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Abstract

This thesis contributes to a relatively small but burgeoning body of feminist and critical
discourse analytic research into the social construction of gender and gender inequality
conducted within critical social psychology. It begins by critically discussing the
various theories of gender within the discipline. The thesis is an explicitly political
endeavour. As is discussed, all work is political even if it fails to acknowledge this.
This research aims to be openly reflexive about its ideological underpinnings and the
historical and cultural climate in which the work emerges. Feminist theories of gender
are also critically discussed. Having explored the various theories of gender and their
relative de/merits, the adopted feminist social constructionist approach is explicated.
Such an approach addresses the main failings of other approaches which are variously
centred around, for example, inattention to power, language, multiplicity of identities
and genders, essentialism, self-contained individualism and the historical, cultural and
contextual relativity of meaning. These issues are explicitly attended to through the
chosen methodology of critical discourse analysis.

Three studies were carried out. All utilise the same analytical methodology but vary
in terms of context, focus and data collection method. The first study analyses the
interview talk of male psychology undergraduates at a northern English university. The
men were found to present themselves, and men generally, as 'victims'. The second
study aims to address a wide-scale problem in social constructionist work on gender
which also afflicts the first study presented here. Whilst theory has shifted away from
essentialism, both theoretical and empirical work continues to promote an implicit
essentialism by assuming that the biological sex of participants should correspond to the
gender of interest (e.g. studying 'men and masculinity'). The second study includes both
male and female volunteer interviewees from a similar sample population as the first
study. Both sexes were found to be bolstering inequality by constructing a picture of
equality between the sexes. This was achieved through three repertoires. One overtly
constructed 'equality as imminent/achieved'. Another, the 'women as oppressors/men as
victims' repertoire, presents instances of women's capability of inverting men's general
power. The third, 'women as manipulators’, was only utilised by the women and
suggests women have a more covert power which counterbalances men's overt power.

This greater focus on discourses and shift away from essentialism, evidenced in the
diminished interest given to embodiment and identity, is more fully embraced in the
third study which concentrates on an internet discussion board. In this context,
embodiment and identity cannot be known with confidence. The discussion board
contributors construct men and women as internally homogeneous and oppositional
groups. Two repertoires are discussed: 'communication difficulties' and 'the
spokesperson. Men and women are said to find communication between them
incredibly difficult. Contradictorily, men and women are solicited for, or take it upon
themselves to offer, 'insider' views on their particular sex group. Taken together, the
three studies therefore represent quite different contexts, samples, and methodological
approaches to the problem of the net inequality between the sexes, and contribute to a
growing body of research on how inequality is maintained through linguistic practice in
particular contexts.
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Preface

The thesis is divided into seven chapters. The first two chapters serve both as an
introduction to the thesis and to locate it within a theoretical framework. Chapter 1
begins with a broad overview of theories of gender that have been influential in social
psychology. The chapter serves to position the chosen social constructionist approach
in relation to the critique of these alternatives. Chapter 2 examines feminist theories of
gender. Again, by way of critique, it serves to position the thesis, this time in terms of
overtly politically motivated critical theory. Having toured and critiqued psychological
and feminist theories of gender, Chapter 2 arrives at the chosen social constructionist
approach. It is argued that this approach offers both a strong theoretical base and a
means of moving towards change of power inequalities between the sexes. Empirical
work is given fuller attention in Chapters 4, 5 and 6 as it relates to the various contexts
and aims of the individual studies. Chapter 2 ends by considering the current political

climate as it relates to gender and feminism in the UK and USA.

Chapter 3 begins by outlining some of the analytical methods on offer to those
studying language and gender (the data collection method of each study is discussed in
individual study chapters - 4.2, 5.2 and 6.2). These are critiqued and point to the
discourse analytic tradition as being most appropriate. Before considering the chosen
methodology of discourse analysis, some of the approaches to ideology are discussed.
The critique of these traditions contextualises the kind of ideological critique that is
applied to the data obtained in the three studies. It also points to a particular
formulation of discourse analysis amongst the methodological alternatives on offer.
The chapter ends by looking at the concept of reflexivity. Reflexivity is built into the
thesis throughout and this section points to some of the places it may be found. A very
important reflexive issue for the male researcher in feminism is his relationship with
this politics and his subject matter and participants. The final section deals specifically

with this issue.

The following three chapters document the three empirical studies carried out.

Although gender research generally has to take into account both masculinity and

vi



femininity because the two are constructed in opposition, Chapter 4 concentrates
primarily on masculinities. The study aims to contribute to a small but growing body of
feminist and social constructionist work in the arena of masculinities in higher
education by examining talk within three all-male undergraduate psychology student
discussion groups. The recorded talk was transcribed and subjected to a critical
discourse analysis. The findings are analysed in terms of the ideological significance of
the talk as it relates to the current backlash against feminism and changes to traditional

masculinities.

Chapter 5 also documents the study of undergraduate psychology students in a
similar context, but focuses on the hitherto unexplored area of women's constructions of
masculinities, and particularly, on how change is thwarted by various constructions of
an alleged equality between men and women. This study represents a radical move
away from the implied 'essentialism' of work in this field, i.e. the idea that men and
women are two separate but internally homogeneous and predictable groups. Whilst the
essentialist torch burns much less brightly in social constructionism, the embers
continue to rekindle from time to time as evidenced in sex-specific participant selection.
Consequently, men and women are analysed in parallel using critical discourse analysis.
The ideological functions of the talk is analysed as it relates to the post-feminist culture

of the time and the anti-feminist backlash.

Chapter 6 shifts focus contextually and also moves from speech to written text. The
study documented here involved a covert collection of textual contributions to an
internet discussion board. The board is primarily aimed at women but men also
contribute. It has some important advantages over interview method, but also some
disadvantages, mostly centring on the absence of a researcher. The study builds on the
shift of emphasis in Chapter 5 away from identities as a point of departure for research
(e.g. for participant selection) and more fully toward the performativity of language.
The internet is a relatively neglected domain for this kind of research and more fully
tests the change of emphasis away from identity politics because identities cannot easily
be deciphered with confidence on discussion boards, especially in a covert study. The
study is more inclusive in terms of sampling than the first two studies, but instead of
assuming difference and studying an increased number of identity permutations, it looks

to similarity, taking language as a primary interest. The researcher does not therefore
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become complicit in unnecessarily reproducing an assumed essential difference through
participant selection or prior analytical assumptions. A critical discourse analysis was
performed on the data. The analysis shifts the focus more thoroughly back to gender
following the second study's concentration on participants views on in/equality between

the sexes. The ideological functions of the repertoires are discussed.

The study chapters are summarised and discussed together in Chapter 7 (7.1) and
possible future directions explored. Future directions for research are also explored as
they relate to the digital revolution currently sweeping western industrialised culture.
The final section of the chapter examines reflexive issues that are not overtly attended to

elsewhere in the thesis.
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1 Psychological Theories of Gender

1.1 Introduction

The first chapter looks at some of the theories of gender that have been used in
psychology and related disciplines. The aim is not to provide an exhaustive taxonomy,
or to suggest there is no overlap between approaches, but rather, to contextualise the
present research within the broader framework of gender research generally, and
further, to justify the social constructionist theoretical approach taken, through critique
of the alternatives. A broad overview is given here before going on to look at the
individual theories on offer. This should serve to briefly contextualise the discipline of
psychology as well as to succinctly locate the critical stance taken with respect to the
various theories (this is discussed in more detail in sections 2.8 - 2.11). A broad look at
the historical and cultural climate in which the psychological disciplines emerged is

offered first.

