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Maan’s love is of man’s life a thing apart . . . but tis wonuan’s
whole existence.

—BYRON (1824}, from Don Juan, Canto |

Human attachments are a fundamental source of strength and succor for
ali inchviduals. However, common beliefs about gender differences often
echo Byron's suggestion that men and women differ strongly in the im-
portance of social bonds. For example, one contemporary best-seller tar-
geted to teens includes a chapter tidled “Men and Women Are Differ-
ent,” an ostensible attemnpt to help reens betrer understand the behavior
of the opposite sex, in which one primary gender difference is stated as
“women are social, men are individualistic .., 7 (Brain, 1997, p. 111}
Although obviously a caricature, this portraval of the sexes does appear
to parailel beliefs current college students may hold abour gender
differences in sociality, as revealed by our recent sugvey.
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We recently asked 50 undergraduates {equal numbers of maley and
females} which sex was more likely to place more importance on various
aspects of life, including some social aspects {e.g., friendships, club mem.-
berships, being an individual} and some nonsocial aspects (e.g., succeed-
ing in classes, creative problem solving, being happy with life), on a scale
of 1 to 7, with 1 labeled definitely men, 7 labeled definitely women, and
4 labeled men and women equally. For the questions congerning rela-
tionships with best friends, family, and romantic parners, the resuits
were in favor of women placing greater importance on these close rela-
tionships (M’ = 6.2, 5.3, and 6.8, respectively). Similarly, when we
asked which sex was mare likely to place more importance on rheir
memberships in groups or organizatiosns, such ag fraternity-sorority
membership, being members of their university, and membership in so-
cial clubs, the results were agan in favor of women (M’s = 4.8, 4.7, and
4.9, respectively). At the opposite end of the social spectrum, when we
asked which sex was more likely to place more importance on being an
individual, going it alone, and being independent from others, resules
were in favor of men (M’ = 1.9, 2.3, and 2.2, respectivelv), In contrast
to the gender differences seen in the social sphere, the college studengs
we sampled did not expect much of a gender difference in other do-
mains, such as succeeding in classes (M = 3.9), being creative problem
solvers (M = 4,2), or being happy with life (M = 3.9,

Such beliefs concerning gender differences in sociality may not be lim-
ited to our college student sample. Indeed, when gender stereotypes were
sampled in 25 diverse nations, “independent” was identified as a mascy-
line trair in al} 23, whereas “affectionate” was identified as a feminine
characteristic in 24 of the 2§ nations {Williams & Best, 1990), Thus, it ap-
pears that one belief about how men and women differ appears ro concern
the social domain; women raay be thought to place greater importance on
social interactions and social ties compared to men.

Even in the psychological literature, there is evidence that women
are thought to place greater emphasis on relations with others compared
to men. For example, one well-explored gender difference concerns itself
with gender-linked motivations toward agency or conumunion that are
reflected in and reinforced by the different social roles inhabited by men
and women. Men are thought to be oriented toward agency, characrer-
ized by traits such as instrumentality, assertiveness, and self-confidence,
wherezs women are thought to be oriented toward communion charac-
terized by warmth, expressiveness, and concern for others {e.g., Bakan,
1566; Bem, 1974, Wood, Christensen, Hebl, & Rothgerber, 1997},
Moreover, these motives have been shown to be internalized into the
self-concepts of men and women, with the sex-typed norms of women as
warm and expressive, and men as more independent and self-confident,
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serving as standards for m&m-ng_cm.ﬁ__om Qﬁonﬁ et al,, 1997). And ina HM
cent review of gender differences in the sociality of the mmmm}momnn.mmm o
men and women, it has been argued that as a m.mm:: of these norms, men
develop and maintain a more an@osanﬁ view of the self (e.g., one
grounded in individual abilities, traits, and mmmww.nmnnmmr whereas women
develop and maintain 2 more Wbﬁmum%ﬁmgn view of the self {e.g., owm
grounded in social ties with close relationships and groups; Cross
97). .
zmammmwmﬁnwﬂmm in social aspects of the self have rarely been directly ex-
amined. However, recent research has begun to focus on this aspect of mg-
der differences, with potentially surprising results. Instead of finding EMY
port for the view of men as individualisric and womern as more mmuﬁmw v
attuned, this work exposes the shared importance Eﬁ. moﬁm._ mmmoﬁmmomw to
the self; both men and women appear to look to ﬁwﬁu. mo.n:.w_ tesasa mm_m
tor identity. Despite this basic similarity, woﬁmsﬂ_m:% distinct mmmn.ummm%
men’s and women’s interdependent identities have emerged. Specifically,
men appear to emphasize collective Am,ﬂoﬁu-_ummm& bonds, Ewﬁmmm MOJMM
appear to emphasize relational A&\mmpmv mﬁmnrﬂwn:ﬁm. 1a other wor s .
most accurate description of gender differences in Enmmamwgmm:nm mig m
be that men and women appear to be “separate but equal”; men mb&
women differ in the aspects of interdependence mﬁﬁ. are emphasized an
elaborated, but do not differ in the overall mﬁmxw.om Eﬂmﬁw@m:mmbwﬁr nor
in the impacr of interdependent construals on mon_w cognition and mewm
ior {e.g., Arnde, Greenberg, & Cook, Ncowm Baumeister wm momxdm.muw ; ;
Gabriel & Gardner, 1999; Gardner, Gabriel, & Hochschild, 2002; Seeley,
Gardner, Pennington, & Gabriel, 2003). . -
This chapter first briefly reviews the cultural liverature from w mm
the construct of an interdependent self-construal nﬁﬁmnm. We m_mw e~
scribe socialization processes that may encourage Eﬁnnamvmuagon to
take distinct and gendered forms within chﬂw.gmznm.. Finally, we re-
view the empirical evidence supporting %.m notion ﬁ.wmﬁ interdependence
is both represented and noBB:Enmﬂa differently in men E&. SMBmm“
The expanded model of gender and E%Em@mb&mbnw r.mm Rnﬂwm mﬂum
port in domains as diverse as spontaneous ,.n.mmwmmmnamz.o:mu values ME
worldviews, the encoding and recall of social informaticn, mmm..m,nm ua-
tion and regulation, and the bases of social attachments and well-being.

