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An increase of production in all branches of laboroccured 

with human labor power producing more than was necessary for 

its maintenance. The daily work load increased, and slaves 

became an answer to reducing .each family member's work load. 

This lead to the second division of labor: handicrafts were 

separated from agriculture. Slaves became an essential part of 

the social system. Gradually, a transition to private ownership 

was accomplished simultaneously with the transition from pairing 

family to monogamy. The individual family became the economic 

unit of society 11968:577-582). 

Marx and Engels' explanation of the social division of labor 

is clear; however, questions remain as to why the social division 

of labor leads to a necessarily masculine supremacy, and how the 

degree of social stratification may affect gender equality. In 

order to answer the questions left unresolve clarification of 

both the level of development and the degree to which the society 

is stratified is necessary. Relying upon Schlegel's recom-

mendation that the "relative involvement of each sex in each 

system of production" be included in any analysis of gender 

stratification, along with "consider[ing] features of social 

organization and ideology extending beyond strictly economic 

relations," the unanswered questions may begin to provide further 

insights into understanding gender stratification as viewed by 

materialists. 
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Biological Perspectives 

The second theme in gender stratification rests on 

biological differences. Ranging from a comparative analysis f 

sex and gender (Duberman 1975; Stoller 1965), to women's role as 

a reproducer (Chodorow 1978; Ortner 1974) and primary socializer 

of the children (Chodorow 1978), to social bonding(Hrdy 1981; 

Murphy and Murphy 1974; Tiger 1968; Wolf 1972), and to sexual 

dimorphism (Collins 1971; Hrdy 1981), the focus lies in the 

concept that biological differences can be trnslated into social 

power. 

None of these theorists explains satisfactorily why one set 

of activities should be more highly valued or should necessarily 

lead to greater social power than another. While Ortner's 

nature/culture oppositions imply that ideology accounts for 

female subordintion, she overlooks the interplay of ideology and 

the constraints and opportunities provided by the social and 

natural world to which societies respond (Schlegel 1977:16). 

By ignoring the social bases of social power these theorists 

blind themselves to the range of variables of sex status that 

exists among and within societies (Schlegel 1977). Consequently. 

they fail to distinguish differentiation or stratification. 

Sex and Gender 

Sex is biological. referring to the biological parts that 

determine whether one is male or female. while gender is a term 

that has psychological or cultural connotations (Limpan-Blumen 

1984; Stellar 1965). Sex is acquired at birth and is 
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independent of skill, effort, or ability; it need not foreshadow 

gender development. 

Gender, unlike sex, is defined and generated by culture. 

It is the socially learned behavior that differentiates 

men from women in a given society. While gender is perceived to 

be culturally produced there is other evidence that points to 

gentic and hormonal influences in gender-role development. 

The neutrality theory contends that people are sexually 

undifferentiated at birth and posits that gender roles are 

differentiated by the society. Children can be reared into a 

gender role that is opposite the sex status into which they were 

born. Duberman (1975) reJects the neutrality theory, contending 

that while earing is a necessary condition, it isn't a sufficient 

condition for gender-role development. She claims that genetics 

and learning interact. One's biological makeup predisposes one 

to learn the acceptable gender role, but biology can be modified 

by life experience. There is a complex interaction between 

biology and social factors. This argument is extended into the 

discussion on reproduction and socialization. 

Reproduction and Socialization 

A universal is acknowledged when women are viewed as 

reproducers (Chodorow 1978; Newman 1975» and socializers 

(Chodorow 1978; Ortner 1974). But in explaining the world 

in terms of biology alone, the relationship of ideology and 

the constraints and opportunities provided by the social and 

natural world to which societies respond is ignored. Without 

this integration an incomplete examination of the social world 
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is presented. Reasons given for subordination are vague and 

inferential instead of clear and exacting. 

Dana Raphael (1975) suggests that becoming a mother is not 

only a fact of biology, as giving birth to a child does not 

automatically unleash a previously contained flood of maternal 

behavior. Instead, the process of mothering includes a subtly 

supportive process of socialization. 

In turn, the rearing of children is also a complex social 

process. While women are the most common socializing influence 

on children in the home such women do not receive rewards for 

their efforts. Though Lucile Newman (1975) finds status to be a 

social rather than a biological term, she recognizes that women 

are continually beset by cultural differentiations of status 

rooted in biological differences. 

