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) . INTRUDUCTLON . : N
.

. :
v , " Most recent’ theory and research done on the psychology of women's .
« R . \

*lives has focused on the individual as. the level of analysis. This ¢

a -

., .

. "t

. . . perspective, while necessary, nceus to be cgmpleTfntqd by an analysis s

_ . . : .
o conducted on the.group level. .

. ° it' is a fact of social reality that people are categotized by sex

" “into two groups. In comparing ‘these two groups as they stand in
i R . ; . '

oL
.. relation to each other, it is-women as a group who lack power, statwvs
- L] . :

and, prestige. Many of the psychoiogical experiences of the individual

. .

s . v
! woman, Including her conception of her own. identity as well as her

< ‘ ' .

’ inEerac;ths' with both women and men, are profoundly affected by j}u:'

N

¥

imbalance of power between the two scexeg. As feminists we have always
knowd intuitively that ehe “personal is political.” "As psychologists,
- . . * ; .
. . ! e

we muSt begin .to anake this connection explicit within our theorizing.

c. 7 .
N .

AN An ‘analysis of women and men conducted on the group level cun be the
-. ¢ K3 ’ k3 - K3 K3 k3 *

/ . vehicle by which we integrate the study of tne individual swith the

) M = ) M 3 K3 ) . K3 e

N . larget social system. Such an analysis would result in a shift in our, '

N . . N ’ * ' : M
. N . - e < .
- ' . usual focus. For examplej much ,thedrizing.anrd research .about women
« N . . . .
‘ . - ’ ’ * ¢

TR ) has beeq,grganizéd around the.issuvs of discrimination and prejudice,

- ,

;J T . . - - R ‘_ t M .
‘expecially their negative effects on women. An intergroup prespective

~ < r \ . LY |

B

© 0T » recognizes | that discrimination and prejudice against members of
. . Y .

.
~

’ R s - . ) ) ;

‘certain groupy are the result of a particular pattern of intergroup
’ R .

e . . , .

. . Ny i .

relations. -Thus, a shift in fogus will pull our attention away from

J

- * ’ . N s . .
studying the victims of prejudice to, studying “the operation of the <
SR - A’ S L ™
A . . intergroup relationship which gives rise to prejudice. This cmphasis .
. . o U to .
AY i

' will certainly.help to make our ‘theorizing and research more complete.
. ) . X

- LY - . -~ .




. ’ . \ .
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~ ) - " . .
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“in the United States.

In additio " an intergroup perspective g}ll help us to predict ¢changes

. in ingividual experiences which will otcur as a result of changes in

’ " .

the intergroup relationship.: < T
the . ~

The idea of analyzing the relationship between the sexes as an
intergroup phenomenon is not @ new one. In the classic The Second Sex
L4 ]

(de'g£auvoir, 1952), de Beauvoir explicitiy treated the

M L4

groups, and females locked togexﬁer in

segxes as  two

with males a relationsnip

. .

subordina'tion. For her, this intergroup

. V . "

pits the powerful against the powerless, was™a
Vo \

Y .

examination of the second Ssex, it is tue

involving domination and
relationship, which
.

"First Cause”. In her

0

asymmetrical balapice of power ba&ween women and men which gives rise

-
. .
.

to the situation-in which women have existed throughout. history-:

. N

Thougy de Beauvoir analyzed numerous .individuals and explored the maay
* ) ' ' .
s

ways in which individual women have reacted °‘to this

. o >

power, ‘it was always done witll an eye toyard the intergroup
I N . )

-relationship. In heq\ work, the link was contipually emphdéizqd
. . - Vd ’y‘ ) - - . ] -
between subjectivity and thé larger social processes which shape this
‘ .

- ' A
subjectivity. . < L

. - e -
Myrdal €1944) also alerted us to the possibility ,of analyzing the

4 t
.

relatdionship between the ‘sexes_  on a group level by pointing. to the

' ‘o

similarities between the perception and treatment of blacks-.and women
. ST o e

- -

‘e

that women could be conceived 'of as a.minority group, but ome thatf-- .
: . - - . o =

differs’ in. very special ways from
Obviously, .they are not a numerical minority; bgta_HéC&Q( also argued

! e
. .
. ¥ *

because they lack a sense of .group identity, and

v

that* women differ

. - } M - ® - 1

Using -Myrdal's analogy, Hacker (1951) argued-
° . -

imbalance of -
\

.
L.
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.

applies to the relationship bétween women and men.

. i : ’
many do not feel unfairly treated becausce of their sex. Also, members
. . P )

“of “traditional® minority groups (she uses Blacks and Jews  as

v - . . »

examples) are not compelled to love and live in an intimate way with

- . . .

K

2

megmbers of the majority group as womemn are. These differences are.

certainly critical ones and a closer look at them by psychologists

would probably be fruitful. : S 4 AN

In recent years, however, psychology has been characterized by a

lack of thinking aboucﬁwomen and men on an intergroup level, This iy

) -

be .due to the fact that interest in group processcs imm general has

ddeclined within social psychology. Traditionally, social psycliology
e AN
played a pivotal role in connecting the psychology of the individual
! . . i ’ -
with®the larger soéial context. Now, probably due‘to the influence of
* \,_“_“‘w& .. .7
sognitive psychology, most soc1al processes are studied at’ .the level

L]

of the individual. This individualistic approach has been criticized

.4 N ) .
by Steiner (1974), Moscovici (1972}, Tajfel (1972), and Billig (1970).
'

.

- b v »
Though these authors offer different views as to why the study of ‘tne

- P

2 v . .
group has waned, they are unanimous in their assertion that sociai
. L 4 . . -

psychology haé-suffergd as a resulc. . ) :~ SRR )
AN
/\ -
- In this paper, I w1Sh to*make up°for the lack oi"gtthLion “'paid

o 1‘

¥ ! . , o o

" to studying the sexes on an intergroup;levcl. To Q tomplish this

)

task, I wi}l use llenri Tajﬁel's recent (1978), Lheorﬁ%‘df fntergxoup

relations as a way to Lhink about men and women on a group level.
. . . v . .
Beéause it is crucial to the understanding of Tajfel's theory,, it "is

. Decessary, to discuss first his differentiation bedween intérgroup and

.t -
9 . .
e .