AN EXPANDED VIEW OF GENDER
AND INTERDEPENDENCE

The distinction between an independent versus Eﬁmmam@gm@wﬁ nommq:mw
of the self, characterized as self-definitions grounded within persona
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traits and attributes (e.g., athletic, tall) versus social roles and close rela-
tionships (e.g., mother, husband), came to prominence within social psy-
chology as a framework for understanding the robust differences be-
tween mermbers of East Asian and North American cultures in social
thought and behavior {e.g., Gardner, Gabriel, & Lee, 1999; Markus &
Kitayarna, 1991). An independent seif-construal is thought to arise from
a belief in the inherent separateness of individuals, and to encourage the
goal of discovering and expressing what makes one positively distingt
from others. In contrast, an interdependent self-construa) is thoughr to
arise from a belief in the fundamental embeddedness of every individual
i a larger web of close relationships and group memberships, and thus
encourages the goal of maintaining harmony with others {e.g., Heine,
Lehman, Markus, & Kitayama, 1999; Lee, Aaker, & Gardaner, 2000,
As a framework for understanding cultural differences, the distine-
tion between independent and interdependent self-construals has been
successful in both predicting and explaining cultural differences in areas
as varied as causal attribution {e.g., Menon, Morris, Chiu, & Hong,
1999}, social influence {e.g., Yharra & Trafimow, 1998), seif-enhance-
ment and esteem (e.g., Heine et al., 1999), and the bases of subjective
well-being (e.g., Suh, 2000). Recently, several researchers have argued
that the chronic motives linked to independent and interdependent self-
construals may parallel the constructs of agency and communion {Cross
& Madson, 1997; Ickes & Barnes, 1978). Others have argued thar, to
some extent, children grow up in sex-segregated separate calrures, com-
plete with distinct gendered norms and practices {e.g., Hoffman, 1972;
Maccoby, 1989, 1990; Maltz & Borker, 1982; Tannen, 1990}, Taken in
this context, it is understandable thac extending the cultural distinction
between independent and interdependent self-construals to explore po-
tentialty distinct “cultures of gender” would be seen as helpful in
understanding sex differences in cognition and behavior,

As previously mentioned, in an interesting and influential article,
Cross and Madson {1997) asserted thar North American culture encour-
ages the development of a more interdependent focus in women and in-
dependent focus in men. Furthermore, they argued chat many empiri-
cally demonstrated gender differences could be seen as reflecting these
differences in self-construal. Certainly much of the developmental fitera-
ture supports the notion that girls appear to be more strongly atruned to
velationships. For example, when asked ro describe themselves, young
girls spontaneously refer to close relationships and relational character.
IStics to a greater extent chan do their male counterparts (McGuire &
McGuire, 1982, Rosenburg, 1989). Moreover, gender differences in sen-
sitivity to close relationships appear to continue into adulthnod. Adult
women attend to information related o relationships more than do men
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{Josephs, Markus, & Tafarodi, 1992; Ross mm EO._EUQ,W Hwnwwmu Emawm
close relationships appear 10 have a greater impact on Ewomu .Eﬁwm "
being, in that more women than men describe mmﬁmmwmamwww wm.vmaw.. s &
a source of distress {Pratt, Golding, Hunter, & Samson, ;s Walker,
7ri vethan, 1987).
<ﬂmmmgwm<wwmw the mnom& support for the notion that écEmM mﬁmmﬁwn Muﬁw
maintain relatively more interdependent mnmsnozmﬂacm_m mw mwwwm N hﬁ
ases, as reviewed by Cross and Madson ( Mww_\r mmow.m momﬁ mw,w.wmﬁ&wm hae
men must maintain relatively wmgammmmgﬁ m.?m,wo:m:mm J « e EBNW.Q -
ability of soctal ties to well-being is W.uanomﬁbm increasingly nwn.om zed in
medical as well as psychological Bterature, and the mmmmaww e
quences of social isolation do not appear to be E,o&wﬁmﬁw @w .m%ﬂ:.d
{e.g., House, Landis, & Umberson, wwmmwﬁ_mﬂ&n Woum:w@u h pwm mc_w
MeDermott, & Jarvik, 2001). Indeed, the “need to belong % ne e
filled only through affiliation with and acceprance from .o,n Q.mim_mm °
universally powerful that it has been m:_,omcmmm to be as Nmm_r ﬂ_u M“,mmuo sw
chological makeup as huonger or ﬁm:.nma is to our p Mwwﬂ%v maks ﬂM
{Raumeister & Leary, 1995; Gardner, Pickett, & Brewer, ( w w ,.;
the extent that the interdependent self rests upon and meor_w e Hawmw am
needs (e.g., Gardner et al., 1999), simply vﬁ.sm B&Mm ou mnmmm. o
one to escape the importance of regulating and maintaining
i ependent self-view. .
Eﬁnmmhwﬂ%w analysis of belonging as a basic rram.m E.wmm_ mmmﬁﬁ_ﬁmm
and Leary {19953} argued that m_@ommv ﬁr.m Bcﬂémcow mm ﬂb_«wm_“wm ©
longing needs may be mmﬁmmna. in a number of mmﬂmz. mbmmwu wm:d%:%
ranging from marital satisfaction to church an ,ooﬁﬂﬂ. wom rolve
ment. The “substitution postulate” allows .mcm a reconciliation o
versal need to belong, with the mBEnnmw Qamann mwm; men m@mmww o b
significantly less focused on Hn_uﬂommv%m than Mpmw.éoammwm o,
Baumeister and Somimer {1997} persuasively argned that Wwﬁ% Wc& e
interdependent nwmhmnﬁmmwnnm that do not fundamentally dep
intim: ¢ relationships.
Bﬁaﬁmmnwwwmm necessity OW social connection, .ﬂ.rmP men m:% ﬁx_ummm,w
should not ditfer in the overall mzmoﬁmmnm.om mcﬂm_ bonds 1o the se .mnm
reconcile this notion with the o<mméwﬁ_9:.~m..mf._&mmno that éowdmu e
much more strongly artuned to relational information, EM amnmw:.um@m-
gued for an expanded model of gender and H.WR Enm.&mmmmm mnﬂ.um.w mﬁmom
briel & Gardner, 1999), We theorized .ﬂrmﬁ given mw:.mwow m%m_m w_mz ton
patterns, women and men would be &mﬂ.nsm&_w mmroﬁmmm nmwm:% ha-
size distinct aspects of msﬂnmmm@nc&mznm. as RD@OQES., .WWQM b .mm e
drew on the distinction between the n&mﬁw:m_ m:&.nczwr.ﬂ;m %EMM ofin-
terdependence {Brewer & .@m.mm_nap w..mmwow” Wm_mﬂ.omw mw:hnm mnwcmm eoce
reflects the aspect of the self that is defined in terms of roles in
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tionships (e.g., sister, husbard) and is analogous to the interdependence
described by Cross and Madson (19973, In contrast, collective interde-
pendence reflects the aspect of the self that is defined in terms of mem-
bership in important groups te.g., sorority member, ethnic identity) and
Is most similar to the construct of social identity (Hogg & Abrams,
1988; Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987). We hvpothe-
sized that women would maintain a greater relational sense of self com-
pared to men, but that men would maintain a greater collective sense of
self compared to women; thus, no differences in overall interdependence
would be expected. In other words, we proposed that gender differences
in interdependent self-construal represent a distinction of “kinds” rather
than of extent.

