8/1. ARE HUMANS NATURALLY EITHER MALE OR FEMALE?

dered responses and therefore gendered
societies. Degendering society will re-
quire compensatory gendered socializa-
tion and compensatory gendered oppor-
tunity structures.

The second type of implications from
my propositions affects research. Demog-
raphers and social scientists continue to
ascribe all gender findings to gendered
socialization and gendered opportunity
structures. Although this might be at-
tributed to their desire to be politically
correct, such attribution is an injustice to
social scientists. They merely have an in-
adequate theory.

With an improved theory, the demog-
rapher and social scientist can see gender
in new ways.

First, the existence of gendered social
structure is not evidence for gendered
behavior norms.

Second, gender norms may be conse-
quences, not causes, of sex differences.

Third, the existence of gendered social
structure is not evidence of sex discrim-
ination.

Fourth, parental socialization may bear
little responsibility for differences in
gendered behavior,

Fifth, if demographers and social sci-
entists dont want to tangle with bi-
ological predispositions in their mod-
els, they can focus on explaining social
change and macrocomparative studies.

Now, I should add the warnings. Work
on the biology of gender and how it can
be integrated with the demography and
social science of gender has just begun.
My work is only another step. It needs
to be replicated; it needs to be remodeled

and tested on males; other implications
need to be examined. Demographers
are not the most likely people to carry
out this work. The empirical support
or modification will accumulate only
gradually. As we examine the issues
further, they will always turn out to
be more complicated than our simple
models. Even so, we should not be
surprised that our own human pattern
of gender shares fundamental causes
with the sex dimorphism of our animal
relatives. The interesting questions will
turn out to be not whether, but how
much, and in what ways. There is nothing
embarrassing about being a primate.
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HOW TO BECOME A BERDACHE:
TOWARD A UNIFIED ANALYSIS
OF GENDER DIVERSITY

at has been written about berdaches reflects more the influence of existing
- Western discourses on gender [and] sexuality . . . than what observers actually
witnessed.
. Typically described, in the words of Matilda Stevenson, as men who “adopt
_ 's dress and do woman's work,” male berdaches have been docu-
-mented in nearly 150 North American societies. In nearly half of these groups,
- a social status also has been documented for females who undertook a man’s
tyle, who were sometimes referred to in the native language with the
e term applied to male berdaches and sometimes with a distinct term.
\lthough the existence of berdaches has long been known to specialists in
orth American anthropology, the subject has been consigned to footnotes
d marginal references. In the past twenty years, however, berdaches have
ome a subject of growing interest. An expanding base of empirical data
erning the social, cultural and historical dimensions of berdache status
- has become available. . ..

L L *

ntil quite recently, serious investigation of berdaches has been confined
' to the most basic problems of description and definition. Throughout five
centuries of contact, a bewildering variety of terms has been employed by
- Buropeans and Americans to name this status, with new ones introduced in
- aimost every generation. Such practices have created doubt not only about
 the nature of berdache roles but also concerning their very presence in cases
- In which confusing terminology makes it difficult to know whether different
. Writers were referring to the same phenomena. The difficulty is that Euro-
- American cultures lack social and linguistic categories that can translate the

- Pattern of beliefs, behaviors and customs represented by North American
- berdaches. Instead, writers have chosen between mutually exclusive terms
 thatemphasize either gender variation or sexual variation—"hermaphrodite”
. and “sodomite,” for example, or, more recently, “transsexual” (gender) and

- From Will Roscoe, “How to Become a Berdache: Toward a Unified Analysis of Gender Diversity,”

in Gilbert Herdt, ed., Third Sex, Third Gender: Beyond Sexual Dimorphism in Culture and History
{ ngge Boqkt:é;?‘ﬂik Copyright © 1994 by Gilbert Herdt. Reprinted by permission of Zone Books,
i s omitted.
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“homosexual” (sexuality). Berdache was
originally an Arabic and Persian term
for the younger partner in a male ho-
mosexual relationship, synonymous with
“catamite” or “Ganymede.” Used in
North America since the seventeenth cen-
tury, the term was not generally adopted
until the nineteenth century, and only
then by American anthropologists. ...