The psychological disciplines emerged and flourished within what is often referred
to in the social sciences as 'modernity’, a modern age, sometimes referred to as 'the
Enlightenment', which began around 1770. During the Enlightenment, western societies
went through revolutionary changes marked by 'progress’. On a general scale, society
rapidly shifted from agricultural economies to industrialisation, superstition to
rationality, and religion to science (Giddens, 1997). The psychological disciplines,
which emerged in the latter two decades of the nineteenth century, generally drew upon
positivist scientific methodologies which had proved successful in the natural sciences
such as biology, chemistry and physics, claimed its methods were objective, and
professéd an ability to tap into a real world that exists beyond the concepts used to
describe and analyse it (realism). Largely through these claims to rigour, reason,
objectivity, searches for truth, and the insights and explanations of individual behaviour,
the psychological sciences gained a position of authority which they continue to enjoy
today (Feyerabend, 1987; Rose, 1989; see also various chapters, e.g. by Parker, and
Wilkinson, in Ibafiez and Ifiiguez, 1997). Psychology also drew upon the empiricist

tradition, that is, the idea that the senses provide the best source for knowledge about



the world. Much of the work in psychology has therefore involved experimental
methodology to test hypotheses about the world and to search for and measure things in
an 'objective' manner, that is, without the 'polluting' biases of the researcher's values,

and furthermore, independent of the historical and cultural context in which the research

emerges.

Since the Enlightenment, technology and engineering have increasingly led to
control of nature, for example, improved agricultural practices and manufacturing of
goods from raw materials. Such advances in engineering were mirrored in the social
sciences, particularly in psychology, and more particularly social psychology, giving
rise to what Stainton Rogers, Stenner, Gleeson, and Stainton Rogers (1995) call
'humaneering', that is, attempts to manipulate and control individual mind and
behaviour, for example, through the psychiatric professions, and attempts to shape
social life more generally. Clearly, with such vested interests, and so little attention to

the historical and cultural context of research, psychology cannot be value-neutral.

Psychology has also focused on the self-contained individual (Sampson, 1989,
1990), that is, the idea that human behaviour can be satisfactorily explained by looking
at atomic individual behaviour or looking within individual embodiment for causes.
Mental illness, sexuality and gender, for example, have been seen as 'essences', that
reside within individual embodiment. A recurring (social constructionist, feminist, and
critical psychological) critical theme regarding psychological approaches to gender is
that of 'essentialism'. Essentialism refers to the notion that a construct such as 'gender’
exists as a coherent 'thing' or reality independent of the language used to describe it,
often requiring only a single explanation, and is stubborn and difficult to change.
Gender will often, for example, be seen as something that can be measured. Such
measurements are frequently seen as requiring a 'deep' grounding explanation. So, for
example, the psychometric approaches (1.3) will often draw upon biology (1.2) to offer
causal explanations. Other deep explanations are sought in Freudian psychoanalysis
(1.6.1), where gender is also tied to biology but also grounded in the deep structures of
the unconscious. Similarly, the cognitive approaches have sought to explain gender

through theorising the individual mind (1.4).



Of course, essentialist approaches have not necessarily remained at the level of
individual psychology to explain gender. Many, for example, sociobiology (1.2),
Freudian psychoanalysis (1.6.1), Lacanian psychoanalysis (1.6.2), and social learning
approaches (1.5) have turned, at least in part, to social factors. From a critical social
psychological perspective, however, the turn to the social has been incomplete and
often, as with sociobiology, is a token gesture which disguises an ongoing concern with
individual essences. From a feminist social constructionist perspective, such essentialist
and self-contained individualist work leaves little scope for change. In addition to the
stubbornness of gender, should it be seen as grounded in the unchanging inevitabilities
of biology or the deep psychic structures, many of the psychological theories of gender,
for example, some cognitive approaches (1.4), social learning approaches (1.5) and
psychoanalysis (1.6), also suggest gender is formed during childhood while the child is

relatively impressionable, thus leaving little room for later social influences.

For some theorists, such as Baudrillard (1994) and Lyotard (1990), the developed
world has entered a new era of 'postmodernity’, which is characterised, for example, by
a shrinking world of mass communications and media images that saturate our lives to
the extent we can no longer separate reality and virtual reality (Roiser, 1997). There is
increasing recognition that we cannot find 'truths' and 'facts' about a 'real world' which
lies waiting to be 'discovered' and measured if only we can find the right theoretical and
methodological instruments. The universalising grand narratives of Marx and Freud,
for example, cannot account for multiplicity and local variation and do not take into

account the way in which discourses (2.10) construct reality.

The 'post-' paradigms, discussed in Chapter 2, have marked a shift away from
positivist and empiricist methodologies. During the 1970s there was what Stainton
Rogers et al. (1995) (see also Stainton Rogers and Stainton Rogers, 2001) refer to as a
'climate of perturbation’, where many psychologists, especially critical and feminist
social psychologists, became increasingly disillusioned with traditional methods and
sought qualitative alternatives which would provide a framework for working with,
rather than masking, the values and orientations of the researcher as well as aiming
towards democratising the research process. The 'traditional' approaches continued to

comprise the largest share of research (and research funding, credibility, etc.) but for
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many psychologists and feminists the empiricist idea that the senses necessarily, or
sufficiently, provide an adequate filter for understanding the world was seen as
inadequate at best, and at worst, part of an institutional machine that reproduced an
oppressive status quo (Rose, 1989). For example, feminist and other critical thinkers
required analyses of ‘power’, 'ideology' and 'discourses', all of which cannot be directly
sensed, in order to challenge the oppression of, better serve, and increase the voice of,
women, the working classes, people of colour, the elderly, children, the 'disabled’, those
who do not meet heterosexual norms, and 'Others' (2.7) in a society that marginalises,

ignores, silences, or ostracises them.

Postmodern societal changes are marked by fragmentation and multiplicity, as has
been observed, for example, in terms of class (Pakulski and Waters, 1996), and of
particular relevance here, of course, gender (Connell, 1987, 1995; Spelman, 1990;
Hollway, 1994; Pease, 2000). Whether or not we have entered a period of
postmodernity is a hotly contested issue (e.g. Giddens, 1991; Roiser, 1997). What has
become increasingly clear, however, is that whether the social world is postmodern or
not, 'traditional' notions of class, gender, sexuality, etc. are coming under scrutiny for
being overly simplistic theoretical constructs. The poststructuralist, postmodernist and
social constructionist theories that attend to this multiplicity and fragmentation and
which give due attention to language, power and ideology are discussed in more detail
in Chapter 2. This chapter takes a critical look at the 'traditional’ psychological theories

of gender.

1.2 Biological Approaches

The influence of the biological approach has been pervasive in psychology (Stainton
Rogers, et al., 1995) and it can be seen in other approaches such as Freudian
psychodynamic theory (1.6.1). Some time is spent on it here since it introduces a
number of concepts that will repeatedly appear in critiques of other approaches. This
section takes a critical look at chromosomal, hormonal, and anatomical approaches
before considering sociobiology. Genetically, individuals possessing XX chromosomes

are defined as female and those possessing XY chromosomes are defined as male.



Those individuals with the XX genotype will be expected to be phenotypically
(outwardly) characterised by, for example, a vagina and breasts and a rounded body
shape. Those with the XY genotype will be expected to have a penis and a more
muscular body. These differences and others are often taken as a basis for other
differences such as hormonal differences and consequent differences in behaviour
between males and females, for example, greater male aggression and dominance and

nurturancy and submissiveness in females (Goldberg, 1977).

There are a number of interrelated problems with these biological approaches such
as normative and simplistic categorisation and incorrect and potentially damaging
conclusions regarding causation within the individual. Further problems are the
essentialism of the approach and the sidelining of the influence of power and culture on
gender (e.g. Price and Shildrick, 1999). The problem of assuming two distinct and
mutually exclusive categories is pervasive and belies a) a great deal of overlap between

them and b) that there are multiple categories.