Extensive support exists for the notion that women maintain a
greater relational self-construal than men {see Cross & Madson, 1997,
for review); however, the collective aspect of interdependent self-
construal has traditionally received far less attention in the gender litera-
ture. Even so, a number of sources, ranging from those emphasizing evo-
futionary selection to those demonstrating gender norms in childhood
socialization, are all quite consistent with the notion thar relational ver-
sus collective interdependence may develop distincr mmportance for girls
versus boys,

Indeed, even the classic distinction berween agency and communion
may be interpreted as consistent with a more expanded model of inter-
dependence. For example, communal traits, such as “affectionare, sup-
portive, and sympathetic,” appear strongly relationally interdependent,
without implying increased collective interdependence,  Moreover,
agentic traits, such as “competitive, aggressive and dominan:,” are not
constrained to an individualist and, therefore, independent interpreta-
tion. In fact, Baumeister and Sommer {1997) argued that many agentic
characteristics are useful in navigating larger social hierarchies, gaining
leadership in groups, and other collectively interdependent rather than
independent tasks. Thus, the traditional distinction berween masculine
and feminine stereotypes may be at least as consistent with an expanded
view of gender differences in aspects of wterdependence as with Cross

and Madson’s {1997) interpretation of men as independent and women
as interdependent,

THE ORIGINS OF GENDERED FORMS
OF INTERDEPENDENCE

As with any observable sex difference, the proposed distinction berween
relational and collective interdependence may potentially be viewed
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through multiple perspectives, from the biological to the m.oﬁmﬂ;.ﬁm.m;
Wood & Eagly, 2002). We briefiy speculate on the potential origins of
these differences by reviewing a number of relevant research areas con-
sistent with the notion of an expanded model of interdependence. Repre-
senting multiple perspectives on sex differences, all can vm scen as poten-
tially supportive of the notion of gendered forms of interdependence,
but, of course, nene can be considered definitive. o .

Viewed through the lens of evolutionary psychology, it is wo.mmmu_m
that distinct forms of interdependence may at least in part reflect biolog-
ically prepared characteristics. Several researchers have mwmnm_m.ﬂwm on
the evoliutionary advantages afforded by collective competence in men
or relational competence in women {e.g., Baumeister & Sommer, 1997,
Taylor er al., 2000; Tiger, 1969). For example, Tiger {1969) wwm:.mm that
survival in early societies might have necessitated men _uom.mﬁm in task-
oriented groups to coordinate the complex task of w:sﬁ._:m for _.mamm
prey. That type of large-group bonding may have made it more likely
that men would rerain genetic tendencies toward group loyalty and col-
lective skills. Additionally, as Baumeister and Sommer (1997) pointed
out, skills that increased a males value to the group would also have
increased his attractiveness as a mate.

Taking a similar evolutionary perspective, Taytor et al. {2000) .TN:&
proposed that women may in part be Eowo%nm:u.\ prepared for R_m.:om& :
attachment as a protective mechanism for buffering stress. In a review of
the stress and coping literature, they highlight the fact that females re-
spond differently to stress than do males, mna that female responses to
stress appear to follow a “tend and befriend” pattern, in which
nurturant activities reduce psychological and physiclogical distress. In-
triguingly, they link this relational pattern of stress reduction to the re-
lease of oxytocin, believed to underlie attachment processes berween
mothers and offspring, 2s well as other intimate social bonds. gom.moqmm
“tend and befriend” coping responses put 3 woman and her offspring at
a lower risk than the “Hght-or-flight” pattern more wan&.mom males. Fi-
nally, because male androgens partially block the moAuwwEm mmmm.ﬁm of
oxytocin, these researchers believe that at least some of the benefits of
relational support seeking may be specific to women.

