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tine Williamsg esp
analytic approach, arguing that the Organization of chilq rearing creates
a gendered distribution of preferences and priorities in the next genera-

McPherson develop a network

determined by the “relations in
which an individual is embedded.” Debra Friedman and Carol Diem, on

the other hand, defend the economists’ traditional emphasis on rational
choice. These approaches are not mutually exclusive: The famﬂy coluld
be Conceptualized as the first “network” that affects subsequept invo \:d
Ments. Once their preferences are set by ChlldhOOd' exlalerlengesiz aers
Social networks, individuals may proceed to act as ra’non:til H;Zf(;ﬁciled:
The specifics of these arguments, however, are nolt) 80 te?ela?c,ions fhes

Williams provides a cogent defense of feminist Io ]ecreciate 1 e
Summarizing much recent research pro and con. I app

psycho-
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sion of Parson’s early appropriation of Freud, and Chodorow’s
reappropriation. I am convinced by her mpsl general point, t
analytic theory can complement analysis of formg of dj
embedded in social institutions. And 1 agree that man
tiques of psychoanalytic theory are unfair. But ob
often seem reluctant to risk specific claims—the
are not even contestable.

Williams often equates the broad argument tha
have disparate ways of relating to the world with th
that the disparity can be attributed to the organiza
The work of Lillian Rubin and Evelyn Fox Keller (
strongly supports the former, but not necessari
Williams'’s description of her own research dwell
femininity by male nurses, without discussing oaan
ences of the individuals involved. I wish she had speculated More orFl’urll_
ways we might explore the relative influence of mother rearing (the
factor emphasized by Chodorow) and cultura] norms, transmittece{
through reinforcement or cognitive learning.

Also, the possible role of biological factors is slighted by the s
tion that this inevitably implies ““determinism’”—a word fe
scientists often seem to brandish like garlic to keep vampir
gists at bay. I mean this as self-criticism, as much as co
Williams's arguments—all of us should try to be less territoria], Biolgp.
ical differences between men and women may shape the socja] COnstru%.
tion of gender identity—the tendency to rule them 2 priori out of order jg
antithetical to the ideals of interdisciplinary research,

Similar concerns surfaced as I read the es
and J. Miller McPherson, which focused rathe
of network theory. I kept wanting to ask th
theoretical perspectives might predict the s
their assumptions with those of neoclassica
those of object relations theory. In the netwo
exogenously given, as generally assumed
but “determined by the relations in whic
agree, parting company with most of my
some relationships (such as those with par
others? Aren’t individuals more than the s
neoclassical economic theory overstates
this theory seems to eliminate it.

Many of the descriptive tools of network analysis are interesting, and
the vocabulary is a lot of fun, | now realize that I'm prone to homophily,
but involved in at least one intransitive sentiment relation. Pillow talk
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fellow economists, But could
ents) be more important than
um of their network nodes? If
the role of individual choice,
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there are some important insights here—es
ssider mall differences in the size and character ¢
ery S

¢ |ative and therefore quite significant effect
mu

Vv
KU yver the life cycle. However, as the authors
tion

pecially the notion that
f a network can have a
on the flow of informa-

: themselves emphasize,
ork theory puts more emphasis on measurement than explanation,

nct“; ,aves many questions unanswered. Why are women more prone to

andle hily than men? Why are women less tolerant of intransitivities?

hom(l)g Smith-Lovin and McPherson be willing to splice in some object

W{;‘:ions theory here? Or some biology? Or cou

re

Id these patterns repre-
t rational responses to constraints imposed on women’s roles, con-
S:nﬁnts that do not all flow from network locations?
stre