Leakiness and overlap between categories may be seen, for example, in the
observation that whilst biologists and the general public speak of so-called 'sex'
hormones, 'male’ and 'female' hormones are in fact present in both men and women,
albeit in different proportions. Whilst on average men have around ten times the
concentration of testosterone compared to women, for example, this often distracts from
the fact that many women have higher concentrations than many men (Fausto-Sterling,
1985). Birke (1992) examined biological studies of sex difference and found that a
great deal of misrepresentation is occurring. Although tests for difference show
average differences, this has formed the basis for arguing that men and women are
separate but internally homogeneous groups. Significant differences are often found
between 'average' men and 'average' women but this belies the great deal of individual
difference and overlap in distribution curves between men and women in terms of
height, musculature, genitalia, hormones, chromosomes, etc. Regarding multiplicity of
categories, some individuals have XX chromosomes but externally 'male'-looking
genitalia, or have 'extra’ or 'missing' chromosomes, e.g. XXX, XXY, XYY or X alone
(Edley and Wetherell, 1995).



Inappropriate, misleading, and politically damaging (ab)uses of notions around
causation have led, for example, from the observation that many women are nurturant to
the explanation that this is 'caused' by hormones. Rossi (1977) argues, for example,
based on the observation that the 'female' hormone oxytocin makes a woman's nipples
erect prior to breast feeding, that women are therefore more nurturant. As Sayers
(1982) argues, it is a very curious leap from erect nipples to life-long expectations of
child-rearing. Of course, correlative evidence only tells us that two phenomena occur
together. It does not indicate cause and certainly does not suggest a direction for cause.
Remaining within the scientific schema, it is also quite possible that it is the playing out
of aggression or nurturancy as lived experience that affects hormone levels, that is, the

line of causation could be reversed (Kemper, 1990).

The biological approaches paint a rather static, inevitable and unchanging picture of
gender as grounded in foundational givens that are beyond individual agency and social
change (Edley and Wetherell, 1995). Also, and in relation to this, they are based on a
notion of self-contained individualism, that is, the idea that gender can be found within
a person's embodiment; that it is an essence waiting to be discovered, measured, and so
on (Connell, 1987; 1995). Yet many of the differences are not as static as represented
and vary according to non-biological factors such as exercise and medication, and also

vary over an individual's lifetime (Birke, 1992).

Intimately bound up with this critique of essentialism and self-contained
individualism is the alternative focus on social forces, culture, agency and power. For
example, if in a given culture women are forced through sexist recruitment practices or
social pressures into work such as typing and men into lifting machinery, it is
unsurprising that we should find average differences in muscle mass. Grounding
gendered behaviour in essences within the self-contained individual also ignores how it
is culturally enacted between people along culturally ‘prescribed and differentially
rewarded lines (Connell, 1987). In many cultures it is socially acceptable, even
desirable, for men to be aggressive and women to be nurturant. Regardless of the
hormonal, genetic or anatomical make-up of a man, he is expected in western cultures
not to be too passive, and a women, regardless of her biological make-up, is expected

not to be aggressive. By locating gender in the unchanging inevitabilities of genes and



hormones, the approach erases individual agency and therefore individual
accountability. If, for example, aggressiveness is said to be determined by
chromosomes or particular genes on them, or by 'male’ hormones, it is only a small step
to arguing that the individual has no self-determination and control over their biology
and therefore little or no control over their behaviour, thus excusing and legitimising

aggression and related expressions of power such as rape (Brittan and Maynard, 1984).

The treatment of anatomy in biology and within dominant discourses in the medical
sciences is problematic too. The medical ‘treatment' of 'intersex' 'patients' is a case in
point (Kessler, 1994). Normative categorisation problematises individuals who have
genitalia that cannot easily be identified as 'male' or '‘female', demonstrating the
importance of biological categorisation and anxiety over 'abnormalities’. Physicians
insist that the individual must be either male or female. As poststructuralists point out
(2.10), this is one of many binary oppositions that shape western thinking. The
intersexed infant must be either/or. There is no room for the intersexed infant to be
both-and, that is, both male and female, or to occupy another category, or indeed, not to
be categorised at all. An intersexed infant is seen as abnormal, not just in the sense of
being statistically rarer, but in the sense that they are also 'unacceptable' and therefore in
need of being reshaped, moulded, mutilated, brought into line, and forced through

surgery into a socially acceptable western category (Kessler, 1994).

Genetic, hormonal and other factors may be used to assign the individual to their
'natural' sex (as if they are not already 'natural' - Stainton Rogers, et al, 1995).
However, anatomy often overrides these other biological observations. A dominant
discourse m the medical profession is to decide whether the infant has a sufficiently
sized penis to warrant corrective surgery and hormonal inducement (Kessler, 1994).
'Maleness' often rests upon the individual's anatomical response to the attempts to
enlarge the penis, with success relying upon the penis achieving a size considered
acceptable for heterosexual sex. The dominant androcentric and heterosexist discourses
are exemplified by the observation that what could easily be construed as an enlarged

clitoris is often seen instead as a small penis (Kessler, 1994).



Furthermore, according to Kessler (1994), who interviewed expert physicians,
individuals assigned as females and requiring clitoral reduction undergo surgery
between age 1 to 4 because of a fear that later on they would suffer traumatic
psychological problems should they remember being castrated. Individuals assigned as
females and requiring vaginal reconstruction, on the other hand, undergo surgery in late
adolescence afier hormones have had chance to work with no similar concerns. The
phallocentric culture in which many surgeons operate (in both senses) and the influence
of psychoanalytic theory (discussed in chapter 1.6.1) is clear. The need for physicians
to make alterations and the demands of parents to know which sex their child is, tells us
just how important sex and gender are, and how differently the two culturally accepted

sexes are treated.

The sociobiological approach (e.g. Wilson, 1975; Goldberg, 1977; Barash, 1982;
Kenrick, 1987) as the name suggests, combines social and biological explanations to
understand gender, though the focus remains firmly, and almost exclusively, on biology.
According to this approach, gender differences are natural and have appeared through
evolutionary mechanisms.  Observations are made of the 'natural’ world and
explanations conjectured for them (i.e. a functionalist approach). Goldberg (1977), for
example, argues that patriarchy is an inevitable consequence of evolutionary biological
difference. For example, it is observed that men often fail to commit in relationships
and take less responsibility for childcare. To explain this observation, it has been
argued that parents have differential interests in their offspring due to differential
investment of energy in reproduction (see also Trivers, 1985). Females, it is argued,
invest huge amounts of energy in eggs, the placenta, breasts, lactation and so on whilst
the male invests only in the sperm. The female also has only a few large eggs that
require a lot of energy to produce, compared to the fifteen million minute disposable
sperm cells which could potentially fertilise large numbers of eggs and cost little in

terms of energy input.

The two sexes are said to be destined to have conflicting interests because of this
differential investment. The male, having invested so little, has little interest in the
child or remaining faithful to one partner. The female, having invested so much, desires

a stable relationship with one caring partner who will help rear the child. Further,



whereas the female knows the child is hers, the male cannot know for certain (genetic
testing is not widely used and is very recent compared to the evolutionary timescale).
He is therefore less likely to want to spend energy child-rearing. Females choose their
partners carefully because they either want a partner who will be faithful to mother and
child and help protect their investment, or a partner who has phenotypically strong

characteristics, such as muscular body because he is likely to carry desirable genes.