. . K I .
interpersonal ‘behavior, and the ways in which €this differenCiation —

”
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N . . * .. .
. - . Intérpersonal s, lntergrou? Behavior .
. & M Al

- .

: \ v : 4 N “e .
Interpersongl and intergroup behavior jshould be conceptualized uas
— - i . .o

. ~ ' . ) L4
two extremes of sociul behavior.  Interpersonal behavior is auy
S T

[ - . |“ ! '. \-
", interaction between individuals which is’ fully determined by their ..
a ¢ - . »
- : : ) “ e q - ¥ .h s T, . '
interpersonal relationship awmd thesunique blend of their individual
- \ ~
. S . ) ) e ' s é y NG . - :
\\ . character1§t1&s. JAn interpersonal iut€raction tends not- be atfected
. . - .. . . °
. i s, .. t o ’ ’
. by the social ' pgroups dp categories to which the individuals belong. X
» . A
. /—'.— _ . o ) '. .
Intergroup: behayior, in contrast, is fully determined by the -
-~ ‘ ' #'71 e 0T N
; individuals' wmemberships' in various groups or social categoriesy It
. . N N -“ : * ‘ - ) s
tends aot to be Qfﬁggggd_by the interpersonal rdlationships.- of tne
i » o » < . * N * . . .. ' %/
people involved. (Of coqrs%elthdse terms are to® be understood as tae
N . v < '
, - .
. dufiﬁrf}ons 0f two extremes of behaJioE; " ptobably néither existsV in
. . o~ . - 5 .
. : . IR )
'y . its purc form ip social reality.) - .

' ¢ * ¢ > . ]
"An example of intbrgroup;bchabior between males and ¥emales would ™=
° - ' ' . 7
s % be rape. ~ Indeed, one of the major accomplishmenty of the modern °
o . ..

‘< N
. .

. ‘feminis} 'movement has been to enable people to perceive of the ' crime,
. b .
. . & . . - .

. S ’as an intergroup phenomenon rather than an interpersonal phenomenon.

-

historicaLly, rape had.been considerdd gs' ah vinterpefsonal. type of

s e . : . . . . . NS
interaction. It was believed thit the crime was a {unction of eitiier
t ‘. . " v . : 4

* situational variables (“she was in the wrong place at the wrou%’time")
* . > . N N A

4

]
: ; . . » . St w X, s wy o N .
N } ~or dispositional variables (.she\ls.a seductive woman”). Browpmiller.
(% . »

- - . } N

. o \ : .
- (1975) convinqingly-‘kdemonétratgd theet the™ old interpersonal

. hY

N . ’ 4 Mo ¢ . . ‘.
. . - explanations ' ceuld mnot be wholly supported by the statigtics. When
.' R , . ) - . ¢ -k
S , Gt e T . i :
et rape can i1CeralLy happen tQ any woman, (especially during wartime),.,
) - ) R i . ) . R : - \ . . . R
¢ . . R :_ " ) . s . I,: [ T S
e — - and—, few—wometl live without this knowledge, then rape mQét be &Geent as
' . - ’ ) .
\? N . ] ‘ . '< . . . =
. * an intefgroup phienomenan. . -
v PR R , v 3 PR . . ,
Yo R ~ t M . £ “
) . - R ' .- o . T ' .
Q - . . . Y- A . 6 L z i . .: t
- - ) . , i

5 . - ' . . v
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1]

-‘/ relationship to each, other which is predictable, unifbrm, and

} - . .
~- Ppenceived by most people as interpersonal in natefo. - - -

. s s D T ‘s - . v
* why this is important.. First, the origins of - th¢ behavior mugt be *

.

° N ‘. \ . .
. example of_inLergroup behavior. In these instances, the behavior is

v

- ' » * -

¢

‘.. | . ¢ . /
Y : ‘ | PAGE 67, -

. - B f
. . . . . , ‘ , ‘ '
” . N - -
3 . . .
- . ~

,

Almost any interaction- between the sexes where the participants
PR . ’ - -
* ¢ * LI . M - S . N c '
are - engaging  in ‘thighly sex-typed behavior should be.viewed as an .

’ - .

- -

fully determined by the individual's *sex group. ' Appropriately

-sex-typpd'behav%or @gnctions to keep the two sexes in a highly defined
. M A Y

. L ’

. y

. - . . -
-

éupborlive of tlte status quo, ‘Appropriately sex-typed behavior,

.

.

. ) (-4 ¢
. though it takes place on an individuwal lgvel, mirrors the relJLioCshlp
- te . ~ .

that occuls on a group level ?etwcén the sexesd A .cxamp;c. of tuis
SR ' '

.
.

rcflccf}ve quality of sex~typed behayior was provided by dﬁEj Hepiey

N .

. FY

(1977). In her examination of sex differences in non-verbal behavior, o
A : » »’ . . > * % .
‘she offered empirical evidence that males use more power gesturcs than © ]

- v v . N

.
[N

. ‘ ) . . s
females and that, further, these behaviors "underlie and support the

< \

macropolitical structure"(p. 179). This mackopolitical structure iy,’
’ . ., ., 4 ) N - .

of course, the unequal power relation between the sexes. . Parlee. ™. .

,
. -

- , . ° N R TN .
(1979) came to the same .contlusion after examining sex differences in
. . " . T «
language. .t is my belief that much of the behavior that occurs in
. - . .

marriage couyld be -regardea as intcrgrOuF behavior, th
. - . .t ’ ot
4 ' -

/
|5 } . - .
. Why should there be such concern for specifying-fwhether behavior
\t . ' ' » . y ) * . ’ . ) 3
is lintergroup or interpersocal in nature? fihere are several reasons -

- L
-

-
. .

clearly understood. - Interpérsongl behavior is probably- ore likely to _

.be contfolled by the individual.’ Intergroup behavior is determined by

. M w Y
- — e T . L B
group membership as well as _by the reldtionship that a.paryicul . ‘
N ) " ~ - - ! o
group has to another group in society. These grolp factors are .
4 LY .
- . > _.—‘ . . . - <
. Y ' T . *
: ' ! l z Y ” s . ’ -
- . . . : . ] e .
. '7 ‘ : . . .
» i) - R .
N ~ : . io , ‘ ’, : . ;.. . “ )
' S I LN ~ L T
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N

not wunder an individual'$§ contfol. An individual cannot choose ler
. . hY 1
sex or race group, for example. An’ individual also cannot choose to

4 fod K3
belong to! the sex which is considered S‘Perior. Therefore, intergroup

1
; - R A e
behavior may be more restrictive in terms ot individual cgntrol, even
e . T : .

though a person may: perceive this behavior as "freely Ghogen™.