Debra Friedman and Carol Diem do a good job of arguing the latter.
5 an economist, I applaud their eloquent defense of rational choice.
]f}[owever, they exaggerate a bit when they assert that feminist scholars
“have typically assumed that rational-choice theory is a fundamentally
sexist theory.” That statement slights the work of thosg who have
sought to reinterpret the meaning of rational choice, to modify orthodox
conceptualizations by suggesting that information is imperfect, prefer-
ences are partially endogenous, and utilities are partially 1pterdepen-
dent (England 1989; McCrate 1988; Folbre 1988). I love the rational baby,
v ionist bathwater. And I want econo-
but want to throw out the reductionis _
i i -up Rational Economic Man succumbs to
mists to admit that even grown-up
temper tantrums. . : ; s
Tge strongest point of the Fnedmanﬁ)le{n ess;y_, :5 se]e_a}rlr;sy tg:g:é 1that
i i tive choices.
istinction between effective and ineffec | :
qlSt'm'f:lh Is may avoid certain commitments to collective .actlon, not
e ylﬁshl want to free ride, but because they judge them
Pecause‘ % & ﬁor):al and efficient for individuals to ask nqt only{ I}s(
ineffecive X 15‘ & do? but also, Will it make a difference? Still, 1 thm.
this the rigll thlr}g o ncierstate the extent to which the garrlle.-theorehc
FriedmarventiiEEEes ists call “the coordination problem,” is affectgd
dilemmagies econ?mlStS : f altruism. A person who makes a commit-
by the levelgl perslstence‘o irrespective of the consequences, reduces
mentions purely pogl ba'S{S' u'rrnal}jers and makes it more likely that
unceriEigg o othE{ dgas;(f)enctive. Wl;ether you call italtmism, leader-
their compitit i wlgl ster:ngth of character, it's usually an important
i i i 0 . .
ship, or just plal{‘ strumental forms of collectlv.e action. i
lyst totmore it to emphasize that ration
catalyg Diem are correct to 1 p‘ ! L
Friedman and D1 ion that individuals are self-intere ,
i begins withithe assumphOI:i to maximize utility, not wealth, and
thetorglﬁSh A atshsun}eha];:opiness as well as their own. Hence
nOY S v gain utility from others . ied, at
they may gad oL ism. However, the theory is seldom applie
the possibimy of altrui
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least by neoclassical economists, without the related, ve
assumption that there are no interdependent utilities. This Jatte
sumption means that your utility does not affect mine, and thyg :;la&
imply complete selfishness. Indeed, suspension of th; s
would wreak havoc in introductory microeconomics cl
dents are asked to prove that demand curves slope
instance, the consumer’s invisible utility function enc
fare of Central American peasants, he or she might
cogee, rather than less, when their price increased.
ational economic man isn’t what he used to be, havin

about the head by economists, as well as sociologists. Iohngl*;:fell (bf;;e
Geoffry Hodgson (1988), and Robert Frank (1990), to name 4 few, | %)
demonstrated the complexity—and occasional irrationality—of w};atax:

call rational behavior, Similarly, game theorists like Robert
(1984) and rational-choice sociologists like Michael Hec| et
ter, Opp, and Wippler 1990) hav

Ty COnvenjen;

downwarq. If, fo;
ompassed the wel-
buy more Cups of

conomic foundation than neoclassicy]
theory—one that is actually more consistent with Frie
larger agenda.

dman and Diem’g
Rather than “choosing”
social determination, we s

omy to ask how preferences are socially constructed,

als sometimes actively choose a set of “metapreferences” (preferences
about preferences, such as What should I want? and What would [ like
to enjoy?). Such questions are inherently less tractable than those which
begin with a fixed assumption that tastes and preferences are exog-
enously given, or that individual choice is irelevant. The possible an-

swers are less predictable, less certain, but far more relevant to oyr
understanding of reality.

The appropriate meta
rewards themselves are
ative and noncooperati
theory,

between individual ration,

ality and culty
hould move beyond this e

traditional dichot-
and why indivigy,.

phor is a strategic game in which the rules anq
subject to negotiation, a game with bot
ve aspects. In traditional neoclassical
individuals merely choose to buy or sell, subject to in,
prices. They have perfect information, and the consequenc
choice are clear; given perfect competition, the paramete
affected by others’ decisions. In a

much more difficult, because they are strategic. Outcomes hinge on the
simultaneous decisions of other participants.

Decisions to buy or sell are far less important than decisions to accept
or contest cultural norms, to reinforce or weaken certain social institu-
tions, to free ride or to pay up. Family, gender, race, ethnicity, citizen-

h cooper-
economic
come and
es of their

IS are un-
game-theoretic world, choices are

ficro Macro, Choice, and Structure .
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Jass, all represent vectors of collective identj
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<hips Cv‘er certain individuals more than others,
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Formal mathematical models offer onl
ways:

ame can’t be reduced to the simple question, Who wins? What does
the &¢

»an to win? Does the winner define it, or the other way around? The
A mLi «t takes place on a microlevel, but its rules, outcomes, and rewards
COmijﬁned on a macrolevel.
o he macrolevel is the locus of what we social scientists tend to de-
T.;e as “structures” of inequality. Yet we are a long way away from
e omprehensive, even consistent theory of such structures. In my
o ‘con Beth Anne Shelton and Ben Agger are grossly overconfident of
Opm;dst/theory. On the other hand, the essay by Dana Dunn, Elizabeth
r‘1V\1|2:~:\quist, and Janet Chafetz on macrostruc?ural‘ perspectives seems too
atheoretical and empiricist, almost taxonomic in its approach. I feel more
; ffinity with Kathryn Ward's criticisms of world systems .the?lry, but it
2:ioesn’t quite deliver on its promise of "r.eFonceptyahzahgn.