In sociobiological theories, males and females are treated as homogeneous groups.
It is overlooked that there is a whole range of observably different behaviours in males
and females, such as men who are single parents and women who give up their
investment for adoption. Also, the approach may be criticised from within its own
discursive parameters. For example, the female may look for a 'strong' male but an
animal's phenotype is not necessarily a good guide to its genotype (e.g. weight trainers
may carry genes that will predispose them to illness). Thinking more critically, one also
wonders whether the taken-for-granted notion that those who invest most tend to protect
their investment most and demand to see a return is a theoretical product of a capitalist
society. The sociobiological approach pays far too little attention to culture and none to
power. It is also unreflexive about its purportedly unbiased scientific status while often
serving the political function of justifying and excusing male domination by claiming
men are natural, roaming, individual hunters and women are natural, family-oriented
reproducers (Connell, 1995). An approach that pays attention to language, culture and
power often tells a very different story. Lees (1993), for example, reminds us that
cultural notions of what masculinity and femininity should involve are demonstrated by
the positive labelling of promiscuous males as 'studs', whilst similar behaviour in

females earns them the negatively valued label 'slag'.

Generally speaking, then, biological approaches have been used un/knowingly to
justify men's position of dominance over women (Bleier, 1984). Of course, there is
nothing inherently wrong with biological study. As Foucault (1972) argues, there is
nothing intrinsically good or bad about any discourse - it is the ideological uses to
which it is put. Darwinian biology, for example, made questions about sex and
sexuality an important agenda where previously it had been seen as god-given and

therefore not in need of explanation (Connell, 1987). Biology has also been used to



argue that women are superior (again showing science to be a political story-telling
process rather than a objective one). For example, Ashley Montagu (1968), in his book
'The natural superiority of women', argues that scientific evidence shows women are
physically, psychologically and socially more advanced than men (see also Hutt, 1972;
Maccoby, 1980). Though Montagu acknowledges that we live in a male-dominated
culture, this is a myth men preserve, socially overwriting and concealing contrary
biological truths. For example, diseases that exclusively or far more frequently affect
males (over 60 are mentioned) are attributed to either having a genetically inferior Y
chromosome or the lack of the genetically superior X chromosome. Life expectancy at
birth is higher for females too. At times the work reads more like a 'men as victims'
argument (see 2.12). However, it is rhetorically useful as a celebration of women's
natural superiority over their fickle counterparts who fight amongst themselves and
masquerade as stronger as is implied, for example, through the chivalry and restraint

involved in offering a seat to a woman or holding doors open.

A number of feminist theorists have continued to work in the biological sciences or
have returned to them afresh with contemporary critical theory in mind. Though the
human body has been theorised in many ways in feminism (e.g. Bartky, 1988; Butler,
1990; Haraway, 1991; Bordo, 1993; Shildrick, 1997; Price and Shildrick, 1999) and
critical theorising (e.g. Foucault, 1981; Connell, 1987, 1995), and although this thesis is
not particularly concerned with embodiment, it is worth looking at an example of how
biological discourse can be used to feminist ends. Since feminist theories began
criticising the essentialism of biological work, some feminists have begun to return to
biological study with a more sophisticated critical realist or 'contingent realist’ approach
(Benton, 1993; Soper, 1995; Rose, 1998). Much feminist work has managed to theorise
the body in ways that do not imply biological determination of gender. However, they
have tended to remain at the level of cultural inscription on the body or cultural
representation of the body (e.g. Grosz, 1999). More recent feminist work, however, has
criticised feminist theory for being 'skin deep' and remained sensitive to the critiques of

essentialism whilst also theorising the internal body (Birke, 1999).

In another work, Birke (2000) looks at how the media sensationalise the findings of

biological science, taking them out of context and suggesting gender identity is

10



determined by biology. For example, some toxic chemicals in the environment have
been found to affect reproduction in humans and other animals. The media take this
finding and works it up (usually based on a male norm) into talk of 'disappearing' boys,
'emasculated' men, 'transsexual’ fish, and how oestrogens are 'female' hormones that are
'to blame' for men's 'sperm crisis’ and the 'assault on the male'. Such gender-bending
talk assumes gender to be either/or and oppositional with a norm that can be 'bent.
Birke is also concerned that bodily fixity in areas that do not define gender should not
be seen as essences. The body is in a state of perpetual flux but balanced through
homeostatic mechanisms. It is how these 'realities’ come to be used that are potentially
damaging as well as scientifically valuable to wo/men. So, for example, it is
scientifically observed that during menopause a woman's hormonal levels sAift. This is
not the same as the more value-laden term hormonal breakdown and the oppressive
ways the knowledge comes to be used. Clearly, a more rounded view that recognises
the benefits of science but is ever-watchful of the functions and interests knowledge

may serve, both in scientific work and its dissemination, is needed.

In order to tackle the problem of what can be regarded as biological and what can be
regarded as sociocultural, Ann Oakley (1972), in her book 'Sex, Gender, and Society',
makes the useful distinction between 'sex’ and 'gender’. This distinction has been taken
up widely in feminist research (see Segal, 1987), and is an important tool in separating
biological sex from the various constructions written onto bodies through language and
culture, thus permitting challenge to the taken-for-granted idea that gender
automatically maps onto biological sex in any causative, essential, inevitable manner.
However, as we have just seen, biological sex cannot be taken for granted either. It too
is a cultural linguistic construction and so a simplistic appropriation of this distinction
as one between 'nature or nurture' is always problematic. This is a perplexing issue with
no easy solutions. It is possible to go on deconstructing until there are no familiar
reference points from which to work and make changes. This could lead to an
intellectual paralysis or alternatively producing unrecognisable and alienating research
by inventing new concepts that would transcend, and therefore probably ignore rather

than tackle, such problematic constructs.
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This problem is well recognised in feminism and is discussed further in section 2.11.
Suffice to say at this juncture, as a strategic political stance, and with disclaimers in
mind, this project proceeds on the basis that by and large there are individuals with
male biology and individuals with female biology, by and large they are treated
differently, and by and large females receive poorer treatment in society than males
with few, if any, of the differences being biologically insurmountable or transcendent of
human valuation which is culturally and historically specific and changeable. The
categories are problematic but that is precisely why critical thinkers have been amassing
a body of work that deconstructs them. Using them carefully and reflexively towards
change must also be seen as a very different project to the ideological conservatism of
much of the biological sciences. Despite the problems, then, the words 'man’, 'men/,
'woman' and 'women' and other biological/social pointers will be found frequently in the
present work. Although individuals could be referred to as 'males' or 'females' (with
~ similar problems), the words 'man’, 'men’, 'woman' and 'women' help to remind us of the
socially constructed character of gender (2.11). They also serve as a reminder that this

particular work generally deals with adult masculinity and femininity.

To summarise, then, biological approaches have, with notable exceptions,
concentrated unproblematically on two distinct categories that are in fact leaky, blurred,
multiple and fragmented. They have abused correlational evidence through causative
and deterministic theories, inappropriately conflated 'gender' and 'sex’, and posited an
essentialist view of the world which presents a static, inevitable view of gender
inequality. They are also normatively heterosexist and andro- and phallocentric, and
have misrepresented data on mean averages, justified and excused women's oppression,

and paid far too little attention, if any, to power and culture.

1.3 Psychometric Approaches

Numerous scales have been devised to measure gender differences. For example,
Terman and Miles (1936) constructed a scale capable of differentiating men and
masculinity from women and femininity with an average score of +52 for men and -70

for women (with zero as cut off and virtually no men or women falling in the opposite
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| group). As Wilkinson (1996) points out, more specific trait studies have concluded that
women have poorer spatial (Masters and Sanders, 1993) and mathematical (Benbow
and Stanley, 1980) abilities and lack assertiveness (Alberti, 1970) compared to men.
Trait theory often overlaps with biological theory, for example by looking at hormonal
differences. Wilson (1994), for example, 'explains' the under-representation of women
as judges, bank managers, company directors, and university professors through the

greater competitiveness of men as a result of 'male hormones'.

