Freud's account of personality and gender dev, 'crp 
ment. Because I work far from the boundaries of psychodynamic thm , it 
is perhaps difficult for me to appreciate the significance of the dialoff ,. in 
which feminist psychoanalysts are engaged. Yet, it is clear that a fen ,list 
psychoanalysis, whether one agrees with its tenets or not, has pro\ 1 'ted 
critical questions about a ubiquitous theory of gender development. 

Fast proposes a revision of Freud's amunt that, like other revk ns, 
places greater importance on social and cognitive factors in develop nt. 
Although such efforts result in more persuasive theories of develop1 nt, 
they also create a dilemma. A "socializing" of psychoanalytic accout , of 
gender development makes such theories more plausible and testablc Ian 
the original version. Yet, that same broadening also threatens the centrahf I; of 
Freud's analysis of gender. For example, Fast (Chapter 7, this volume) I. 51es: 

Although the infant itself does not yet experience its genitals in gender tern ,, 
they probably color patterns of child care in subtle but pervasive wa! ). 
The infant's activities-vigorous, languid, alert, tender, assertive, curb .\ 

or angry -may be variously encouraged or discouraged by caregivers as u 

appropriate. (p. 180) 

Such statements raise legitimate questions about what remains o' *he 
psychoanalytic components of theories to retain them as viable acccb. ts. 

Discoveries of a cognitive unconscious (Kihlstrom, 1990) will nlakc v L ial 
cognition accounts of gender development even more persuasivc ad I cs- 

sible, and at some point, such alternative views inserted into ~>.II .11ic 
theories will produce hybrids that contain the advantages of l~oth arc<, 'nts 

(psychoanalytic and social, cognitive) or a greater and grc;lrcr $111.: in 
emphasis toward social learning and social cognition expl;~n;~tior~\. 

TIME AND SPACE FRONTIERS OF GENDER 

'I'wo chapters in this volun~e are concerned primarily with gcntlcr cfc \ 11)- 

ment over time (Jacklin & Reytlolds, Chapter 8) and acre\\ CII~I\IIC 1 \I 
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& Williams, Chapter 9). Jacklin and Reynolds present a summary of major 
approaches to childhood socialization. While they review social learning, 
social-cognitive (schema), and behavioral-genetic accounts, two of which 
have been preser(ted in other chapters in this volume, they bring a different 
perspective by focusing on childhd socialization, a component that is 
missing from the other accounts (with the exception of Best & Williams). 
In their discussion of the meaning of biological differences, Jacklin and 
Reynolds raise the issue of the attitude toward the meaning and influence 
of biological factors in gender differentiation. Their point about the misuse 
of biological theories to maintain differences is useful, as is their solution 
which emphasizes the need among psychologists to attend to findings from 
research on biological differences. This is an important issue and one that 
will be addressed only by the participation of feminist scientists who are 
able to explicitly challenge earlier theories of gender difference. 

Best and Williams provide a useful account of the crosscultural ap 
proach to gender. They educate readers about the purpose of crosscultural 
research in particular to provide an analysis of the problems that confront 
traditional crosscultural comparisons of group difference. Their experi- 
ence with crosscultural data is invaluable to those who must acquire the 
skills to conduct such research, especially because such knowledge is not 
a component of traditional graduate training. Their own crosscultural 
research, demonstrating how culture can shape gender development, is 
shown by the greater variation between than within groups. A group 
for comparison purposes is identified as a nation state, classified along a 
continuum from traditional to modem. (Such a classification must be 
questioned given the continually changing face of national borders.) Best 
and Williams are appropriately cautious in reporting and interpreting 
findings, pointing out lack of differences obtained across nations (as in the 
case of masculinity and femininity) as well as the presence of difference 
(as in the case of the strength of incorporating sex stereotypes into defini- 
tions of self). 

A difficulty with crosscultural research in general is the absence of 
strong explanatory concepts coupled with the analysis of fixed variables 
such as culture and gender (the latter problem is noted by Rest & Williams, 
Chapter 9, this volume, as well). Although we learn that "Western" cul- 
tures differ from "Eastern" cultures (e.g., Markus & Kitayama, 1991) and 
that "traditional" cultures differ from "modern" ones, it is not clear what 
mechanisms promote and maintain such differences. This approach is not 
wholly satisfactory because often "culture" or "nation" becomes a post 
htw: catchall for observed differences. The problem is symmetric to the 
one encountered in sociobiological analyses. It is no longer convincing to 
find differences across cultures and conclude that sociocultural forces have 
prtxluced that difference, just as it is unconvincing that a lack of differences 

across culture can be considered evidence in support of sociobiol~~ -al 
mechanisms. The strength of Best and Williams's chapter is their sj n- 
atic effort at documenting cultural differences in spite of their o\, 11s 
awareness of the difficulty in interpretation and the limits of the rnc 4. 

It is interesting that crosscultural psychologists tend not to cd 
historic events that may tie superficially discrepant cultures together ( q., 
countries that have a shared history of colonialism), or dissociate su~ rfi- 
cially similar cultures (e.g., groups that are equivalent in socioecon .nit 
status but considered racially discrepant) and ask what differences . .ist 
between them. Analyses of discrepant countries and cultures mig's be 

more meaningful if they were guided by new specifications for cc <qg 
differences rather than traditional ones such as nation state boundart, or 
exclusively Western views of similarity and difference. In attempti* to 
understand the underlying mechanisms by which culture and bict*~~ 
shape cognition and personality, the approach used by Best and Willi =rs, 
of including a develobmental perspective (within the crosscultural !e), 
may be useful. 

Crosscultural research will also be enriched if culture is sought r ser 
to home than in protracted analyses of the unfamiliar customs of +en 
peoples. In the superbly successful segregation that has been effect# : in 
most of the urban United States, vast cultural differences (albeit less c   tic 
ones) may be examined for questions about culture and gender. ' he 
culture of Yale students and faculty on my side of Prospect Stree* nd 
the starkly distinct culture of New Haven residents on the other can :Id 
a crosscultural analysis that will be quite revealing about two di tact 
cultures, and one that is less prone to the hazards of foreign travel 

CONCLUSION 

I began this chapter with words spoken by Aristotle some time ago a! ' by 
Catharine MacKinnon more recently. There are many differences be1 -en 
these individuals, and I chose their comments to represent dissimilar 1. ws 
of gender difference. The distinction lies as much in the content of l:.cir 
comments (which is obvious enough) as in the implication of each \ .ile 
Aristotle's comment provides a description of difference (truth of hat 
description aside), MacKinnon attempts an explanation for gender cl Icr- 
ences. As in all sciences, this distinction between description arid ellx na- 
tion is crucial in measuring psychology's progress on the clue\t~l of 
gender. A variety of psychologists have presented their accourlt\ of gl llcr 
in this volume, and many have attempted to provide explm.~tic)~l\ v hi11 
the framework of a preferred theory. A true measure of their contr~l)t~ Ins 

will lie in the extent to which explanation is sought at all ancl w1)4e(l11 fly 
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in the accuracy of the explanations in representing the nature of female 

and male. 
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