I have great respect for the Marxist tr.adltlon, whlch has mforlmed m()ir
own work. It angers me to see it simphﬁed and distorted. She tont;n
Agger endorse a naive epistemology ak_m. to the very postll:msr:) tiz
criticize when they write ”; the.ory'tshva11((1)1:1):i 1sn;(3)1;oi\;ertlelr>r)rlls 0ef c:z heenther

/hich it i ful in chan; e world, m .
‘g:tlz:t;&tp;)so::l cth\(::SShypotheses %Egived from th_e theory. 7lff I;{\ul?rn}:]ﬁ
won World War Il would that have valida.te.d his theories? If the .;Jl e

i i capitalist state (if it has not already) will tha
Saeb il ’ Marx and Engels meant when
invalidate Marx? No, and that’s not wll:at’ ?}?;t i i e 3
they wrote, in their Theses on Feue.rt a{‘ ;llere’sabig | pmibe ek
understand the world, but to change: it. Seidsytys i ey
statement of purpose and the assertion

Ihese a at Marxism alld feminism n-
uthors assert th sm are not fundame!

tally d ffel'er\t T pposed tladlnolls, that tlley have “a common ene-
1 or O

m H()wever the never exf blain exac tly what this common enemy 1S:
y ’ y

A ko
f domination? All those w!
i italism? All systems ot do i L e
The ruh.ng dgslj? S;sl:t)«lat;s of domination? I'tht it posgsl:ebskz1 :(l:i i
gy  depends on which strug i
i X ks loped stronger (though,
definition of “the ene e eielon X
! i inist defense of Marxi
uhersfd S jve) arguments in femnT e
; L e ale domination is fu 4
s oge instares e s ick, and Wolf
. ; itali Fraad, Resnick,
Lise Vogel, for insta f capitalism (1983)- il weil W0
o repwd‘:i‘;?((e’?egt argument that men exploit wo!
develop the very

9). , ist tradition,
“feudal” class Pfioceterr(\lgzﬁe)ned the fabric of the early Mara
s s S
Feminist stran

Bebel. Similar
g nd August eDe!

. i dnch EngelSa

tings of Frie

ty and action that can
often in contradictory
y limited insights, because

particularly in the wri
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Shands havel Sed e y
all lIC()(laSSlCal theO] y Via Jele"W Be“tlla[“, Ila] I1
et

Taylo :
fer,nin:;tagspi(;}gghs:;‘xatrthlll (Folbre and Hartmann 1988). The dist;

a i inete i
o i e strémegan to emerge in the late Nineteenth cenpy =

ds together i isti
collective ; R getherin a distinct cloth, emphasiy;
P interests of men and women across classes phasizing the
1y members, and the sses, conflicts amon

R o i 'mportance of household production. ini
espec}allv Q‘L')lpsrl(:rr\\ply be reduced to or subsumed within Marxisf'telrxr:(;uSt
esSpecially by ouncements such as Shel { 2
e " as Shelton and Agger’s that
: perspectivore global and more agile analytical strategy because itNiarx-
S € on the interrelatedness of the totality.” i
o m};i:eme:say by .Dana Dunn, Elizabeth Almquist, and Janet
\ate © appreciate the force of Marxi ' ¥
thinking. The, . ¢ of Marxist theory on m
A Yy start out asking ““W} s
o g 10 gets what? And why?”
e lsllsllc\;]ei;v on gender, hardly alluding to other dimens; e ot
vit'a] e e; n?tlon, race, or class. They miss what seems to me the
mentan}zics 8 a macrostructural perspective—the conflicts and conr1n CI’St
i et‘wee_n different structures of inequality that reflect cq i
Ty collective interests. Class differences divide women jusnttra-
, as

ust one example, in countries

ons of inequa]-

g;g:E}}:e?—e?rpe;if;?db;ys?:?berf[;z an; Chaietz and the culturalist ap-
. ay. Reading along, however,