Some researchers have found differences to be very small or non-existent (Deaux,
1976; Lott, 1978) or reversed compared to cultural expectations (Steinberg and Shapiro,
1982). Maccoby and Jacklin (1974), for example, found no overall difference in
'sociability’, conflicting evidence on 'empathy’, 'emotionality' and 'dependence’, and too
little research on tactile sensitivity and competitiveness to reach firm conclusions.
However, men were found to be more aggressive and had better mathematical and visio-
spatial skills and women had better verbal skills. Where differences are found, little
attention has been given to how these are produced culturally. If males and females
were found to exhibit different behaviour in different cultures, this would provide very

strong evidence that there is no strong psychological or biological foundation to gender.

Mead (1935) found a great deal of cultural difference when she studied three New
Guinea tribes who lived separately but within a 100 mile radius. The Arapesh adults
valued gentle, loving, and co-operative traits in both males and females, and both sexes
were actively involved in child rearing. The Mundugumor valued self-assertive,
arrogant, and fierce traits in both males and females. Both sexes despised the whole
business of pregnancy and child-rearing. The gender roles of the Tchambuli were the
converse of traditional western gender roles. Women gathered food and traded while
men, considered sentimental, emotional and inconclusive, spent much of their time
gossiping in groups. The psychometric approach has therefore been uncritical of its

own ethnocentrism and situatedness within taken-for-granted cultural meanings.

Gender traits are seen as stable, coherent and measurable essences. No account is
offered of the demands on people to display stability (see Burr, 1995, in relation to
personality). Relatively few individuals are likely to say people generally or they
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themselves are 'caring' one minute and 'aggressive' the next. When 'contradictory’
behaviours are displayed, the person is brought back into line (' thought I knew you' or
'you've really surprised me'), justified (‘'he's only wearing make-up because it's a party'),
or excused as 'out of character' implying they will return to their usual gendered self
shortly, and so on. Static and coherent categories cannot capture the spirit of the ever-
changing and fragmented characteristics of gender (Connell, 1995) and obtaining 'valid'
research often involves asking the same questions in multiple guises which takes
advantage of the pressure respondents feel to maintain a stable, coherent, and socially
acceptable self (Stainton Rogers et al., '1995). This is an especially important
consideration given the culture of self-contained individualism which pervades the
social sciences and society more generally (Sampson, 1989, 1990). In such a view,
either the social or the individual is viewed as determining. Sampson deconstructs this
binary, suggesting it obscures the interconnectedness of individuals in society and how

individual boundaries are continually breached and interdependent.

As Connell (1995), Stainton Rogers et al. (1995) and many others have pointed out,
psychometric research also relies on circular definitions. Any item on a scale that
discriminates between men and women is seen as valid. But the items are based on
stereotypical cultural assumptions. If women respond positively to cooking, for
example, and men respond negatively, it should come as no surprise. The scale does
not 'discover' anything; there are no 'findings' because everyone is playing the same
game. The researcher is using culturally familiar discourses and the researched are
responding either as they behave (which says nothing about why they do this) or as they
feel they would like others to think of them ('discursive positioning' and 'participant
orientation' to the social constructionist and 'bias' to the scientist). 'High construct
validity' leaves the psychometrician self-satisfied that the scale effectively discriminates
between groups. There is little chance of a 'negative' result because not only is there
greater interest in 'positive’ results and significant differences rather than similarities in
scientific research and journals (Greenwald, 1975), but only 'positive' results are likely
to be found anyway since it was the scale's discriminatory capacities that made it useful,

valid and interesting to the scientist in the first place.
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As with the biological approaches, one of the failings of the psychometric approach
is that it focuses uncomplicatedly on two genders rather than multiple genders (Connell,
1987; 1995). In the 1970s, partly in response to feminist criticism of this oversight,
liberal feminist Sandra Bem showed there were actually four genders: masculine,
feminine, androgenous, and undifferentiated (this work could have been included in
other sections such as liberal feminism (2.2) but is also a psychometric approach and
therefore sits comfortably here). Androgenous individuals would display traits
stereotypically belonging to both sexes and would be able to flexibly draw on these
traits as required according to context and situation. These people would be the most
contented, happy and well-adjusted (Bem, 1977). Undifferentiated people did not fall
into any of the other categories. Despite sharing similar epistemological and
methodological problems with psychometrics generally (Wetherell, 1986), Bem's
approach challenges to some extent the focus on biology in both the biological
approaches and much of the psychometric approach. It may also be seen as a stepping
stone toward recognising the fragmented and multiple character of gender, something
stressed increasingly by contemporary critical approaches (Connell, 1987, 1995;
Spelman, 1988).

In common with the biological approaches then, this approach is attempting to
measure essential differences within self-contained individuals and hence pays no
attention to the influence of culture, history, and power. The status quo is accepted for
what it is and measured in circular terms. Even remaining within scientific discourse,
there is evidence that sex differences are negligible. Sandra Bem has tackled some of
the problems to some extent within the psychometric tradition but proper attention to
language, power and multiplicity of genders is best provided by feminist social
constructionist approaches (2.11) which also see gender as dynamic, changeable, and

shifting rather than static, measurable, coherent and singular.

1.4 Cognitive Approaches

The cognitive approaches have been very influential on the social psychological

landscape of gender research. This section briefly looks at cognitive developmental
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approaches, and work on attitudes and stereotypes. In Kohlberg's cognitive
developmental theory (1966), before gender develops, the child first comes to regard
him- or herself as a boy or a girl. S/he then begins to pay more attention to or identify
with same-sex role models. Unlike the biological or psychometric approaches, the child
is therefore afforded agency in the process. Having identified her- or himself as female
or male, s/he seeks to model behaviours that are consistent with this view (the reverse of
social learning approaches, as discussed in the following section, where others actively
reward what they consider appropriate for the child). Kohlberg proposed three stages to
gender development. In the first, 'Basic Gender Identity', the 2 to 3 year old is not
aware that they will remain the same sex for life and thinks s/he could change sex by
doing things associated with the other sex e.g. a boy would think wearing a dress would
make him a girl. By age 4 to 6 the child enters the 'Gender Stability' stage in which they
are aware that gender identity is stable for life. By 6 to 7 years the child enters the
'Gender Constancy or Consistency' stage and s/he is aware not only that gender identity
is stable across time but also across situation, e.g. a boy wearing a dress will be aware

that he remains a boy.

Kohlberg's theory has been criticised by Maccoby (1980) who found that 3 year olds
prefer sex-typed activities and same-sex playmates and have learned many sex role
stereotypes long before the theory would predict. From a more critical social
psychological angle, like the approaches discussed above, Kohlberg's theory is also
essentialist and deterministic. Gender constancy is seen as a cause of imitation and
taken as a force that naturally resides within the self-contained individual and which
goes through universal stages regardless of social and cultural factors. Social and
cultural factors are better tackled in the social learning approaches, which are discussed
in the following section (1.5), although Carol Gilligan's work does go a long way

toward addressing these issues and is discussed shortly.