Although the principle of cultural rel-
ativity has been central to twentieth-
century anthropology, its application to
differences in gender and sexuality has
been slow. Perhaps this is because most
discourse on sexuality and gender in
Euro-American societies during this pe-
riod has been dominated by psychology
and sexology. Perceiving the relativity of
sexuality and gender patterns requires
the simultaneous perception of the cul-
tural basis of the knowledge produced
by these disciplines. Not recognizing the
importance of culture in constructing the
desires, roles, identities and practices that
constitute gender and sexuality, anthro-
pologists and other observers have paid
little attention to local beliefs, focusing in-
stead on a much grander story, one that
holds enduring fascination for the West-
ermn imagination—how culture confronts
nature (and the individual confronts so-
ciety) and all the possible outcomes that
these givens can produce.

Above all, it took the emergence of
feminist theory and its critique of bio-
logical determinism to make a serious
reevaluation of the berdache role possi-
ble. This can be traced back to the work of
Elsie Clews Parsons and Ruth Benedict,
whose insightful, if brief, discussions of
berdaches in the early twentieth century
were informed by a feminist understand-
ing of the social construction of gender
roles. Between the 1920s and the 1960s,
a similar perspective can be traced in

references to berdaches by Ruth Landes,
Ruth Underhill, Gladys Reichard, Nancy
Lurie, Omer Stewart, Harry Hay and Sue-
Ellen Jacobs. A less direct but just as
significant influence has come from the
field of literary criticism and the meth-
ods of discourse analysis. The degree to
which poststructuralist theory has sen-
sitized scholars to the relativity of the
categories and taxonomies they use can-
not be underestimated. In the field of an-
thropoelogy, analyzing the “rules of dis-
course” that shape the texts readers rely
on, whether anthropological, historical,
literary or native, has become a key tool
of cultural analysis.

In the 1970s, these intellectual devel-
opments combined with a social climate
in which gender and sexual differences
had become topics of broad public inter-
est to produce a fluorescence in berdache
studies. ...

As a result of these diverse contribu-
tions, a consensus on several points has
begun to develop. The key features of
male and female berdache roles were,
in order of importance, productive spe-
cialization (crafts and domestic work for
male berdaches and warfare, hunting
and leadership roles in the case of fe-
male berdaches), supernatural sanction (in
the form of an authorization and/or
bestowal of powers from extrasocietal
sources) and gender variation (in relation
to normative cultural expectations for
male and female genders). In the case
of gender variation, cross-dressing was
the most common and visible marker,
but it has proven a more variable and
less reliable indicator of berdache status
than previously assumed.... [Ijn some
tribes male berdaches dressed distinctly
from both men and women. In other
cases, berdaches did not cross-dress at
all, or only partly. In the case of female

es, cross-dressing was even more
le. Often, female berdaches wore
’s clothes only when hunting or par-
na tl.ng in warfare.
sexual behavior of male and
berdaches was also wvariable.
e data exist, they indicate that
partners of berdaches were usually
e members of the same sex
at is, berdaches were homosexual, if
define that term narrowly in terms of
avior and anatomy. Some berdaches,
, appear to have been bisexual
heterosexual. This was most often the
when adult men entered berdache
primarily on the basis of visions
ean . Berdaches participated in
caf-ual e:m:cunters (reported for male
es) and long-term relationships
ted for both male and female
es). ...
n sum, the most reliable indicators of
che status were its economic and re-
s attributes and not gender or sex-
difference alone. Further, the varia-
berdaches in terms of occupational
religious pursuits surpassed rather
an fell short of social norms. Again and
ain one finds berdaches attributed with
eptional productivity, talent and orig-

-

secnnd point of agreement is that
were accepted and integrated
mbers of their communities, as their
momic and religious reputations in-
ed suggest. In many cases, berdaches
oyed special respect and honors. In a
' cases they were feared because of the
. Upernatural power they were believed
0 possess. If berdaches were scorned,

'-.' Qachne

ed or ridiculed by their tribespeople,
Nowever, it was likely for individual rea-
50ns and not a function of their status
88 berdaches. In yet other cases, Indian
joking relationships have been mistak-
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enly interpreted as evidence of nonac-
ceptance. In fact, in many tribes, individ-
uals were subjected to teasing precisely
because they enjoyed high status or pres-
tige. Finally, many reports attributing
American natives with hostility toward
berdaches have been shown to reflect the
Euro-American author’s values and not
native judgments. Indeed, what is miss-
ing at this point is an analysis of a con-
firmed case of a tribe lacking such a role
or genuinely hostile to it.