Regardless of whether relational and collective interdependence
were differentally advantaged in our evolutionary history, gender asym-
metries in relational versus collective construals are m:nocwm%a.g the
gender norms of current society. The roles traditionally Ewmvzma by
wormen and men may differ in their emphasis on dyadic Hmwmscmw_ bond-
ing {e.g., child rearing and other nmmmwmimmw versus the emphasis on ac-
ceptance and success within larger collectives {e.g., a SPOIts team OF COr-
poration). These differing social roles convey gender-linked norms for
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Unwmﬁoﬂu and children are ultimately encouraged to internalize and be-
have in accordunce with these norms (Berndt & Heller, 1986: Eagl
1987; Lytton & Romney, 1991; Maccoby, 1990; Wood et al., _,@mﬂ "

One robust area of differential trearment is parental gnomﬁmwﬂmﬁ
of gender-typed toys, play, and interests {(Eraugh & Liss, 1992; Lytton &
Woﬁ.mmﬁ 1991). Gender-typed play, in turn, appears to %mﬁmwm\m:q em-
phasize relational activities for girls, such as playing at mothering dolls
m:,m collective activities for boys, such as ream Mwﬁowﬁm (Bradbard, 1985;
Milier, 1987). In one particularly compelling demonstration .om %m
power of gender norms in play, gender socialization was communicated
amﬁowmw toys at an astonishingly earlv age (Sidorowicz & Lunney, 1980}
Mm. this study, participants were surreptitiously observed white Elﬁwﬁmm&_ﬂ,

with a 10-month-old baby, who they were told was either a boy or a girl
The baby’s crib held a small football, a doll, and a Rﬁrwmm. ring. Hﬁ“
though one might guess a prioei that the teething ring was ?.rogv_,z the
most appropriate toy for a 10-month-old baby, when participants
thought the baby was a boy, 65% chaose to play with “him,” using the
tootball; conversely, when participants thought the baby Emm,m gizl, 80%
chose to play with “her,” using the doll. \ T

. Of course, gender socialization is not limited to parents or care-
givers; a good deal of research has documented the powerful role of
peers as arbiters of gender-typed behavior (Bernde & Heller, 1986:
Carter & McClosky, 1984). Starting at the age of 3, children’s mr? Uau
comes sex-segregated (e.g., Lewis & Phillipsen, 1998; Maccoby &
Jacklin, Hw.m.ﬁ Martin, Fabes, Evans, & Wyman, 1999) and as children
age, there is mounting peer pressure to adhere to gender norms (Berndt
& Heller, 1986}. Moreover, these sex-segregated play groups ﬂ:mﬁmm?nw
often differ in both size and purpose; girls are much more likety to inter-
act 4.&%. peers in close, same-sex dvads {Broderick & Beltz 1996, anw
m.m m:&wu 19932; Jones, Bloys, & Wood, 1990), whereas Muc,\,w m@n:w more
time with peers in team and group activities (Belle, 1989: Berndt &
Hoyle, 1985; Maccoby, 1989, 1990}, ,

:.EEP whether examined from an evolutionary or socialization per-
spective, gender differences in relational and collective construals are ex-
mmn_mma to emerge relatively early in childhood and be encouraged and
maineained through adulthood. Self-construais are thought to create a
powerful interpretive lens through which the social world is viewed {e.g
Gardner et al., 1999; Markus & Kitayama, 1991). Thus, we would mx.w
pect these accessible constructs to shape both cognition and behavior in
ways that may be gender-equivalent in their overall focus on social ¢on-
nection, but relatively distiner in the emphasis placed on close relation-
mw%m versus social groups. Although the expanded model of gender and
interdependence is comparatively new, a growing body of research is be-
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ginning to reveal the consequences of these distinctions for self-descrip-
sions, social information processing, and the nature of social motives
held by men and women.

CENDER DIFFERENCES IN SELF-CONSTRUAL

The most obvious prediction of the expanded model of gender and inter-
dependence is specific asymumetries in self-descriptions. Importantly, the
model predicts that no gender differences will be found in the overall
level of interdependent self-descriptors, but significant gender differences
in the aspect of interdependence that is central to the self will be obvi-
ous. Specifically, women should employ a greater number of relational
roles in self-descriptions compared to men, and men should employ a
greater number of group memberships compared to women.

In fact, gender differences in the social aspects of self-construals are
easily noticeable when people are asked simply to describe themselves to
others. For example, in an analysis of children’s self-descriptions, the
McGuires observed that both boys and girls used social constructs in
self-definition, but that the forms expressed were distinct. Consistent
with the predictions of the expanded model, girls exceeded boys in self-
descriptions centered within close relationships, whereas boys exceeded
girls in self-descriptions relying on group memberships {McGuire &
MeGaire, 1982). In a recent study with young adults, we found parallel
gender differences in the spontaneous self-descriptions of college stu-
dents {Gabriel & Gardoer, 1999, Seudy 1). When we asked men and
women to write 20 self-descriptive sentences {Kuhn & McPartland,
1954), we found that whereas women expressed nearly twice as many
relational self-descriptors as men (e.g. “I am Pam’s sister”; “1 am
Amanda’s best friend”), men expressed approximately twice as many
collective self-descriptors as women (e.g., “1 am a member of Pi Kappa
Alpha”; “I am a Northwestern student™). Importantly, men and women
were not found to differ significantly in the overall proportion of inde-
pendent self-descriptors they spontaneously supplied (e.g., “I am ambi-
tious”; “I am good at golf”}, providing support for the notion that social
self-views are as important to men as o women.