) . v“ . \ .
- Secoid,  if intergroup behavior is a function 'of }Eie type of

L)

relatiopéhfp that exists ‘'between two grfoups, then efforts to change

. -

that_relationship which occur on a purely interpersonal 1level are

-

dooqu‘CO failure. . What gust change is.the relationship in society of

] ! y
‘males as a group to females as a group. This fact should * be evident
"because throughout history, each age has ‘had its share of unique aand

. .
. '

- AY
unconventional women. Yet the efforts of thesc women to live as

~

- - ¢ -
freely as they -<could at the “D?rej had no effecct on changing the
’ - . . ! N
{ . ' . , -
position of women as a group. Feminists have stdtawthis often:
i , ‘kl ’ _'/— N .

“Therg are no indivMual solutions.” *1 & . .
! ° L o, ! - . \
Are there any examples of purely.interpersonal behavior betweun

. "l - i '
the sexes? Certainly those behaviors charactg;ized as androgynous
. - t ' N .
’

(Bem,, 1974) would be examples of iqterpetsonal belhuavior. Also,l in a
. . - ! - . .

A . , {
. good friendship’, the behavior tends to be determined by the uniqus

o N
\

personalities oft the individuals jinvolved rather than their sex..

.
A d .

. ) 9 ‘ ‘ . ‘L
' Now that intergroup and intecpersonal behavx;r have been defined,
< . ' -
I widl turn to a discussion of fajfel's theory of intergroup relations

g -

and I will usc this examine the relationship between the sexes on a
p

’

group level. . Specifically, I 'will discuss the <» perceptual and

.
.
K

behavioral effects of categorjzation by sex on intergroup behavior,
[y . L 4 ° s

the effects of the power imbalance between women and-men on intergroup

. . ( -
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. - . . ‘ a -
. e . « <

. .

Categorization, Group ILdentity, dJdod Sdcial Change

" Tajfel's theory of intergroup relations grew out of a scries of ' \

v - .

laboratory  experiments conducted by him and his associates ovgr the

past decade (defei, et al., 1971; Billig & Tajfel, 1973; Tajfel &
In the initial paradigm, the

. A -
Billig, 1974; Turner, - 1975).
éxpcrimental manipula}ion, though quite simple, produced intercsting

. . \

,-

results. Subjects were rdﬂdgmly classifived as members 9f two
J .

nonoverlapping groups. Next, they were asked to award money to pairs

of other subjects. Fhe'recipients were anonymous, except for their

group membership; Foﬁ'example, each recipient was identified ky a

number and as belpnging to either ’group X or group Y." Also, the
- ‘ e .

. . -~ .
subject was aware of his or her own group membership. The highly -

reliable finding in this situatian was that the mere cdtegogization of

. .. ‘ "‘ . I
. people into non~overlapping ggoups was enough to cause in-group
. . N - = ~ . -

favorit§3m and discrimination against the out—group in the decisions

- about the award money. ' ]
. - 1
4

- . These results are so striking because the' independent yariable is .

. “

purely cognitive. ‘There was no htgg;ry of hogtility between the
. . ' ) ’ )- N .
« groups nor was there any sofial interaction among the subjectse
. ‘. v ~N
‘Apparently, the- merd division of people into groups,'a relatively -«
) ~ s . ’ N . co [d
simple means Of cognitive differentiation, produced effects that, have
) - ) /.\. . ,';f!"_{ ,ﬂ.' . * , . v'
- interesting implications for the study of 'intergroup behavior.
; . - e -

- Tajfel's ««Onclusidn == that mere categorization inte gréups‘g‘ ¢nough -
) ‘ * \’ .., - B “e ~
- .-+ 'to induce in-group favoritism and outgroup hostility -- was supported

\
Q S N : . .
» ERIC . ‘ : :
= ot 3 <L X - , ] .

. .. ' .




\ -

by Brewer (1979) in her review of the group -’ titerature. kbhc also

.
.

’ ) s . :
' concluded that competition, which previously was thought to cause

’ »

v in¥group bias, serves\to influence the salience of the distinction
=\ .

between the groups.) ~« ) < .

’ Over'the past decade, Tajfel and his colleagues have extended the

.

J content and range of his intergroup theory considerably (rajfel,
Pl e
. ; .

' ’

1978),+ 1t is necessary, at this point, to summarize briefly these

N )

. PR . - * - ' .
extensions. The cognitive process of ‘social categorization induccs"

. .
.

people %o make in-group/out-group differentiations based on El

x particulygr " dimension. These dimensions may be ascribed (sex or race,
- P r

for example) or achieved (occupatiénal group or campus sorority).

«
N . N

This . process has perceptual effects in that people tend to minimice

differences within a particular group and accentuate any differences
. * ” ‘
\\ v LI | . -

. between groups. There are behavioral aspects as well.in that group

. - P )
R mémbers tend to discriminate ‘against the out-group and favor meambers
, ,
. ' of their own group. Groups segk to maintain this differentiation of
themselvc; from other groups by edbhasizing:their distinctiveness on
—_ the basis of c;rtain traits. ‘Thqse traits are sven as being connected

' ¢ . . . “: N *
witQAgroup membership and, gprther, the ‘traits emphasized by the group

- .
\

are those that are particularly valued within the specific cultural

’ \ I3 1
context. This latter process is yiewed as social comparison 6n the
——
7 v

group lével .

-

. . . : . > . [+

. , - -

. ’ > M

‘It is Tajfel's belief that intergroyp social/»comparison should

) . .

enhance the, group members' social identity. (He conceives of social
2 ’ : 3

» .