A third area of consensus involves the
abandonment of deterministic hypothe-
ses concerning the “cause” of berdache
behavior. Viewing berdaches as wholly
determined products of social forceshasa
long history. . .. [A]nthropological ... eti-
ological theories . . . account for berdaches
in terms of external forces alone—for ex-
ample, the suggestion that the berdache
role was a social status imposed on men
too weak or cowardly to measure up to
stringent tribal standards of masculin-
ity. This suggestion has been convinc-
ingly disproved by evidence of males
uninterested or unsuccessful in war-
fare who, nonetheless, do not become
berdaches and by the actual participation
of berdaches in warfare. Indeed, a good
part of the prestige of berdaches was due
to the belief that they enjoyed the same
kind of supernatural sanction as success-
ful hunters and warriors. Consequently,
most recent work on berdaches acknowl-
edges the role of individual motivations,
desires and talents in determining who
became a berdache. Berdaches are finally
being recognized as historical subjects—
individuals who actually desired to be
berdaches because of the rewards that
life-style offered.

A fourth area of emerging consen-
sus addresses the problem of translation
referred to above. Whereas berdaches




12 /1. ARE HUMANS NATURALLY EITHER MALE OR FEMALE?

have been traditionally conceptualized as
crossing or exchanging genders, as the
terms transvestite or transsexual imply (or
exchanging object choice, as homosexual
suggests), several investigators (includ-
ing myself} have begun to argue that
berdaches in fact occupied a third gen-
der role, or, in the case of tribes with
both male and female berdaches and dis-
tinct terms for each, third and fourth gen-
ders. A multiple-gender paradigm was
first proposed by M. Kay Martin and Bar-
bara Voorhies, whose 1975 book, Female
of the Species, included a chapter titled
“Supernumerary Sexes.” They noted that
“physical sex differences need not neces-
sarily be perceived as bipolar. It seems
possible that human reproductive bisex-
uality establishes a minimal number of
socially recognized physical sexes, but
these need not be limited to two.” In her
1983 commentary on [Charles] Callender
and [Lee] Kochems, Jacobs referred to
berdache status as a third gender, a char-
acterization she considers more inductive
than the Western paradigm of gender-
crossing. The first definitive argument for
a multiple-gender paradigm was put for-
ward by [Evelyn] Blackwood, who pro-
posed the “rigorous identification and la-
beling of the berdache role as a separate
gender.” “The berdache gender...,” she
concluded, “is not a deviant role, nor a
mixture of two genders, nor less a jump-
ing from one gender to its opposite. Nor is
it an alternative role behavior for nontra-
ditional individuals who are still consid-
ered men or women. Rather, it comprises
a separate gender within a multiple gen-
der system.”

Both positive and negative evidence
supports the argument that berdache
status constituted a culturally acknowl-
edged gender category. On the one hand,
it can easily be shown that a dual-gender

model fails to account for many of the
behaviors and attributes reported for
berdaches—for example, berdaches who
did not cross-dress or attempt to mimic
the behavior of the “opposite” sex or
those who engaged in a combination of
female, male and berdache-specific pur-
suits. On the other hand, the consistent
use of distinct terms to refer to berdaches,
a practice that prevented their concep-
tual assimilation to an “opposite” sex,
is positive evidence that berdache sta-
tus was viewed as a separate category.
Such native terms have various transla-
tions, from the obvious “man-woman”
(e.g-, Shoshoni tanowaip) to “old woman-
old man” (e.g., Tewa kwidd) to terms that
bear no relation to the words for “man”
or “woman” or simply cannot be etymol-
ogized (e.g., Zuni lhamana).

In many tribes, the distinction of
berdaches from men and women was
reinforced by sartorial practices and the
use of symbols, such as the distinct
color of feathers worn by Floridian
berdaches.... In other cases, as I have
shown in The Zuni Man-Woman, the
religious functions of berdaches and
the life-cycle rites they underwent were
specific to their status while paralleling
the kind of functions and rites pertinent
to men and women. Similarly, among
such tribes as the Zunis, Navajos, Crows
and others, myths accounting for the
origin of berdache status placed that
event in the same context in which
male and female gender categories were
defined (stating, in so many words,
“when the spirit people made men and
women, they also made berdaches”).