::tel?;}'lit :fgllng that fsminists ha_ve become theg establishmeittgectitit:e
questionilive t(t)}rjne§ (“the fol.lowmg all argue that . . .”) rather than
Ll o ng ta:)u on.tg;. Sometxmgs the intent seems to find correlations,
g nerVprovxbe explanations. Terms like predictors and indicators
S ous because they seem to privilege facts that can be
cu!tura“y',,’ ggregated, and compared “panhistorically and cross-
of;};re:ji . xl;aicts ’LaLe all culturall.y'con.structed, and many are emblematic
. :s. a dor for.ce participation rates are notoriously inaccurate,
ed ); un eres'tlmate vyomen’s participation in the market
- g o mily entell:pnses ar.1q lnf'ormal work. They implicitly devalue

nmarket work as “nonparticipation.” Marriage rates mean somethin

quite dl.fferent in a polygamous than in a monogamous culture Thg
proportion of women in manufacturing, like the proportion of }nen
reflects patterns related to the timing and pace of economic develo :
ment, not merely gender dynamics. Not that such “indicators’ aIr)e

ice, and Structure

Vit et Sl

o riou_s—-fathef that their ipterp,r’ezFaﬁon, out
e ¥ s “major independent variables” is macroe
-on
gt
ol Kathyrn ard’s earlier Yvork (1984), focused on aggregate

P of fertility and mtggrahon into the world System, falls into the
mtac category simply defining a different set of major independent
s ables. In her essay in this Yolume, however, Ward promotes a more
\~a incing historical perspective, calling for more attention to race and
kr‘ﬂq . and more exploration of dynamics between men and women inside
:h‘ewhous chold. As she points out, Immanuel Wallerstein and those of

" school have simply sgbsumed women within households whose fate
< peen largely determined by the requirements of the global capitalist
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Her criticisms of the world system approach are well taken, though I

would take them even further. As she points out, exclusive emphasis
on relations of exchange and market labor obscures the importance of
child rearing and household work. In their emphasis on European cap-
italist hegemony, world systems theorists overlook the influence that
indigenous structures of governance exert over forms of articulation
with the world market. No collective interests, coalitions, or political
struggles within peripheral nations are theorized, so it's hardly surpris-
ing that patriarchal interests and institutions remain invisible. Ward
correctly points to the “persistent presence of precapitalist forms of in-
formal and household labor” and argues that men have actively sought
to perpetuate the traditional sexual division of labor. She cites research
that substantiates this point, such as Jean Pyle’s (1990) case study of
Irish government policies that effectively restricted female labor force
articipation. , .
P Howl/) then to reconstruct the theory? Ward’s recommendations are
icht on. We can’t just add women and stir. Yes, gender, race, and class
o . i isti Yes, we need to look at
d to be analyzed in a holistic manner. 1€s, W&
e i i d the distribution of resources.
overlapping relations of production and U e g
ed to go beyond these exhortations to develop 2 : :
i 2 ify the relations between different dimensions o
et Ck:lna{tion We need to talk more about systems,
collective identity an . 3 i
e beyond critique. ) .
modes, structures. We need to m-OI\’Im . g’t O mheaded in the right
A lot of possible paths ar¢ SPI |1 One thing 1 like about the
direction or that I'm .carrymghasis gn forms of collective identity
Marxist tradition, 2 g ded to nation, race, gender, family, and
action IS L eX“'ecr)lns as well as class. This implies that most
i NS1 ’
probably some other dime

b i men, but ex-
; itions—privileged as m¢ h
) i, contradictory post vile tizens of the
individuals ari lxl:‘s c:xploite d as women, but Perlnged as citi
. 5 WOIKers,
ploited a

and




choose. The best choice,

feminist theory that is b
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NEITHER BIOLOGY NOR SOCIAL LEARNING:
REPLY TO FOLBRE

Christine L. Williams

Folbre raises three criticisms of psychoanalysis in “Micro, Macro,
Choice, and Structure.” First, she is concerned that the possible influ-
ence of biology on our gender arrangements is ignored by the theory.
Tronically, it was Freud who popularized the “anatomy is destiny”
slogan, and he based his theory of “penis envy” on innate differences
between the sexes. Feminist versions of psychoanalytic theory reject
this simple biological determinism. Although feminist psychoanalytic
theorists do carefully consider the influence of the mothgr—child r.ela-
tionship on the social organization of gender, they view this essentially
biological bond as mediated by culture, personality, and social structure.
Our gendered identities are not guaranteed outcomes of our biological
na'tf‘;:: Ss;econd concern Folbre raises is that the gsnerali;ations drawn
from psychoanalytic theory are not “con.testal.)le, fhat is, (?}? ggfoij’r;
disagree with them. In fact, several sociologists dlsputet :motional
claims, including her assertion that women‘have grea'tei;s F———
v forconnecion nd mre developed st P L
(e.g, Risman 1987; Epstein 198%; Mol & L& ’

in thi inion
i in’ to Molm in this volume). In my opinion,
volume, Smith-Lovin's reply to i e eyone agees

the evidence suppor
with me!

ts Chodorow’s cla