In addition to spontancous self-descriptions, this same asymimetric
patiern has been observed with use of direct measures of relational and
collective self-focus (Cross, Bacon, & Morris, 20005 Gabriel & Gardney,
1999). Susan Cross and her colleagues developed and validated a mea-~
sure of relational construal {Cross, Morris, & Gore, 2002; Cross et al.,
2000) that comrpises of endorsements of items such as “When I feel
close to someone, it often feels to me like that person is an important
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part of whe [ am.” We examined gender differences in scores on the
RISC, as well as on a scale created to parallel the RISC but measure level
of collective construal, with items such as “When 1 join a group, f usu-
ally develop a strong sense of identification with that group.” Across
several samples of college-age men and women, we found that women
consistently endorsed the relational items to a greater degree, whereas
men more often endorsed the coltective items {Gabriel & Gardner, 1999,
Study 2; Gardrer, Gabriel, & Hochschild, 2002). Imporzaatly, these
studies failed to find gender differences in a measure of general interde-
pendence (Singelis, 1994}, demonstrating once again that the notion that
women show greater overall interdependence may be mistaken.

A further examination of gendered patterns in the measures of rela-
tional and collective interdependence established that these are funcrion-
ally distinct constructs, linked to masculine and feminine ways of ex-
pressing interdependence. Scores on the relational self-construal scale
were significantly correlated with levels of psychological femininity (as
measured by the Personal Actributes Questionnaire; Spence &
Helmreich, 1978} but not with measures of masculinity. Scores on the
collective self-construal scale, in contrast, were correlated with measures
of psychological masculinity, but not with measures of femininity {Ga-
briel & Gardner, 1999, Study 2). Given that the measurement of mascu-
linity and femininity refies heavily on participants’ endorsements of
agentic and communal traits, these findings also lend credence to the
view that agentic traits may be associated with activities and motives
within a collective {e.g., Baumeister & Sommer, 1997).

Thus, direct measures of the importance of relational and collective
connections to identity appear to reliably support the expanded model
of interdependence. The self-descriptions of men were found to be as so-
cially centered as those expressed by women. Gender differences were
found, howevey, in aspects of interdependence; men emphasized the col-
lective aspects and women, the relational aspects. This gender-specitic
pattern held for both the spontaneous self-descriptions of children and
young adults, and endorsements on identity scales. Finally, collective in-
terdependence was specifically refated to levels of psychological mascu-
linity, and relational interdependence was relared to femnininiry.

GENDER DIFFERENCES IN SOCIAL COCNITION

The expanded model of interdependence is proposed to encompass a
broad range of gender differences, in addirion to those revealed in self-
description. The self has been posited to be the most powerful and elab-
orated knowledge structure possessed by individuals (Bower & Giltigan,
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1979; Linvilie & Carlsron, 1994}, As a Hmmcwr.mnm.mnwmﬁmm and beliefs
serve as frequent filters for information; mnnmmm._vmm mmwmrnommﬁ:ﬁm. mwmmm
perceptions of the social world. Mmﬂmmnr the mgwﬁu\ of Qﬂm self to _EwrM
itly guide information processing in the service of chreaic concerns an
motives is a central tenet in social psychology, backed by decades om. em-
pirical evidence (e.g., Markus, 1977; see Baumeister, 1998, for review).
To the extent that relational and collective msﬁmmmmmganzmm .Hmmmnﬁ the
differential importance of relationships and groups in satiation of be-
longing needs, biases in information processing mn the service of these
needs should be appareat. o

Biases in encoding and memory have long been used as indicators of
construct accessibility and impertance {e.g., Bargh & Hoﬁm, 1985; see
Higgins, 1996, for review). One paradigm used to assess important con-
cerns capitalizes on biases in the spontaneous mmnmm of Emnﬂmmﬂom. .mm
one instantiation of this paradigm, individuals are given a a_mQ contain-
ing behaviors that differ along dimensions of interest (e.g., gain- vs. loss-
focused behaviors; social vs. nonsocial cm?mﬁon&. and are told to form
an impression of the individual described m&.\ the diary. After several mnw,
sequent filler tasks, a surprise recall task is then _.pmmm to mxmaﬁnmﬂ e
types of information that individuals remember; biases in recall reflect
differential encoding and/or retrieval processes, and have been estab-
tished as markers of situational motives or chronic concerns (Gardner et
al., 2000; Higgins & Tykocinski, mmva..

To investigare whether gender-consistent aspects of ma_m-n.onmﬂsmﬁ
would bias spontaneous cognitive @nommm&:m. we mam@nn.a the diary par-
adigm to present behaviors that were independent, relational, or collec-
tive in nature {Gabriel & Gardner, 1999, Study 4}. As .mxmmnﬁ&v resuits
of this study were supportive of the expanded model of interdependence;
whereas women to a greater exrent than men remembered a greater
number of relational behaviors (e.g., a night out with a roommate), men
remembered collective behaviors {e.g., a meeting of %n. church choir) to
a greater extent than did women. Gender .&mﬁnbnmm did not emerge for
recall of the independent events {e.g., recetving an Aon mm.mxmﬁ.r or for
independent versus interdependent events more mmcm.nmw:ur .:Sm&:mm omnm
again that men and women do not appear to differ in the overa
accessibility or importance of interdependence per se. o

In a recent demonstration of gender differences in accessible inter-
dependence-related constructs, Arndt et al. (2002} mem reported mmmmﬂ
differences consistent with relational aad collective interdependence in
siudies of terror management theory (Solomon, Oamnumuﬁmv. &
Pyszezyaski, 1991), which proposes zﬁ.: when death becomes salient,
important cultural values become mQ.Emmmm and protect the self from
fear by reinforcing the notion that the individual is tied to a broader sys-
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tem that 15 both meaningful and enduring. Research in the domain of
terror management theory has found cousistent and robust evidence that
mortality salience {¢.g., becoming aware of one’s own morrality by either
engaging in thoughts of one’s own death or being exposed to situations
related to mortality, such as walking past a cemetery) motivares defense
of one’s values and cultural worldview. These defenses may take varied
forms, such as negative judgments of those who do not share one’s val-
ues, false consensus concerning the number of people who share one’s
own worldviews, or a general reluctance to vielate cultural norms one-
self (see Greenberg et al., 1997, for review). Importantly, the activation
of central values is thought to provide a self-protective function in the
face of recognizing one’s own mortatity.