Although the points made so far apply
equally to male and female berdaches, it
is clear that female roles were not sim-
ply mirror opposites of male berdache
roles. Unfortunately, the study of fe-

= berdaches lags behind that of male
aches, and several features of this
await clarification. Medicine con-
that “warrior women,” like male
es, occupied “socially sanctioned
ternatives.” These were “norma-
statuses which permitted individuals
wve for self-actualization, excellence,
‘social recognition in areas outside
pir customary sex role assignments.”
ne researchers, however, have con-
ded that female berdache roles were
able and fernale berdaches less tol-
than were their male counterparts,
others have argued that the term
e should not be applied to women
Callender and Kochems found

entation of female berdaches in
thirty tribes. [Harriet] Whitehead
uded that “when women did the
valent of what men did to become
daches, nothing happened.” On the
her hand, Blackwood has argued that
e female berdache role was socially and
tologically on par with male berdache
in the sense of being a distinct al-

ve identity. At Zuni, I found that

emale berdache role was less visibly
rked than the male role (i.e., there are
orts of cross-dressing by women)
y have been more variable from
Widual to individual, but linguistic
religious practices still countenanced
stnct status for women who com-
ed male and female pursuits, as ev-

ced by the use of the same term,

uded

[ |

. |WHERE DO BERDACHES
| COMEFROM?: THE
- THEORETICAL CHALLENGE

ed from the Latin genus—meaning
Kind, sort, class”—"gender” has come
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to be used by researchers in several fields
to distinguish socially constructed roles
and cultural representations from biolog-
ical sex. Indeed, throughout Western his-
tory, popular belief and official discourse
alike have acknowledged the role of so-
cial learning in sex-specific behavior, but
biological sex has always been consid-
ered both the point of origin and natural
limit of sex roles. What we call gender, in
this view, should conform to sex, a belief
that is rationalized alternately on moral
and naturalistic grounds. The study of
non-Western cultures, however, reveals
not only variability in the sociocultural
features of sex roles but also .. . wide vari-
ation in beliefs concerning the body and
what constitutes sex.

If gender can be multiple, and poten-
tially autonomous from sex, it becomes
crucial to clarify exactly what it denotes.
(In fact, definitions of gender are rare in
the literature of “gender studies.”) For the
purposes of cross-cultural analysis, there-
fore, I define gender as a multidimensional
category of personhood encompassing a
distinct pattern of social and cultural dif-
ferences. Gender categories often draw
on perceptions of anatomical and physi-
ological differences between bodies, but
these perceptions are always mediated
by cultural categories and meanings. Nor
can we assume the relative importance
of these perceptions in the overall def-
inition of personhood in a given social
context, or that these differences will be
interpreted as dichotomous and fixed, or
that they will be viewed as behavioral or
social determinants (as opposed to, for
example, a belief that behavior might de-
termine anatomy). Gender categories are
not only “models of” difference (to bor-
row Clifford Geertz's terminology) but
also “models for” difference. They con-
vey gender-specific social expectations
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for behavior and temperament, sexuality,
kinship and interpersonal roles, occupa-
tion, religious roles and other social pat-
terns. Gender categories are “total social
phenomena,” in Marcel Mauss’s terms; a
wide range of institutions and beliefs find
simultaneous expression through them,
a characteristic that distinguishes gender
from other social statuses. In terms of this
definition, the presence of multiple gen-
ders does not require belief in the exis-
tence of three or more physical sexes but,
minimally, a view of physical differences
as unfixed, or insufficient on their own to
establish gender, or simply less important
than individual and social factors, such
as occupational preference, behavior and
temperament, religious experiences and
so forth.

Since the work of Ruth Benedict and
Margaret Mead, anthropological studies
of sex roles have focused on the relation-
ship between sex and gender—a relation-
ship that has been described as both mo-
tivated and arbitrary. A multiple-gender
paradigm, however, leads us to ana-
lyze the relationship between the body
and sex as well. Although morphologi-
cal differences in infants may motivate
a marking process, in a multiple-gender
paradigm the markers of sex are viewed
as no less arbitrary than the sociocultural
elaborations of sex in the form of gen-
der identities and roles. North American
data, for example, make it clear that not
all cultures recognize the same anatomi-
cal markers and not all recognize anatom-
ical markers as “natural” and, therefore,
counterposed to a distinct domain of the
“cultural.”