. . ' ’ . . - -
identity as that part of gbe self-coficept which derives from one's

. ®
- .  .membership in various social groups.) However, if people are members
e y A
A . . .
- . A T *
. . -~ '. . ) N .
L4 v » M .
‘ byl ’ L4 v ‘ . .
O < ) N .
ERIC - - - 10 - -
’
P o o . ) . ’ : .
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— <

of groups whose status ,is low relative to other socials‘groups, thén

.group membership will result in a qegative social identity. At this
. a” - R

* * ; N !
point, Tajfel relates the process

of social thapge to intergroup
P .
\( processes. Social c¢hange, in tliis view, 1is a procss which is’

.
.

initiated by groups who have a ncgative social identity. and“ who. arve

motivaéb%kby the desire to gchieve a positive social ideatity relative
4’ i .
to ofsicr groups. ’ ’

- .
-

- .

Several strategies are available,ta\members of the group with. a
. . ¢ )

negative socjial | identity. Fipét, they may try to gain equality with

. . . [ oL ' .
theysuperior group on certaia ‘relevamt characteristics. Also, the
' < - - e ) - -
group nay redefine certain necgatively valued characteristics.
v . < .

" .

Finally, a  third strategy‘ is available to the group .wihich 1is
, &

, .
attempting to achieve a positive social identity. This final option

is to create new dimensions of comparison that permit a  positive
4 .

- A ~

distingtiveness from.other groups. .
-

N

The creation of social change as mdtivated by tnese jptergroup

¢

1
processes is a ,ricli area to investigate in relation to*femihism.
. s

Williams and Giles (ﬁ978) have wrictin an intercsting analysig of the

current woman's movement using these idcas. Though these.mechanisms
. . .

of social change ‘will hg mentipned later, it i$%beyond the scdpe of

this paper to examine them in any great defail. At this point, I will
N :

2 * . ’ .
turns to a discussion of"the effects of categorization by sex and the

<

unequal power relations between the sexes. . L 2
. * ’ -
' . , * 4
. . P ¢ » ' P -
Categorization by Sex: Perceptual and Behavivral Effects
» L
- v . *

Recall that the mere categorization of people into‘broups results

. . [N
-
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» on blologlca‘l sex, Ungem (1979& “\\ujxs cr.gmarkedv:-

e

in both perceptual

.group members as highly simi

groups dJdre accentuated.
. .

e

¢

¢

lar

while

and behdvioral effects.

the

Beh;viorally;

14

group

Peopld tend to percceive®

] ® ~

L
dif ferences between. the

&
. -
'members, willl reward
<

, ©
members of their own group while discriminating ugainst ‘members of the :

A

out-group.

3

L

One of the most, common

v

categorizatious
-

N
- B ’ j’ R

-

we make v is-

the

‘classificat%ggl.of persons into' groups ofypeople who are. 1iké ‘us and

people who are not Iike us - (Hamilton,

:

£

1976).

4

‘The gréuping by sex

is

o
* .

probablngyc prlmary,cldbslflcatlon that is mddL witiiin the human race
. . : gt

v
I

and this cacqgoriﬁationg,ié‘9based

on

. . ~
achieved dlmension. ~—
4

s

(m

‘ascribed

.1t.her than

>

v

“an

v

v

~

Eéjﬁ:él's Ltheory predlcts that pt.opl,c_ ?hould

N - . . .

.

-.maximige
s

chu‘

differénces

between

the

« a

. 3
. ..

Dgschampq, and ﬂoycr (1978)” worklnb w1Lh school

L, .
LtEh

as the baggs of Ld&ggorlzatlon,.offcr

* 4

sex
Eypothesls regaéding

Al so,

. .
e . N ’
similarity- the -regearchiers

. N .. . °. -

differentiatiomﬁ and, both ‘boys

X %/

though.

. -

“at

1nter5roup dlfterentlatiom

measured

phildreu
. - )

«

¢

¥, o

- v .
oy

-Che

Py

+ ~

I,

.'. e

“and

and \git‘.hinl .

level *

L
-

evldcnce td suppért Tajel's

v

group

.

s

<

using’
« 7

sexes and mlnlﬁize the similarities.:.Doisc,
LoTEs .

of -

,

.

. betwden themsclves and thq members of the oppdéltu SeX, boy% tended ,to ’

. .
” - . -

make‘shg;perodifferbatiécgphs than girls, LT

f' =, , - X o . ‘0 7:‘ . N
oo C o
Othur rescavch has §h9wn,,that

I .

bdbh

5
o P

4

«Stereo:yqlcally male traltg and quﬁentprcally fL;\\*'

- -
.
N -

. !
-

women .and mén

- s
. 9

perceive ~

-
.,

tralts a¥, polar

and girls 'differentiaied‘wg'

o

e

. et

"o

. i“&y

qpposites (Rosonxrantz, 1968u BrOVerqp,

« ¢

EhlS belicf in thg ex%sLence of psychologlcally dst;th broups bdsﬁdh\

.
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t

)
increa51ngiy
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v
.
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a
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. . , . .
3 . .

A 3
perception oP)Lhcir own differences.”™ (p.  29).

=
.
[N
-
(]
[
=
~
=
€
-
r~

[ . 0 A R -

43
.

A .

B ol
) Lo ¢ : - ® . -
F~' sopaisticated aanner. categoriziag by biplogicil sex alone “way .

<" = - . :

exist? Since the perceptual

M P Lxl) TIE Y .o
> ) Do .these Jdifferences really

>

¢ L4

.effects of ‘categofizat%on sare so~poqg@ful, Billig (1J7v) cautioncd

' 3 : . Dy \ . .
. -that any iaferences regarding 'social categories snoulld be buased ou
.t S . 2 . .
- empirical investigation. Investigators who have revgewed tue arca ol

sex differeace research in recent years  contlude « that, relwer
. w : o ‘ :
differences exist than most people believe (Mlacgoby & Jackkin, 1U74,

-

N .

favris & Offir, 1977).° . - :

. . = . ! -
In relation to the q@estion ot group categorication -and its™ .
. . .

P

. ’
o

"Tteadency to enable  people to magnify dirferences betwecu-tne gexes,
. [ ’ “
Unger (1979by has recently questioned the common practice of grouping

4 . [} .

subjects in psychological expgriments accordiu, to bgplogiC¢4 SCa. -

4 . . M_:\_\“, ,‘ ~ ’ e
o~y . & C et B \ ' .

this is aot because questions of sex and™gender shoulda't be addressced
[ <\ - -

- SN . )

o but, rataer, they should be Taddressed

)y psychologists in g amore
. > .