In a creative series of studies, Arndr and colleagues {2002) investi-
gated potential gender differences in the types of values thar became ac-
tivated by men and women in response to mortality salience. To the ex-
tent that the gender differences in relational and collective aspects of
mterdependence are interralized, the content activated after a mortalicy
prime would be expected to differ in a manner consistenr with the
expanded model of interdependence.

In fact, across multiple studies, these researchers found reliable evi-
dence that mortality salience activated more relatrional constructs for
women (e.g., marriage} and more collective constructs in men (e.g., na-
tionalism). Whar is particularly striking about these findings is the
nonconscious pature of the relational or collective responses, indexed,
for example, by facilitated recognition of the relational word romance in
women, or the completion of a word fragment such as { _ _ g with the
collective word flag rather than frog in men. Thus, this research implies
that the gender-linked distinction between relational and collective inter-
dependence may lead to similar distinctions in the values and social
mstiturions that, when activared, serve ego-protective functions.

GENDER DIFFERENCES IN SELF-EVALUATION
AND RECULATION

Acknowledging the centrality of relational and collective interdepen-
dence to the psyche of women and men suggests a powerful role for
these constructs in self-evaluations and regulation, Gender norms them-
selves often serve as internalized standards for behavior (e.g., Wood et
ak., 1997). Thus, to the extent that gendered aspects of interdependence
are internalized as a part of these standards, adherence to relational or

collective behavior would clearly be predicted to influence men and
women differently.
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In one study examining the @oﬂamn..mmw impact of gender awmanmwnmm H
interdependence on hehavieral mnm;_m.aomu we mmw.ww mewwa SM%MST
imagine themselves in various scenarios 1o which the welfare and e
ests of others (either a close friend or an _Bmoﬁmbﬁ group} MMWMEmH !
flice with their own personal interests nmmw.mwm_ & Om.nmmm.m : s % y
5). For example, one scenario asked participants to imagme M emse 49,“
in a situation in which they wished to attend a review Session &ow, an M@<
CcOomng exam {personal interest) at the same fime wmmﬁ dwﬂn mﬁ.z ent ,Maawm
nization needed help with an importaat project hnowmnmﬁ.w BHMRV .
another scenario, participants imagined a situation 1n which Jﬁ\ ﬁwmm
on the way to a highly anticipated concert {personal interest) when t MW
spotted a close friend standing on the mﬁm of %w Hom_m BMQ ﬂomm,mwmﬁmﬂnn-
its hood up (relational interest). Multiple mn_m._:osm ME collec ﬂn_. e
narios were presented, and after am&.ﬁ scenario, nmﬁ:\%mmmm in Ew.
how they would respond in the situation (€8, 0 to nrn, HM:H@@ Mnmﬂﬂww
vs. helping their organization, or go to the concert vs. n%m,:w et
friend). We hypothesized, and found, %un,éoBm: were nmo.wm a_ nqw an
men to put their own personal desires aside to assist a frien . ﬁ .MH s
men were more likely than women to put their mnmmomwm mmMmMMm aside ©
help their groups. In other words, it appeared &mﬂ mmﬂ; MH \ i Mmmnmwmma
relational and collective interdependence also influenced standat

-opriate behavior
w@?MMMMM differences in aspects of Enna.mmmsmmbnm may mwmo mmnnm %MM
impact of different forms of social comparisons on mmm.mﬁ gmwoﬁﬂw The
positive performance of relevant others can atfect m:w mM -Momnu M n oo
w.m&« different ways. First, one can “bask in the H.omngm g OQE. e
vant other and feel pride in his or her accomplishments AO,m . Em mmEM
1976). Conversely, one can compare HWm gelf to the oﬁrmﬂi Lm s mmnm
feel worse about the self (Festinger, 1954). QOne factor t mm.m.mbﬁm *
which reaction occurs is linking of the o%ﬂ. 0 wwm mmm“ mMar_m ical ww Mnm

similating the target to the self makes “basking in nwm.mwﬁmmm mm ﬁmwwmowzm
likely and comparison less likely (e.g., Ommmwmﬁ Ga MDM s Hochsch ow
2002; Stapel & Koomen, 2001}, Thus, the impact of t Mﬂnn rmance of
2 close refation or group on the self should be moderate . ¥ éw et er the
comparison target may be mmmazmﬁma to the self through a refatio
collecti iew of interdependence.