In traditional Zuni belief, for example,
a series of interventions were considered
necessary to ensure that a child has a
“sex” at all. This began before birth,
when the parents made offerings at

various shrines to influence the sex of
the developing fetus. In fact, the infant's
sex was still not fixed at the time of
birth. If a woman took a nap during
labor, for example, the Zunis believed
the sex of her child might change. After
birth, interventions intended to influence
physical sex continued. The midwife
massaged and manipulated the infant's
face, nose, eyes and genitals. If the infant
was male, she poured cold water over
its penis to prevent overdevelopment.
If the child was female, the midwife
split a new gourd in half and rubbed
it over the vulva to enlarge it. In this
context, knowing the kind of genitals
an individual possesses is less important
than knowing how bodies are culturally
constructed and what particular features
and processes (physiological and/or
social) are believed to endow them with
SEX....

As Whitehead argues, “A social gen-
der dichotomy is present in all known
societies in the sense that everywhere
anatomic sexual differences observable at
birth are used to start tracking the new-
born into one or the other of two social
role complexes. This minimal pegging of
social roles and relationships to observ-
able anatomic sex differences is what cre-
ates what we call a ‘gender’ dichotomy in
the first place.” Callender and Kochems
echo this when they state that gender “is
less directly tied to this anatomical basis,
although ultimately limited by it.” Un-
packing these formulations reveals two
propositions: social gender is based on
the “natural facts” of sex, and, since there
are only two sexes, there are only two
genders. It follows that, if an individual
is not one, then she must be the other. The
only variation possible is an exchange of
one gender for its “opposite” or some
form of gender-mixing; but there are no

le variations that cannot be defined
erence to male or female. It also fol-
that in such a system there can be
one sexual orientation, namely, het-
exUa
assumptions of a dual-gender
have been criticized in recent
on both empirical and theoreti-
grounds. It may, indeed, be arguable
 all societies have at least two gen-
and, as suggested above, that these
rs are linked to perceptions
hysiological differences. What con-
tes anatomical sex, however—which
s (or fluids or physiological pro-
) are considered the signs of male-
and femaleness—has been shown by
olars in several fields to be as much
construction as what has been
[Ermed gﬂﬂdﬂ.
econstructing the sex/gender binary
als a hierarchical relationship be-
en the two terms. That is, anatomy
primacy over gender, and gender
15 not an ontologically distinct category
 but merely a reiteration of sex. This is
ipparent in Whitehead’s comments on
e berdaches. “For someone whose
ic starting point was female,” she
, “the infusion of an official oppo-
Site sex component into her identity was
O¥ no means so easily effected,” because,
oughout the continent, the anatomic-
siological component of gender was
e significant in the case of the female
in the case of the male, and was
less easily counter-balanced by the
pational component.” But this raises
question: If gender differences are to
ed as anchored to an “anatomic-
siological component,” then on what
BT0unds can we argue that gender roles
#IE not, in fact, “natural” (i.e., mirroring
/or determined by biology)? And if
‘& accept the contention that having a

female body makes it more difficult to
become a berdache, then have we not
conceded that the difference that defines
women also makes them inferior?

In sum, if berdaches are to be un-
derstood as simply exchanging one gen-
der for another, then they can indeed be
interpreted as upholding a heterosexist
gender system. If they are to be under-
stood as entering a distinct gender status,
however, neither male nor female, then
something more complex is occurring. A
multiple-gender paradigm makes it pos-
sible to see berdache status not as a com-
promise between nature and culture or
a niche to accommodate “natural” vari-
ation but as an integral and predictable
element of certain sociocultural systems,
not a contradiction in Native American
beliefs but a status fully consistent with