.

e

- » v - -
.

obscure 1raportant dJdiffercnces between, geople wuo may be grouped ia
. - v ' M

— - . - - *
. - > . b ,e
other ways when doing sex and gender " research,, “(waon [19/55, for
- ? . g, . )

‘ . b ¥ . . . .0 .
- texaaple, - has shown that Jiffereaces in spatial visualization exist
- - Ny

fas o X .o

B
¢
<

» > ‘. . ‘
only betieen boys and girls who prefec the sex role apprgpriate to

. 1] (5 .
their -own  sex. She had grouped her subjects according to sex role
. < .
&

, t 3 .
preference ratuer than biological sex.)

- »

" e .o : « 3
N fhe belief thu;‘the sexes  are  highly dissiamilar is probably
> " " B 3
“

A}
» . reinforced by the’  segregation of Eﬁb scezes in mdst gareas ol fifo.
. . - ’ 14

-
.

A

h ségreéation’heightéﬁft§hc:péuﬁeptiou ‘taat  two digbinet groups

»

FE . » &

~€xist’ and it also prev??ts, people” " [rom grouping aloag otiwer

- - 4 [y * * * v . — o " A3

.dimensiods.. Mintz (1974) notes that the formal fgggguigion tuat aales

-

Y - -

'«“!} D . . B -
. . . L. o .
< : o N
» - N «
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& A - “ .
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1 : . F * -
and  females are separate, distinct groups is made at some' level by

. : . vy *
every institution in society-and this belief, in turn, 1is wused to

. \

justify the differential treatment of men and women. - -

Categorization also creates in-group bias and discrimination
- v *
“ . :
against the out-grdup. In the original- cxperimental paradigm, 'this
. ! ‘ . .
N t
was demonstrated by the allocatiog of rewards to memers of one's own

. . . ’
group. listorically, males have haddgcapss.to money, power, dnd q}hc;

N

Mangible rewards which they have generally distributed amongst a small

[}

number of other  men. Modern sexism is certainly an example-of

discrimination in favor of members of the male group. Though Tajfel

i
-

and his colleagues did not measure directly the’ negative'emotional

.

e R ' .
reactions “toward the out-group, it is | easy to demonstrate the
- . . . ) - . ¢ N
. . .
existence of these feeljings on the part of mgn by pointing to the

: L. . 4 . PP .
universal, vigorous and socially sauctloasf tradition of misogyny

(Russell & Van de Vew, 1976; Tavris & Offir, 1977; Daly, L97¢).

The situation with-females is quite different., Though the suxes

% . : >
are- alike in their beliefs about themselvesg. they are.different wien

i¢ comes to demounstrating in-greup bias and out-group hositility. if

. &
we broaden our epnception of grodp bias beyond the experimental
T z
situation, and if we consider that bias can-be measured behaviordlly%

- v . o -

:E9gnitivefy, and:.affectively, then we have overwhelmind evidence that

- 3
o~ . P - “

women exhibit a positive 'bias toward the out-group and a negative bius

. 4 ’ . ‘ . x:
against their own group. Recent books on the psychology of women

f
- 9
R

(Frieze, et, al., 1979; Unger, 1979a) summarize much empirical

] - e

evidence demonstrat{ng this facdt. For eﬂhmpfc, both males andfemales

evaluate stereotypically masculine traits as more favorable

[ .
P Y

4 -

. ~

v

-~

P

~e



PAGa 14

-~ . - hd

N . . [4 -

N . 3 .

©

(Roscnkpancz,.IQGS; Broverman, et al., 1972). Women evaluate papers

supposwudly written b§'males .more positively than those’ supposecdly

'

written b& females (Goldberg, 1968). In Chesler's (1976) researcly

with clinic outpatients, women who requested male therapists stated
. . * ‘ - A
;:. “that they " had greater respect for a male's competence and authority. -

Professions are not dQnsidereB prestigious if they contain a high-
R ) £ .. ., .

\ proportion of women (Touley, 1974). In addition, cross-cultural data
. P . . . ~

F3 N .

reveal that the value placed og women's work in | general is algosc,?'
‘universally lower than ihe value accorded to mew's_work. This occérs
. < \ 2

~
-

in spite of the ESCC that HK§ tasks described as women's wock show a X

.

i- great amount of variation.across cultufes (Rosald&j 1974). Goldberg ;

H . )
- -

(1974), in writing about prejudice dgaihst women (b} both women .dd

Jmen) concludes that this bidas against women s a g;oup is a universal
. . . . . .
. 1
attituge. . . . %

¢ N °

# This tendency toward anti-female bias even exists among some
q

women who have recently acliieved a measdre of worldly success.

-

St “ . : - - P : .
Tajfel's theory predicts that these women should exhibit if-group bias

- - $
in the distribution of rewards. Though omne "would ekpec} them to

. Jprovide younger women in their field with support and opportunity. for

advancement, this is often "not the case. In many instances, these

_women, nicknamed "queen bees," show little warmth or sympathy for»

g - - . N <, ~

’ : i 4] -

younger women,wquihg their way upward (Staines, Tavris, & Jayaratue,
. e

1974). Keiffer and&*gglien‘ (1974) have examined the individual

- . .
* L]

reactions of women who deny that difficulties exist {or females in
] : : .

at

terms of carear development. Their responses can be placed into _two

. , I 4 PR
major categories. Either these women claim that meybershlp in a

. M -
*

el 15 | L

ra - [
¥ » ‘
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to ‘success, or they
as Dbeing at fdul% fjr‘ Eheir’ own’ lacklvof
achieVement. "Both of t;;?e assertions arehuéed-exiepsively'sy Phyllis

atlack
f

unsuccessful  women

Schlafly in— her “anti-ERA campdign, apparently with the approval of
. N B - - g .

many women as well as men. Both comments show' that the blane -is

\ . :

placed on individual women while the group ‘level factors which
- <

[N

contribute to a lack of success are ignored.
- - < . ~ -
~
he . ha

Power Differences Between Groups

) . e .
. Of course, the tendency to derogate one's ,own Mgroup and react
positively , toward the out-group is ,not unique to woagn. IL is a
b »
&

widespread phenomenon that has been verified by social psychological

. . I 4
group relations (M;lneg, 1975; Eiles &

x

research into ethnic
Powesland, 1976; Tajfel, 1979). Such diverse gpbups as the American
\ A ! .