Chodorow (1978) claims that society forces children to 

respond consciously or subconsciously to their biological form. 

By claiming that early in life young girls identify with mothers 

and "mothering", while young boys are forced to separate 

themselves emotionally from their mothers and create a male 

imag, she begins to make inferences about social bonding. 

Bonding 

This is picked up in Tiger's (1969) essay when he examines 

social bonding among males. Here, bonding is based on biological 

differences as men learn to bond in order to hunt large game. 

This is a provocative discussion in light of female social 

bonding found in response to male's social power (Hrdy 1981; 

Murphy and Murphy 1974; Wolf 1972). Tiger's research rests 
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upon primate ethologies collected before the 1970s. Feminist 

research in primate behavior provides cogent disclaimers to 

Tiger's assertions (Hrdy. 1981). Hrdy's argument shows a 

continuum in primate bonding stretching from harem bands to 

monagamous pair bonding. Unlike Tiger, Hrdy does not make a 

~uantum leap of faith and ascribe human behaviors resulting 

from our primate ancestory. 

Hormone Influences 

Steven Goldberg (1973) argues that three universals: 

patriarchy, male dominance, and a tendency for males to 

monopolize whatever high status nonmaterial roles and tasks 

exist in a given society, are a result of hormonal differences 

between the sexes, leading men to be more aggressive than women 

in every society and to strive for these kinds of dominance 

over women. 

Sexual Dimorphism 

In discussing biological differences there is a large body 

of literature on the sexual dimorphism in the non-human animal 

realm (Hrdy 1981; Gould 1978; Kummer 1971). Collins (1971) 

offers an argument relying upon "raw [human] power" as the 

basic division between the sexes. Ultimately, he feels males 

can physically coerce women into subordinate positions. 

Hrdy (1981) utilizes findings in primate sexual dimorphism 

that show a relation between size and bonding. In harem bands 

sexual dimorphism is at its most extreme. In monagamous pair 

bonding it is non-existent. Rarely, however, is a mature female 
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primate ever larger than a mature male priate of the same species. 

Summary of Biological Perspectives 

In contrasting biological differences one is restricted from 

considering historical ultural developments. By excluding these 

cultural concerns humans are reduced to organisms dependent upon 

genetic heritage. Whereas the research studies involving 

primates (Hrdy 1981; Tiger 1969) provide insights, they disavow 

White's (1949) claim that "man creates culture." Disclaiming our 

human ability to create culture would lead to abolishing the study 

of the social sciences. 

facts. 

"Social things" could not be considered 

As biology is a universal, explaining its orgins or reasons 

for existence in society becomes difficult. One cannot easily 

test the validity of different explanations of a phenomenon 

unless that phenomenon varies in the societies under study (Whyte 

1978:5-6 ). 

Summary 

The theoretical overview on the materialist and biological 

perspectives clearly illustrates schisms which complicate the 

construction of a unified theory. Clearly, the reason lies in 

the fact that gender stratification is a complicated issue. Its 

presence is seen in social organization, in technological 

development, and in ideological beliefs, as well as part of our 

genetic makeup. 

Complicated issues require complicated answers. This is 
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most clear when recognizing that outside of childbearing, all 

tasks, even those concerned with childrearing, can be and are 

shared by men and women (Schlegel 1977:34-35). 

Sin,ce the materialist and biological perspectives do not 

overlap it will be difficult to examine how they compare to one 

another in levels of development. Therefore, instead of 

comparing and contrasting materialist perspectives to biological 

differences I propose to concentrate on the materialist 

perspective. In doing so it will be possible to apply a 

systematic, cross-cultural comparative study to the question 

asking if levels of social development do affect gender stratifi­

cation. 

By utilizing a world cross-cultural sample of societies at 

many levels of social complexity, it is possible to test for 

the general validity of findings. Therefore, many of the 

findings cited from individual case studies (Engels 1968; Friedl 

1975; Sacks 1974) will be tested for their eneral validity. 

Particular emphasis is placed on the roles of private property, 

the amount of time spent in a SUbsistence economy, and which 

gender participates in the subsistence economy. This is done 

with the intention of creating a stronger theoretical base from 

which further studies on gender stratification many develop. 
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