CONCLUSION

Berdache status was not a niche for occa-
sional (and presumably “natural”) varia-
tion in sexuality and gender, nor was it
an accidental by-product of unresolved
social contradictions. In the native view,
berdaches occupied a distinct and au-
tonomous social status on par with the
status of men and women. Like male
and female genders, the berdache gender
entailed a pattern of differences encom-
passing behavior, temperament, social
and economic roles and religious spe-
cialization—all the dimensions of a gen-
der category, as I defined that term ear-
lier, with the exception of the attribution
of physical differences (the Navajos may
be one exception...). But physical differ-
ences were constructed in various ways
in Native American perception, and they
were not accorded the same weight that
they are in Western belief. Social learning
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and personal experiences (including rit-
ual and supernatural experiences) were
considered just as important in defin-
ing individual social identity as anatomy.
Viewing female and male berdache roles
as third and fourth genders, therefore,
offers the best translation of native cat-
egories and the best fit with the range of
behaviors and social traits reported for
berdaches. Conversely, characterizations
of berdaches as crossing genders or mix-
ing genders, as men or women who “as-
sume the role of the ‘opposite’ sex,” are
reductionist and inaccurate. ...

There are no definitive variables for
predicting the presence of multiple gen-
ders, but I believe we can specify a set of
minimal conditions for the possibility of
such statuses. First is a division of labor
and prestige systermn organized in terms
of gender categories, so that the potential
exists for female specialization in produc-
tion and distribution of food or exchange
goods. Second is a belief system in which
gender is not viewed as determined by
anatomical sex or in which anatomical
sex is believed to be unstable, fluid and

nondichotomous, and, therefore, an au-
tonomous third category is viable. Third
are the occurrence of historical events and
individuals motivated to take advantage
of them in creating and shaping gender
identities. If these conditions are present,
then multiple gender roles can develop
—and it becomes possible to become a
berdache. Conversely, I would hypothe-
size that, for a given society in which mul-
tiple genders were present, it would take
not only the elimination of the economic
dimension of such statuses but a lapse in
the belief systems rationalizing them and
the introduction of a dual-sex ideology to
effect a full collapse of such roles.

The next step in berdache studies will
be the recognition that gender diversity is
not an isolated feature of North American
societies but a worldwide phenomenon,
represented in most culture areas as well
as in certain historical periods of Western
societies. Gender diversity will become
one more part of the story of human
culture and history that is anthropology’s
job to tell.

POSTSCRIPT

j:, Are Humans Naturally
~ Either Male or Female?

. Nature versus nurture? Biology versus social determinism? Just as some an-
. thropologists argue that we need to move beyond gender binaries to better
. understand human complexity, we must also move beyond neat either/or
~ propositions about the causes of sex and gender. Traditional thought dictates
. thatbiology affects or determines behavior. But behavior can also alter phys-
iology. Recent advances explore the complex interaction between biology
(genes, hormones, brain structure) and environment. We have learned that it
is impossible to determine how much of our behavior is biologically based
" and how much is environmental. Moreover, definitions of gendered behavior
~ are temporally and culturally relative. Yet why do researchers continue to try
'~ to isolate biological from environmental factors?
. Advancements in the study of biological bases of sex and critiques of ap-
. plications of biological theory to human behavior challenge some of Udry’s
. assertions. Is sex dimorphism universal? Biologists recognize species diver-
ity in hormone-brain-behavior relationships, which makes the general ap-
~ plication of theories based on animal physiology and behavior to humans
. problematic. Moreover, species diversity challenges male/female binaries.
- The validity of the presence/absence model of sex dimorphism has been
~ challenged. In embryonic development, do females “just happen” by default
~in the absence of testosterone? No, all individuals actively develop through
. various genetic processes. Moreover, the sexes are similar in the presence and
.3:- need of both androgens and estrogens; in fact, the chemical structures and
- derivation of estrogen and testosterone are interconnected.

SUGGESTED READINGS

A Fausto-Sterling, Body Building: How Biologists Construct Sexuality (Basic
" Books, 1999).

- G. Herdt, Third Sex, Third Gender (Zone Books, 1994).

- T. Laqueur, Making Sex: Body and Gender from the Greeks to Freud (Harvard
" University Press, 1990).

~ W. Roscoe, The Zuni Man-Woman (University of New Mexico Press, 1991).

- 5. V. Rosser, Biology and Feminism: A Dynamic Interaction (Twayne Publishers,
B 109),

- C Tavris, The Mismeasure of Woman (Simon & Schuster, 1992).