Blacks, French Canadians, and South African Bantus often display

\ '. '- . -
pbﬂg;‘tive, attitudes toward the . out-group. Obviously, simple

. P ' . ‘ \ . o, L A
categorization into groups cannot accqQunt £0r this behavior, as SmekﬁQ? .
« v »

. . .

3

group categorization procedures predict® positive in-group bias with .a

bias against the out—-group. What else is happening in the intergroup
relationship to produce this effedét? Several researthers have

U < . v .
inequality of power and status* between groups can

kS

suggested that an

® v ~

produce the pagtern of responding described above (Milner, 1975;

Moscovici & Paicheler, 1978; Apfelbaﬁm, 1979; +ajfel, 1979).

For example, Moscovici & Paicheler (1973) and Apfélbdum (1979)
extends  Tajfel's

wgicﬁ original

e, . .
experimental paradigm. In this researchy bgsides being categorized
. - - - .

L] * .
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. L. ¢ Cow e - [ .
- L . ..
- * .t . r °n, ‘ L
’ - -
- - L I
' N . w

N, ~ .
into the ~subjects, were led also to dbelieve that they were,

- . - -

gfoups,
. - A -4 . -
Ve “either in a majority or'a* minority. group. Thus, the subject was_
) ’ : . * “ " 'R .. ‘ . ¢

situated in a “heterogeneous and! unequal relation With the other’

. . . -

v . . 0.

> group” (Apfelbaum, 1679, P
. > ’ PR '
the minority sybjects favoréd the subjects of the majority graup cven
. o B o - . .
though it was detrimental - to their
- * ¢ t" v
. engriment, Doisechited in Moscoviq} & Paicheler,

i95).f The results showed that .-mapy of

own group. In. a ‘related

l97§),;dcmonstratcd

that a group with an insecure fmagé of itself also had the.tendency to
oo ) . . \.. , :
favor the superior group. , : ’ - w

. ' \ ey s ;
- Thus, this direct experimental evidence complements observations

-~ L)

made¥ outside the laboratory and shows that ah asymmetrical balange of

S &

s power between groups affecté'bothathc‘ fuﬁc&ioning within groups' as

- well as the functioning between groups. Notice also that the variable
. .. . i .. \ .

of interest here is a group level variable. The wunequal power
k . > S . 0
' status, between groups helps to

and

determine the individual .responses

. o
Apfelbaum (1979) concludes that unequal‘power .betweesr

- -

within groups.

. ~
groups tends to <strengthen the bonds among peoplé,in the dominant
. %,

group and it tends to, weaken the support among. .ptople in tie
—~ . - . ":"“ ;
“subordinate group. - .

-
. ’

- ]
It should be noticed that to explain these effects by

scarching
? .
for causes "within" the individual would obscure the operation of .the
LIRS * ! K &

« . i3 . bl

group level variables. ‘In thinking about research relating, to women
. [} N . .

o and men, this has been the fate of much sex difference research.

.
~

Researchers studying the differences in behavior between the -sgkes

.\ .

: - . . "o -

, . ‘have often conceptualized bYological sex as au independent varfabld.
.. ‘ ]

- . . ” -

At the same time, the social meaning of the categories male and female

7/

.
.

®

A Y
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-, . . N

(f.e., dominant and subordinate) has been ignored- as d .causal . ¢ -’ .
} . , Aad . - s . 3
» mechanism. Unger (1979a)' is correct.in stating that in the study of 1

sex diffeE32§E§4/'biological sex has been confounded with power and Ut
. - [0 >

N - 3 .
status. s \\\,- - .

N .
R i

Now, to return to the original point, many sex linked differences
- ._p‘ ~ . " *
in hehavibr are a function of the intergroup relationship betwecn
" e . : * . ' o
women and men. To use one example, the evidence reviewed in this
’ 7 v
paper suggests that, women have tendencies to derogate themselves. an 7

intergreu analysis suggests that . women's tendencies to dislike
- P £8 .

themselves aré a function of their membership in o subordinate group.

To change this attitude requires a change in the power relations

between these groups. This critical “point is often ignored by

v
,

psychologists., ’ : - ’

A\ d

PR

- - N

The *sex role explanation of change is one example of an  approach
- . a » .
' T N - - ~
that  overlooks some importan% factors oparating on an iantergroup

level. In this analysis, relations anbng women and between thie sexes
. '

dould change'if girls were socialized to be more achievement— oriented
W > - % .

= i ! - 3 K3

and boys were socialized to be more expressive. tlowever, if the
A - +

N . , . ' .
] . . . . ..

unequal power relations between the sexes aag not addressed as a major '

& - ¢ A

. . 4 X P 2 .
isdpe, this will merely result 1in expressive, dominant males and .

nd N e 4 P o= - :

. Y’ 3 . « P . . ’

achievement-oriented, subordinate female®. = T .
. N . e ., . .. 2oe : o P . ¢

,C‘{tainlx the sex role prescription for chhngéiis conforting and ‘

. f

N a

L . can\ undeiftand//zwhy it "~ is so “appealing. In this view;

. .
, ~ A -
.

"socializgtion” is seen to be the-cause of .women's lack of power.as ‘a,
| R— . . .

! group agd social change_ié“reduqed to efforts made on an individual l

5 -

H o .

- - 2

The need for solddarity on a group basis- need never be
B «

< . M - "

-~ ® - N b

“.level.

r ~ .
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addressed as an issue.
- 2

> i
The alternative to changing: sex roles ‘is for the subordinq}e
- . N

g 0

group to challQEEB/the dominant group regarding their claims to power
. . ‘V

>
2

and staﬁds: and this is to provoke open conflict (Tajfel, 1979).

Siunce the definition of power implies a relative ranking of two

v - <
«

- . s, ¢ = . . .
- groups, a rcfusal by either group to participat® “in »this reciprocal -
- c¢olationship . causes a—disrupﬁion in the system. Probably both sexes,

.

suffer from the disruption, but°women potentially have more to gain.
_ . . X : 1

- ~ 1

I -
To continué, conflict  occurs becaudse men realize that if the other sex

refuses to define itself as subordinate, males can no louger achieve a
L 1
. 4 - 1 * .
positive group identity when group differentiation occurs bused on
sex. And, since categorlzation based on sex is such a basic form of
group differentiation, the disruption in intergroup relations i§ felt

not only in the work place, but in one's intimate relationsitips as well

. . . . .