Although there is a particular concern with theories of gender here, Kohlberg has
also offered an explanation of moral development (e.g. Kohlberg, 1981) that is of
interest as an example of how a theory can be gender-biased and therefore serve, often
unwittingly, as a theory of gender. According to Kohlberg, each individual, whatever

their culture, will develop along a universal trajectory of moral development. They will
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go through a maximum of three stages with increasing desirability, in an invariant order,
without skipping any, and with no return to previous inferior stages. Some individuals
(and cultures) fail to develop their full moral potential. The stages are: one, the
'preconventional' stage, where the individual confuses egocentric personal pleasures and
pains with moral right and wrong, i.e. potential punishment is equated with something
being 'wrong'. Two, the 'conventional' stage, where the individual is conformist and
dutiful to the status quo and able to make moral decisions that take account of others in
society generally and cultural rules, norms, laws and authorities. And three, the
'postconventional' stage, where the individual believes laws and norms may usually be
of value to individuals and society generally but that they may sometimes be wrong and
serve oppressive purposes, for example, maintaining inequality or injustice through
inflexibility. For Kohlberg, one's inner conscience and deeper, reflexive, and more
flexible and sophisticated thinking should be listened to rather than bullied into
submission by rules, conformity, and convention. Only then can individuals take full

responsibility for their actions.

This cognitive developmental approach has been severely criticised by Carol
Gilligan (1982) who exposed and set about redressing its androcentric bias and
universal assumptions. For example, Kohlberg is criticised for privileging abstract,
independent, objective, individual (i.e. 'masculine’) reasoning. Gilligan asserted that
men and women are very different in terms of their moral reasoning. She studied the
views of 29 pregnant women on abortion. Women, she argued, are less confident and
dogmatic in their moral judgements and use less abstract reasoning techniques. As such
they are more interested in individuals than principles. The work has been heavily
criticised by Segal (1987), however, who points out that interviewing pregnant women
and then comparing women with men who obviously would never be in their position is
highly problematic. Further, there would be cultural pressures on the women to appear

caring, empathic and interconnected with others, especially when pregnant.

Segal also points out that women have been involved in some great errors of moral
judgement such as joyfully surrendering their wedding rings to Mussolini in the 1930s
to be melted down and used in armaments. Further, Gilligan analysed her interviewees'

moral reasoning without reference to other important identity characteristics such as
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'race’, class, education, employment, age, politics, and religiousness. The theory is to
some extent reactionary, and in offering a quasi-metanarrative of women everywhere,
suffers many of the problems it sought to redress (Fraser and Nicholson, 1990). Neither
does the approach have a sharp critical edge because the women's reasoning may well
have been different if they had access to the power men enjoy. Such theorising, whilst
challenging Kohlberg's male bias and universal assumptions, falls prey to similar

criticisms. Most importantly, it remains essentialist.

Little attention is given in these approaches to differences across cultures, across
history, across individuals, and across time and place for the same individual. This
ethnocentric political influence is usually masked in social psychological research by its
claims to unbiased scientific status (Stainton Rogers, ef al. 1995) but is occasionally
made more explicit. For example, commenting on social psychological work generally,
and whilst paying lip-service to cultural and historical difference, Myers (1993:209)

states:

'[OJur primary quest in social psychology is not to catalog differences but to identify
universal principles of behaviour. Our aim is what cross-cultural psychologist Walter
Lonner (1989) calls "a universalistic psychology - a psychology that is as valid and

meaningful in Omaha and Osaka as it is in Rome and Botswana."

Other cognitive approaches to gender are attitudes (e.g. Goldberg, 1968; Spence and
Helmreich, 1978) and stereotypes (e.g. Williams and Best, 1990). Here there is a move
away from the question of whether there are sex differences to the more interesting
question of how gender difference is said to exist whether it be fact or myth. Attitudes
and stereotypes are seen as stable, coherent, and unified internal essences that reside
within individual cognitions. Social constructionists such as Edley and Wetherell
(1995) have criticised the essentialism and self-contained individualism of these
approaches and moved the centre of gravity from the individual to the social,
concentrating on language and power, and remaining critical of the status quo rather
than working with it. Shifting the focus to language use means the maintenance of

gender can be viewed as something that is an ongoing achievement between individuals
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rather than relatively stable structures within individuals as well as accounting for

individual contradiction, change, and multiple meanings (2.11, 3.4).

As with the approaches discussed so far, then, the cognitive approaches are
relatively insensitive to social factors. They concentrate on stable, coherent and
determining cognitive essences located within the self-contained individual and offer
universalistic and unsophisticated theories that neglect cultural difference. As such,
they leave little space for social change and do little to challenge women's subordination
by men. Work on attitudes and stereotypes potentially offers a more culturally sensitive
view of gender, but stable and coherent cognitive essences such as these would seem
difficult to change. This is not only problematic in terms of political attempts to work
for equality between men and women or other social groups, but also, an examination of
talk shows that individuals do not offer singular, stable, and coherent views or self

presentations (Potter and Wetherell, 1987).

1.5 Social Learning Approaches

For the purposes of criticism, 'sex role theory' and 'social learning theory' are often
considered together (e.g. Connell, 1987) as is the case here. There is also a great deal of
overlap between learning theory and trait and cognitive approaches, making the
business of categorisation, as always, rather messy and awkward. The work of Sandra
Bem has been influential in this area but this has already been covered in relation to

psychometics (1.3) so it need not be rehearsed here.

Social learning approaches (e.g. Parsons and Bales, 1956; Frieze, Parsons, Johnson,
Ruble and Zellman, 1978; Beal, 1994), unlike many of the approaches discussed so far,
go some way toward addressing social and cultural influences. The approach also
borrows heavily on behaviourism. The child imitates the same sex parent and peers
who reinforce 'sex-appropriate’ behaviour through reward, whilst discouraging
'inappropriate’ behaviours. So, for example, when a boy puts on his sister's dress he
may be ridiculed and called a 'sissy' and asked to remove it. Likewise, if a girl likes

rough and tumble play she may be regarded as a ‘tomboy'. Parents often dress their
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children from birth according to totally arbitrary and intrinsically meaningless cultural
traditions, for example, 'blue for boys, pink for girls'. To take a further example, boys
are likely to be permitted more aggressive behaviour than girls (Sears, Maccoby and

Levin, 1957).

It is not clear why the child should observe the same sex parent, peers, etc. Nor is it
clear why the child is ascribed no agency and is seen instead as imitating its parents
without interpretation. This social determinism fails to account for individual action,
resistance and choosing between the various and sometimes contradictory versions of
in/appropriate behaviour provided by different parents, guardians, peers, schooling etc.
(Stainton Rogers, ef al., 1995). On the other hand, as Connell (1987) argues, role theory
can also be viewed, regarding parents, as a voluntaristic stance, suggesting that parents
choose whether to maintain or resist existing customs with their children in infinite
regress. In other words, a child's gender is determined by parents who have agency.
This view neglects social structures and power, that is, that not all choices are freely
made (Foucault, 1978); cultural codes are not dispensed with lightly. Connell also
criticises the normative prescriptions of the field which is often concerned with
theorising what an average nuclear family has as its role expectations. Such ideas have
an unreflexively normative moralistic tone - what should be, rather than what is.
Different familial arrangements that do not conform to the 'married mother and father
with two children a cat and a dog' scenario are thus made to appear deviant (or

sometimes dressed up in prettier language e.g. 'non-conformist').

Messner (1997) criticises role theory for looking at stereotypical divides between
men and women, such as 'men-as-instrumental/women-as-expressive', which legitimises
the current anti-feminist backlash (Faludi, 1992; Whelehan, 2000) (2.12). For example,
the Men's Liberation Movement has used the idea that men are socialised as
instrumental, i.e. decision makers, rational thinkers, etc., which places a great burden on
them, and they are unable to show emotion, which has mental health costs, thus
permitting the argument that men get a raw deal and are in fact disempowered just like
women. A further criticism put forward by critical social theorists (e.g. Connell, 1987)

is that we never speak of 'class roles' or 'race roles'; class and race oppression are more
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widely accepted as power issues. Whilst talk of 'race and class relations' implies some

agency, 'sex roles' appear as socially determined during childhood.