rczmmmwﬁm .ﬂwwmoﬁ of ma_mimwgmnnammﬁ motives on the mHOnmmmamwa %%Mr
comes of social comparison has been robustly demonstrated Hmmunm
dvadic and group settings. For n.xmms_.uwnu m&m;@am.?m_;_o% BMEM.O nce
ﬁmmcmw (SEM) emphasizes these mmmowm at the dyadic mmn an _% WWEE
that whenever a close other {e.g., sibling) performs we :.Mm Wm e van
domain, self-esteem suffers (Tesser, 1980, mewv.ﬂo Mium i ¢ MMM mwoﬁwmm
conseguences, individuals have been shown to willfully bias the p
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of social comparison by both preferring and predicting poorer perfo
mance for close others (Tesser & Campbell, 1982) to ‘Eammaﬁ MMm $ _M.
Similarly, the frog pond effect (FPE) emphasizes the Bﬁn%wm,.. of mM:.
enhancement and social comparison at a group level (Davis, 1966} ,;“
FPE proposes that being a “big frog in a small mcsa,.z or m,mmnnmmm in X
relatively unsuccessful group, is preferred over situations in érm,n,; nwm
performance of an individual’s group may outshine the .5&5&5_.% cén
successes. This, too, can lead to esteem-protecting biases m:a, actio .
that affect both the individual and the group (Chen mnOn.rmmn & K o
1998; Marsh, 1987; McFarland & Beuhler, 1995), T
. Mww expanded model of gender and interdependence would pre-
dict H&._m_umm differences in the impact of various targets for the Wmm.w
n<m€mmomm of men versus women. Specifically, given women’s levels of
relational interdependence, comparisons with close orhers should W
less threatening (because of the assimilation of the close other £o m_%
mﬂm than no_BwumDmosm with a group. In fact, in an mxmﬁmzwmcz of mom
cial comparison processes in marriages, Beach et al. (1998} reported
that wives exhibited a consistently lower tendency to oumm.mm wm self
evaluation maintenance behaviors with cheir mw@;wmm than did h 1
bands. This difference berween husbands and wives had been EMMM,
preted as evidence of a higher general level of interdependence ,
women; this high general level of interdependence was 3%“%@%“& MM
prevent comparisons with others from being as mwﬂommwmwﬂm to women
as they are to men (Cross & Madson, 1997; see also Kemmelmeier &
Oyserman, 2001). Conversely, the mmwmmgaa. model would predict th
although men’s focus on collective interdependence may mnﬁ‘m Mrmww
open to the threatening effects of comparisons with wm_nmm.czmg
partners, the assimilation of the group to the self should buffe 5@
impact of group comparisons. , o
. .d@m recently examined the moderating role of relationa] and collec-
tive interdependence on the impact of social comparisons with friends or
Emmommm..\@maunp Gabriel, & Hochschild, 2002). We used a seif-evaiy-
ation maintenance paradigm in which participants brought close friends
nto .ﬁvn iaboratory with them and were then given the o QMEE 7 Mv
predict the performance of their friend and a ﬁnmwwﬁ on mm im owmzw
task {analytic problem solving). Resuits were as Wxﬁonwﬁﬁ.m%. Me
showed the classic self-evaluation maintenance effect of mu.mn:am”s .Ummn:
wmwmonﬁumnm for the stranger than the friend, whereas <..83mm mrcénm
the opposite effect, predicting better performance for the triend than for
the stranger. Because the SEM refers specifically to close relationshins
we hypothesized that gender patterns of social n.omaumimon would be w‘ u
qmnmnm within a more group-oriented context. In fact, when we E&M wom
FPE paradigm in which participants could compare wmmr, mﬁmondm,wno to
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an ingroup, we found women engaging in greater comparison. When
told that they personally had performed badly, but that their group was
performing well, men reported more positive moods than women. Simi-
larly, when told that they personally had performed well but that their
group had performed poorly, women reported more positive moods than
men.

Perhaps most compelling, the propesed causal role of differential re-
lational and coilective self-construals in producing the gender differences
received support when we activated relational and collective interdepen-
dent self-construal using a priming task. Men primed with relational in-
rerdependence in a self-evaluation maintenance paradigm lowered their
fevel of social comparison with a friend to the level of women, and
women primed with collective interdependence in an FPE paradigm low-
ered their levels of social comparison with an ingroup to the level of
men. The disappearance of gender differences as a result of activating re-
lational or collective interdependence provides still further evidence that
it is the differences in aspects of interdependence, rather than alternative
gender-linked constructs, that appear to be responsible for the observed
differences in social cognition and behavior.

Taken in combination, results of these reviewed research programs
converge on the conclusion that although women and men fail to differ
in the gencral importance of social bonds in self-construal, they appear
to differ in the aspects of interdependence emphasized in the social self.
Spontaneous self-descriptions, direct measures of relational and collec-
tive centrality to the self, biases in memory, indirect measures of rela-
tional versus collective construct accessibility, and responses to different
types of social comparisons all appeared consistent with the theory that
women and men place significantly differential weighting on relation-
ships and groups as a basis for identity, and that these distinctions are
internalized as distinct gendered values and standards.

Equally important, the stereotype of women placing greater empha-
sis on the social sphere in contrast to men’s emphasis on individualism
was refuted. In every study that provided a measure of general independ-
ence and interdependence, gender differences failed to emerge on overall
fevels of interdependence; men and women displayed equivalent levels of
social sclf-descriptions, sociaily biased encoding and retrieval, and
fundamentally social worldviews.

In the final section of this review, we discuss the implications for
daily social life that these gender differences might imply. We investigate
the extent to which relational and collective interdependence may reflect
different strategies for fulfilling belonging needs. In doing so, we briefly
ceview recent evidence suggesting that men and women differ in the pat-
terns of relational and collective social contact they regularly enjoy, in
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the factors that iead 0 loneliness, and in the rypes of social comfort they
seek in times of stress.

GENDER DIFFERENCES IN THE RANGE
OF SOCIAL NEEDS

In our initial presentation of the expanded model of interdependence,
we focused on evidence thar women and men differ in the aspect of
the interdependent self that is emphasized, and that, furthermore, these
ditferences result in corresponding cognitive differences in the rendency
to focus relatively more on relationships or groups in social informa-
tton processing (Gabriel & Gardner, 1999). In a recenr series of stud-
ies, we have begun ro explore the consequences of gender differences
in interdependence for social atrachmenrs and emortional well-being
(e.g., Gardney, Seeley, et al., 2002; Seeley et al, 2003}, The expanded
model of gender and interdependence assumes that gender-linked dif-
ferences in relational and collective interdependence both result from
and reinforce differences in relational versus collective belonging
aeeds. Qur more recent research thus examined the hypothesis rhat
gender shapes the way in which belonging needs are both experienced
and satisfied.