”~ -~

(Bernard, 1981). > . T .

~ a

. N L4
In an intriqq}ng passhge, lpoltenberg (1974) presents a very
» ' P a— ‘ ,‘ ® ‘ .=t : . .
clear differentiatiom between the' sex role approdach and the intergroup
: : v AT L ' \ TIPS .
approach to the’relationship between the sexes. In his” view notice,
" i
« e S e T v ;
tﬂeﬁ mdscuiinlty becomés an intergroup construct rather than the
enactment ‘of 'a specific role: *

"Masculinie§ is not, as some have said, 3 vague set of
'qualities' (such as 'ambition,' 'strength,' *'courage', or

'competitiveness'), Nor is masculinity an abstract “role,"
. Jhich can be ‘'played' K or  'hot played,' or which any two
>

. ‘
people can take turns at. What 1is denoted by the word

masculinity derives fromLFhe objective reality, the fact of
2 - '

-~

¢
-
.

- b -~

.

L

L 4
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.

our lives under patriarchy, that all members of the gender

» s

class of males are entitled to obtain their senseof self by
M h ¢ -

f
.

, pobtulating the selflessness of the giénder class of women,
\

; l
- '

. their sense of worth by asserting female worthlessness, and
- - N ) » . ) ’ i ,,
their power in the culture by maintaining the powerlessness

L3

+ s \

of women. Masculinity is that sense of self, that scnse of

L
' L4

‘'worth, that right to power which accrues to every male on'
- <A - ' .
account 6f the global subjugation of women."”

,

[y

The Concept of Group Identity
' N Al

. -~ - : : i
. The above passage, besides defining the concept of ' masculinity,

' . ' - .. 7 -
also d%rccts our .attention td the fact that power and a positive group
4 B

! . - . » ’ .A ."
identity seem to be closely identified and they seem to operate within

. 1

. . .
- s
a closed system. Groups who have power are at a clear advantage in
7

both creatind and maintaining a positive group identity. Recall that

. . !

all groups are motivated to achieve a positive group identity and_that

in order to achieve ‘this, a group will emphasjze its distipctivcuesé

from other groups aon™traits that are positively valued within the

, cuktural context. Within any.culture, it is the group with power that

~constructs the prevailing value system for both the' dominant and
r N .

Asubordinate‘gpoups. Also, the»powefful group is not only capable of

- .

defining itself, but it also defines the subordinate group (Apfelﬁhum,
' -~ . [ X A/ \ .. * .‘
1929) because it has the means to do ‘' so. By _contralling the

< ; . ' 47
information that is disseminated within the cul?htej(Wirsig, 1973),

. . \ . . M a

the dominant gréup can offer a view of reality which, asserts its

) \ > . .

"right” to be dominant. It éresents itself as the embodZfient of all

v .~
o
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d & . . > : : .
: . .- a . N - )
those po§itivé traits thut exist within the prevailing value "ssystem. - .

. . - ; . . <, ¢
A complete circle 1is created when it is realized that the dominant

. ’ ‘ .
[ . - .

. group created the value system by which it judges™ itsélf vand otheg Se
\ . v,

: groups. (A closed feedback ‘loop, ‘rather than a linear cause and .

. . . , 8

’ . . . - K3 ’ " - “
‘. effect relationship, best describes this process.) — . N ,

‘ s “ M ’ . - . . - , . . i

N Keeping tlie .above comments in mind, Jlet us -féturn to ther w

o * - . -
N -

situation befween women dand men. Historically, males have been the’

] [ -

L —

dominant sex group. They have always had access td and control owver .,

.
.

. * '3

the major inscitutions. that shape our, view of rear‘ty {Rich, 1979), -

=

N

To insure a positive group identity based on:their sex and as.a result-
. : . ' - ' . i
. . of categorization by sex, men have dhcoprorate anti-femgle bias into .

-. . these major institutiops: Law (DeCrow, 1974); Religion (Ddly,_l§72);
. . s .
% .

. o and Science. (Ehrenreich & Buglish, 1978). .. .
N - . .6 - .
. - - ) b
-~ Mexre recently, the social sciences have also been crilicized for//ﬁ\\ .
4 N . N -

. , defining women exclusively‘in term§~of‘méﬁf(WuaLcait, 1979). WitHin y
’ - . B )
~ z . . ) ) ‘ . . . Ca ‘ i X
psychology' especially there has peen a tendency to daccept thay view
: - A v
‘. - < R
the causc.of the power imbaluance .
~ " ‘

. ¢

that biological factors wére lar

, L) . 1 ' [N
betwéen the sexes (Williams & Giles, 1978). Using biological factors \
N .. . . d .

.~ ] K3 ! ] 3 13 * ' -~ .
» to explain the socially created differdnced betleen the wexes enables .
. —t ~ - - -

o - - . - \,
o, men and women to believe that the existing socjal reality is both
. . C
. , .0 . . - 1y f
. ' immutable and natural. . > .
N ' B : <. B .

@ . ¥

\ : ‘
For centuries women have accepted their subordinate situation as
both” inevitable and legitimate. Therefore, they tended not to compare .
hd b _

. < - .

S Y | . - o

-7+ themsedves with males. (1t may not be too extreme to suggest tiat
. - . PN Y .- - .. '
s & ‘ > . - L. I . .
. historically*this type of comparison would have been” as unthiakablé to ' .

. -
. « |
o

Al ’ - —-— - N
women as was the compurisoir of humans to “other prﬂ&ates, prier to

. . .
. N v ~ / .
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In theraBsehsc of intergroup social comparison, the search fo® a
“ »

- . ”, . \ .

S A o . p e e e T b

Qﬁ\p081g%vc;soc1al 1pcnt1ty grops to the 1nd1v1dual level. .Tajfel (1978)
% . ’q‘ .

. suggests that in this 1nstdnce group members w1ll cemparE themselves

Y

with each other. Williams.and,giles (19784 cénélugu bnd; the LesulL
\ 3 * ?

of this intragroup social compdrlson amé%g women 1s Lhe motlvaLlon to

s . e -

act individualistically. rather = than ' in térmé. of the gppup- This

' ’
. N .

self-oriented behavior tends to deter any unified, social action which

N . - L

-

7 . .
would change the stdtus quo and it also prompts' competjition butween
. A » .