Despite its shortcomings, there is much in common between role theory and social
constructionist stances. Role theory does help to explain how parents and other carers
and guardians systematically guide children along culturally prearranged lines until the
child fits into a slot that largely pre-dated her or his birth (Althusser's notion of
'interpellation’ has superficial similarities too, Althusser, 1971). Also, although the
approach does not deal with language, discourses may be seen as rewarding or
discouraging in terms of the power invested in them in a particular culture at a particular
time. That is, disciplinary boundaries create a sense of difference (and of course there
are important ones as discussed above), but in many respects reward' and 'punishment’
are not wholly removed from concepts such as 'power' and 'discipline' in social
constructionism and in terms of current cultural valuation of these terms. Further, from
a social constructionist feminist viewpoint, the social learning theories make a welcome
move away from the ineluctable forces at work in the more essentialist understandings,

taking gender theorising into a more socio-cultural arena where change is more likely.

Still, the theory is rather uncritical, reproducing rather than challenging culturally
shared values. It is deterministic in terms of its treatment of children as blank slates
awaiting parental inscription, yet overly voluntaristic on the part of parents who are
regarded as having individual choice over whether to punish or reward behaviour, all of
which does little to address culturally and historically situated values and the power
invested in them and in their maintenance. In other words, the 'choice' of whether to
dress a child in pink or blue is not much of a choice if one can make the ‘wrong' choice
in the eyes of others and expect to receive ridicule and be on the receiving end of other

educational devices for making the 'error'.
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1.6 Psychoanalytic Approaches

Psychoanalytic theory has been very influential in gender research. There are numerous
traditions with different explanations of gender. Overtly feminist appropriations,
including the 'object relations' approach, are discussed in Chapter 2. This section

concentrates on traditional Freudian theory and Lacan's reworking of this.

1.6.1 The Freudian Psychoanalytic Approach

In the traditional Freudian approach (1905), gender develops around age 3-6 in the
phallic stage which is the third of five developmental stages: oral (age 1), anal (1-3),
phallic (3-5 or 6), latency (5 or 6-puberty) and genital (puberty to maturity).
Masculinity develops through the 'Oedipus complex'. The boy becomes increasingly
passionate about his mother and is jealous that his father possesses her. He would like
his father out of his way but he is too big and powerful and the boy comes to fear
castration by his father for his unacceptable passions (‘castration anxiety'). He therefore
identifies with his father and internalises the superior morality of the father. Femininity
develops in girls through the 'Electra complex'. The girl thinks she has been castrated
and so identifies with the father who possesses what she lacks and desires - a penis
(‘penis envy'). Realising she will never acquire a penis she gives up and identifies with

the mother (Freud could not explain this).

An advantage of the psychoanalytic approach is that it brought sexuality into the
equation. Although Freudian theory may be criticised for viewing sexuality as
normatively heterosexual, it does suggest the radical idea that when the child enters the
world he or she is polymorphously perverse, accounting for parental, and therefore
some social and cultural factors, in shaping his or her future (Woodward, 1997). Freud
also suggested the subject is fragmented, multiple and unstable; the subject is not the
present-to-itself whole of Cartesian myth and humanism generally (Derrida, 1978),
being fractured in terms of the conscious/unconscious and 'id'/'ego'/'superego’. The

view of the subject as fragmented and multiple is important to the postmodernist,
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poststructuralist and social constructionist approaches discussed later (2.9, 2.10 and

2.11).

There are, however, some serious criticisms of Freudian theory, particularly its
phallocentric focus on the penis as a central norm whilst marginalising women as
having a lack of penis (male or not-male) (Culler, 1983). For example, psychoanalysis
casts women as having an incomplete sexuality in contrast to male plenitude. Freud's
emphasis on the penis as a biological determinant of gender difference neglects the
crucial critical concept of power (Firestone, 1970; Millett, 1970). As Tong (1994:145)
puts it, 'Had Freud not made the penis the centerpiece of his theory of sexuality, he
would have been able to better hear what his patients were identifying as the real causes

of their neuroses.' (i.e. men).

Friedan (1974) criticises Freud's ideas as shaped by the culture in which they
emerged. In other words, his grand narrative that theorises a universal developmental
process has been shaped by what he thought his Enlightened audiences wanted to hear
and at the expense of cultural and historical differences. Further, she argues, the theory
is biologically and psychologically deterministic, making a search for social change
pointless in the face of such involuntary, immutable, and overwhelming forces such as
unconscious desires. Still further, she argues the theory is normative, making those who
follow a different developmental path 'abnormal'. A further criticism that may be made
of the Freudian approach, and psychoanalytic explanations more generally, is that the
unconscious may be used as justification and legitimisation for men's oppressive actions
or women's tolerance of them, through evacuating individual agency (Woodward,

1997).

1.6.2 The Lacanian Psychoanalytic Approach

Lacan's theory of gendered subjectivity (e.g. Lacan, 1977) moves away from the
biological and parental essentialism of much traditional psychoanalytic work and
toward language. The centrality of the biological penis in Freud's work is replaced by

the 'phallus' - a cultural and metaphorical symbol of power. The phallus is seen as the
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primary and privileged signifier, the symbol of power and the Law of the Father -
patriarchy itself. In order to enter the realm of language, the symbolic order, the child
must become a sexed being. The gender they take on relates directly to the possession,
or lack, of the phallus. Unfortunately, then, although Lacanian theory avoids the
essentialism of many other psychoanalytic theories, and focuses on the linguistic and
symbolic construction of gender, it is phallogocentric (Woodward, 1997), that is,
primacy is given to the phallus and to symbolic language which predates the subject.
Gendered identity, in this view, is doomed to be forever defined by the possession or
lack of the phallus; the male is taken as the normative point of reference whilst the

female is not-male, much the same as with Freudian psychoanalysis.

As with the debate on Freud, however, the debate on Lacan cannot be brought to
closure as to whether the theory provides a politically impotent and fatalistic picture of
the inevitability of male domination or a route out. Although many feminists (e.g.
Wilson, 1981) have severely criticised the Lacanian reworking of psychoanalysis for
providing a theoretical discourse that makes change seem even less likely given the
omnipresence of the Law of the Father, Lacan's theory, or to be more precise, its
structuralist and phenomenological underpinnings, have been capitalised upon by more
recent critical paradigms and post-Lacanian feminist theorists such as Mitchell (1974).
Useful ideas include the fragile and fragmented subject, Self and Other, and the
decentred subject. Some feminist appropriations of Lacanian theory are discussed in

section 2.6.

Lacanian psychoanalysis also draws from other structuralist work, such as that of
Levi-Strauss and Saussure, the idea that language never corresponds to reality, but
refers only to itself in an infinite regress. This process can be seen when one looks up a
word in a dictionary, only to be provided with a definition that requires more words.
These words are only meaningful by reference to further words and so on. Another
structuralist theme is that language predates the subject, that is, we do not speak
language but it speaks us - we cannot truly own and originate it for it was constructed
before our birth. In other words, masculinity and femininity are linguistic positions that
are waiting for a person before their arrival into the world. These structuralist insights

allow us to view gender as precarious and non-biological and therefore open to critique
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and change. Poststructuralists have developed these structuralist ideas further (see

2.10).

In its original form, the theory is of limited utility, particularly given Lacan's
difficult and elitist writing style which excludes those without, and probably many with,
academic training (Ramazanoglu, 1989). Lacanian theory neglects to mention how
other identities are formed such as class and 'race' and the possibility that gender is not
special as a discriminatory force (Wilson, 1981). In other words, how come there is a
'phallic order' but no 'white order' or 'middle class order' (Dalston Study Group quoted
in Cameron, 1992)? Lacan has also been criticised for connecting cultural domination
and language whilst neglecting power, ideology, and social institutions (see Elliot,
1994). Lacanian psychoanalysis may also be criticised on similar grounds as Freudian
theory in that a young, prelinguistic child is credited with seeing male and female
genitals differently and with (socially constructed) differential value. As Cameron

(1992: 167) writes:

'We seem to be in something of an explanatory regress here: children cannot enter the
symbolic until they introject the phallus, which they cannot properly do until they know its

symbolic value, which cannot happen until they introject the phallus...'