Obviously, connections with others and an adequate number of
positive social relationships are crucial for the well-being of both men
and women {e.g., Baumeister & Leary, 1995). The expanded model of
interdependence additionally suggests that there may be important dif-
ferences in the expression and fulfillment of men’s and women's social
desires. Indeed, the model predicts that women would focus on the re-
fational or dyadic forms of belonging more than men, bur that men
would focus on the collective or group forms of belonging more than
women.

A recent series of studies exploring this possibility have provided
persuasive evidence of gender differences in social foci {Gardner, Seeley,
et al,, 2002). Across four studies of everyday social behavior, caping
strategies, precursors of loneliness, and predictors of subjective well-
being, we found that men and women differed in their everyday experi-
ences with relationships and groups, as well as in rhe power that these
specific forms of experiences wielded over satisfaction with their social
world. For example, in a diary study tracking men’s and women’s daiiy
events across 2 months, we found the predicred interaction, with women
reporting greater relational events than men, and men reporting greater
collective events than women. Moreover, women reported experiencing
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more pleasure in their relational events compared to men, and men
enjoyed their collective events more than did women.

Recall that one gender difference in the literature that clearly
pointed to the importance of close relationships 0 women was the find-
ing of Taylor et al. {2000} that women, when faced with stress, exhibit
“tend and befriend” coping responses. In other words, they nurture
those close to them, and seek comfort and solace in intimate relation-
ships to a greater degree than do men. This “tend and befriend” re-
sponse emphasizes relational bonds. In a recent study of coping behavior
{Gardner, Seeley, et al., 2002), we both replicated Taylor’s findings with
women (they turned more to close others in times of stress) and found
evidence for a collective social solace strategy in men {thev turned to
spending time in their social groups in times of stress}). Furthermore, the
extent to which women reported using relarional strategies was a predic-
tor of more successful coping. Women who reported turning to friends
suffered less depression and anxiety than those who did nor, Similarly,
collective coping strategies served to buffer men. Men who reported
spending more time in groups, while undergoing stress, suffered less
depression and anxiety than those who reported spending less time in
groups.

Given the differential social comfort found in refational or collec-
tive interactions, we thought it likely that when iadividuals are de-
prived of one or the other type of interacton, emotional suffering
would alse fit the expanded model of gender and interdependence,
Thus, we examined reports of loneliness in over 1,000 college fresh-
men to examine whether men and women require different forms of
sogial interaction to ward off loneliness. Results revealed that endorse-
ment of the relational “connectedness” subscale of the UCLA Loneli-
ness Scale (e.g., “There are people who really understand me”; see
Russell, Peplau, & Cutrona, 1980) predicted the frequency and inten-
sity of loneliness for women more than for men. In contrast, the more
collective “belonging™ subscale (e.g., *I feel part of a group of
friends™) better predicted loneliness for men than for women. Addi-
tionally, we found that although women’s scores on the connectedness
scale were sufficient to predict loneliness (e.g., no additional significant
variance was explained by adding the belonging scale), men’s loneli-
ness scores were influenced by both the connected and belonging
subscales. Interestingly, these findings imply that men may require
both a feeling of intimacy with close others and a feeling of belonging
to a group to avoid loneliness, which potentially explains the consis-
tent finding in the literature that men experience more loneliness than
women {e.g., Koenig, Isaacs, & Schwartz, 1994; Schultz & Moore,
1986; Wiseman, Guttfreund, & Lurie, 1995).
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CONCLUSIONS

The desire to be connected and intimate with others is considered pri-
mary and essential to the human expertence (Baumeister & Leary
Mwmmw. Our goal in this chapter has been to reconcile the universaliry cm
mh.um_& needs with their potentially gendered expressions, The research 2.7
viewed i this chapter has established thar this important noﬁm,vc:n.nﬁ of
existence, W.wﬂm&m@emammcm, is different for men and women, with
women maintalning greater focus on die close refationships of which
they are a part, and men, on the groups to which rhey belong. We argued
that child socialization parrerns may encourage the experience and the
expression of interdependence to take these gendered forms.

We believe that an expanded view of gender and interdependence
has the potential to illuminate mechanisms contributing to a wide array
of gender differences in social hehavior. Equally important, it refutes the
stereotype that men and women &mmﬁmnmmzm value social connection,
Imporrantly, across 2 multitude of studies, no gender differences Samm
observed in overall levels of independence and interdependence, or au-
tonomy versus sociality. Both men and women defined the self _.w .moQE
ways, were biased toward social informarion processing, used social net-
works as part of their protective worldviews, and drew on social values
to guide behavior. Both men and wornen sought social contace, became
attached to organizations that fulfilled social needs, and mcmnmmg when
ﬂro% needs went unfulfilled. Throughout, gender differences emerged
not in ..mvm extent of these social needs and processes, but in ﬁm.m.?
expression.
~ Both men and women are motivated to seek and maintain connec-
dos.é:m those around them. The fact thar the experience of these con-
nections may be subtly shaped by gender neither alters their shared Eg
porrance nor limits either sex to a social or autonomaous role. Indeed, in
recognizing that belonging is an essential component of the human Gm,ﬁm,
riénce, the expanded modei of interdependence allows an examination
of the way gender differences may be evident on the surface of the social
landscape, withour losing sight of underlying similarities.
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