.

women . >

o . N . 3

Al v 4 - . -

The challeng® tov thc'imbalancc of power between ,th& ,sexes  ouly
e

N

. ) \
began to occur when piomen as a group started’ to-cbmpuru fhemsleus

. . ) * ¢ N

.with men and,conclude that their suboydinatc status was unfalr aﬁs ‘

- se . N

illegitinfhte. The .no  longer viewed their deus“ds f%ev1tablu and
g y g

. ~-

biologically fixed. It Méﬁld_be interéstfag to know, what® triggered
N ~ . . .

' . ~/ . . . . ) , ]
this radical cognitive shift in the comparison -process: Thouglh

~ * o

Williams and Giles (1978) attempt ;to address this/'iéqgé ;rcg¢rding‘

* N . . 3 -

fcmimism in_ the 1960's they -offer data that _is- iedbnéiusivg.

g v
'

Unfortunately, Tajfel's theory does not offer any qlue§ lp

) ° - . - <

expld{n what brlngs about this shift.and the final ‘answer may 1ie w1th”\‘

. .
v L

the hisforians. There :s, however, one point that shouldqbe appatgﬁtc

. “ - ] ] ) . ’ ’
. ’ . P < A
The intergroup theory assumes that the struggle to .achieve a positive

E . . N °
group idéqtig;'pn‘the part of'subotdinate groups is b{gdeéded by ;rﬁl

s W ., R - . .
refusal of the subordinate group to accept thu/ﬂomrnanbfgrbup'é view,
e ’ . f . 1] 2
qf reality.
4 N
Once the subordinate group refuses to accept its negafive socialv
: N . G

v

«‘fv
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identity as’ legitimate, several strategics are available LQ\Relp the
- ":‘& x'{.' '
group'achieve a positive social identity. First, the subordinate

-

&gpup may try to gain equality with the superior grOuﬁ on certluin
. \ - . sl . -
. relevant characdteristics. For example, the demand for the passdge of
e . A .

o Ay
'g:v

the ERA is an attempt on the part_of women to ghin equality witRJneu)

&

) in the eyes of the law. ~ . ,

¥ ] ) J’ .

R ; A 'second strategy is the redefining of certain ndgatively vdlued.
N .

. .

& - .
characteristics. Women are believed to be cmotionally expressive, a
R .

4 . s
] ‘trait which is not as highly-valued as the goal-orlcuCedu compeuteucy

’ -
‘<

that is <believed to characterize men (Rosenkrantz, TY68). Over Lhe

a *

e

. - ‘ - . .
- past decade, people have been Fre-evaluat1ng thie role of emotional

N

.
- -~ 4

. expressivity and are beginwiég to think about it as a positive, rather

. ' than a negative,, txait (David & Brannon, 1970).

.
.

. ~Finally, a third strategy is available to the " group which is
. <

.- *

"‘ - » ) -~ !
) altempting to achieve a positive social identity. this final option
' - L B
. N ® ) . .
- . . . - . ~ - .
. - 18 59 create new dimensions of comparison that permit a positive
- ‘ . 4 N . . N .

I3

disgtinctivedess from other ‘groups. To achicve this end, women may

ol ° 4
'

- - o \‘
1 emphasize that,‘unliké’%én, they do not f%yor depersonalizq% se¥%se  Nor
O GE: -
do théy solve égnflicts through the use of aggression. . .
s P : o . :
. v To review, then, at least two events are critical in the movement

.

. | ‘ ' . ’,
A to change the power imbalance between the sexes. First, women must

o, - -

reject their position as an inferior.grbup based an the unchangeable

fact of their biological sex. (d?&course, implicit in this rejection

- ey

x -

- is the refugal to pargzcibate in the system which insures a positiye

¥y

v Second, women must begin= to offer their own"im:erpretations of

% "N .

////;rpup identity for malgs which is based only ontheir biological séx);

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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e

reality. In zoidg this,,they will accomplish a genuinely radical act:

Y ": . : . ‘. . * ' :
theY*Will create their own gfoup identity instead' ®f assuming an
. -~ i )

-

identity which was not -of their making. Certainly a femimist

-
-

. o s \
psychology plays an important role in both these processes..
~ ) ‘ '

. Concludion .

~ . .

My purpose im writing thiy pdaper was to 4dtimulate others to think

>

»

about the relations betweerd men and women on an intergroup level. * I

- think that we can-gain new insiglts in our theorizing by using some of

the constructs I've described. 1 hope that this paper will provoxe
4 3 ‘ r ) -r .

more questions than it has answered. The significant issues to be
3} 4 - .

addressed in this area- have both psychological and political

P ' ~ .
sy vk .. A
relevance. 1 will list a few of thoge that have occurred to me as

stimulation to furtker work: /-

hd »

Some writers (Hacker, 1951; Ché , 1972, Apfelbaum, _1Y79)

believe, th@g women lack any sense ¢f group identity based on

sex. Certainly a good'case can be hade for this point of

, «

.- : .
view. If this is so, we are further behind than we- might

think. Research in this area would help to resolve this

. -
issue. - m ' -

-
v

/\\ ) - . . - . P
Evidence indicates that childfen's play patterns contain

clear sex differences (Lever, 1976). One specific difference

is this: boys play fg large and age-heterogeneous groups

' -
more often ‘than girls who tend to play in primarily dyadic
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relalionships. *The play in boys' groups teads to become very
complex with age including the extended use of "legal 7,

: .
. . systems" to solve confl{}té- that arise during play. I \

-

suspect that this sex difference has implications for the

e
E -
.

development and maintenance of a.group identity based-on sex. -

. .
fhis area should be investigated in more detail with specific ) 4

,reference to intergroup relatidns. . - N ;

.
. .
N . ‘.
. - \/l -~ .

3. All humans belong to many sovial groups. Most of these

-

groups contain individuals who are alike on one dimension _ , -
s

(race, family), - but different on another dimension (sex).

, ) . .
‘ ’\\\\\\\& What is the effeﬁt of these. crossed category memberships
. ? .

s N .

. -
(e.g., wilite, female vs. Placf, femalg)? * “sthx

~ ~}:\1 E)
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