Other criticisms include concerns that the theory does not explain why the phallus,
rather than say, the womb, is socially privileged (Ramazanoglu, 1989), and that Lacan
leaves us wondering why women are left only with feelings of 'lack' and inferiority
(Rubin, 1975) (‘jouissance' provides some explanation for this, however, and is covered

in section 2.6).
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1.7 Conclusions

It is now possible to bring together the major criticisms thus far. An adequate (feminist

social constructionist) theory of gender must:

® Avoid essentialist explanations (many of the themes below are subsumed within this
broad requirement)

e See gender as an ongoing accomplishment rather than, for example, grounded in
biology or childhood

® Recognise that gender is not a 'thing' waiting within the self-contained individual to
be 'discovered' and 'measured’

e Avoid universalistic grand narratives and instead capture the complexity of gender
as it relates to other social matrices such as 'race’ and class

® Replace unities and singularities with diversity and multiplicity

® Incorporate an analysis of power, how it is maintained, and how it works
hierarchically within and between theoretically and/or socially recognised groups

e By definition, challenge the status quo. It must provide ways of moving forward
toward a projected egalitarian future

® Be reflexive about its own situatedness within particular historical, cultural and

local circumstances

The approaches discussed in the following chapter have in common their ability to
critically challenge to the status quo. However, as will become clear, this does not
necessarily inoculate them against some of the theoretical inadequacies discussed in this

chapter.
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2 Feminist Theories of Gender

2.1 Introduction

Having considered some of the theories of gender on offer, the more explicitly critical
work is now discussed, particularly feminist theory, but also some of the less politically
engaged work which nevertheless provides feminism with useful theoretical tools.
Some theorists, particularly male theorists, do not identify themselves as 'feminist’, but
rather, as 'pro-feminist'. This is often due to concern that men cannot 'be feminist' (see
3.5.1). For the purposes of critique, however, 'pro-feminist' work is subsumed here

under the 'feminist' label.

Feminism is a highly fragmented political movement and it is generally regarded as
more appropriate to refer to 'feminisms' (Ramazanoglu, 1989; Tong, 1994). Over the
years it has been fragmented by polarising debates such as theory vs. practice,
essentialism vs. anti;essentialism, public vs. private as sites for action, mainstream vs.
separatism, pro- vs. anti-pornography, equality vs. difference, and so on. The kinds of
general questions asked are also diverse and multiple. For example: What is gender?
How many genders and sexes are there? How does gender relate to biological sex?
How are gender relations constituted and maintained? How does gender intersect with
other identity axes such as class, 'race, and sexuality? How is male dominance
maintained? Do men and women think differently? If so, is this innate, learned, or
discursive? Should theory be reasonable and rational or escape these male confines?
Should it be empirically supported? Will women's and men's empirical view of the
world be overwhelmingly coloured by their relative positions of power? If so, can men
be involved in feminism?  Should feminism be objectivist, interpretationist,
experiential? Should it rationally assert truths or recognise this as a male game and
focus efforts on undermining this notion? The list of questions is therefore a very long
one and unsurprisingly there is an equally diverse set of responses (Chodorow, 1980;

Stacey, 1983; Flax, 1990).
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As Flax (1990) points out, this complexity may at times be bewildering but it is at
least a sign that the taken for granted concept of 'gender' is being rigorously questioned
thanks to feminist debate. Only some of the debates can be covered here, hopefully
enough to give a flavour of the differences between feminisms and to contextualise the
present work. Liberal, radical, Marxist ('marxist’ from now on so as not to privilege it
amongst its lower case counterparts), socialist, psychoanalytic, existentialist,
multiracial, postmodernist and poststructuralist feminisms are discussed. Taxonomies
such as this are, as always, a modernist endeavour, sorting complex matters into
simplistic categories between this and that which conceal leakiness, overlap, etc. (1.1,
1.2). Further, such taxonomies are always incomplete, and all theses will be defined by
what they absent as well as what they present. Numerous feminisms have been
excluded such as 'ecofeminism' (Plumwood, 1993; Sturgeon, 1997) either because they
have less obvious relevance or because they add little by way of critique to support the
chosen social constructionist approach. 'Cyberfeminism' is discussed later as it relates
more specifically to the study presented in Chapter 6. Hopefully, the disservice the
taxonomy and critique does to similarity and overlap between feminisms and through
exclusion is a useful trade-off with respect to greater clarity, focus and relevancy to the

particular project at hand.

Of course, this critique will read like an argument for a particular strand of feminism
but this should be seen as a rhetorical attempt, perhaps even at times a caricaturisation
of other feminisms, in order to position the present work, rather than a prescription for
'good research’ or a suggested 'party line'. All feminisms play a useful political role and
heterogeneity should be regarded as a sign of a healthy debate rather than a depressive
impasse or a sign of weakness (Ramazanoglu, 1989). As Spender (1980) argues,
plurality of vision is a necessary part of feminism. Coherency is a man-made construct
built around singular notions of 'truth' and 'rationality'. In practice, it is probably fair to
suggest most feminists oscillate between feminisms according to the context and
moment, preferring challenge to the status quo over theoretical purity. However, in the
academic context in which this work appears, despite the postmodern, poststructuralist
and social constructionist turn toward fragmentation and contradiction, it remains an

expectation that such inconsistencies are expelled wherever possible.
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2.2 Liberal Feminism

The focus in this strand of feminism is on securing equal educational and civil rights for
women as currently enjoyed by men. The false belief circulating in society that women
are naturally intellectually and physically inferior leads to all manner of customary and
legal constraints on them in the public world, for example, in the academy and the
labour marketplace (e.g. Wollstonecraft, republished 1975; Mill, 1970). Liberal
feminism demands that men and women are given a level playing field; that neither
group is disadvantaged. Wollstonecraft argues that women should seek rationality and
other 'masculine’ attributes in order to be equal with men. Rationality sets humanity
apart from animality and therefore women must seek not to be emotional and impulsive,
but rather, more controlled, rational and moral. If women are less rational, it is because
they have been systematically excluded from areas that would provide the necessary
socialisation. ~ Girls and women must therefore be given equal access to education.
This may be criticised for accepting stereotypical notions of 'female traits' (1.3) and
leaving 'male traits' unquestioned as normatively desirable, which also leaves females

with the responsibility for change (Martin, 1985).

Liberal feminists such as John Stuart Mill and Harriet Taylor Mill (1970) argue that
as well as equal educational rights, women must be given the same civil liberties and
economic opportunities as men. Women, it was argued, married or not, should work
outside the domestic sphere. The approach has been criticised, however, for its classism
because it was written with wealthy middle class women in mind who had servants to
take care of domestic work and child-rearing (Tong, 1994). Still, the advantage of the
approach is its insistence on equality of opportunity for women and men and for this to
take precedence over biology. Many men are stronger than many women, for example,
but this should not exclude women from physically demanding areas without fair
opportunity, or preclude efforts to make the work possible for all women (e.g. more

effective machinery which reduces the importance of any muscular differences).

Another criticism of the liberal feminist approach is that it works within the current
status quo, using concepts and language that are taken on face-value and rarely
questioned. So for example, structures such as the family and marriage are worked with

and changes encouraged within familiar terms to make women's lives better without
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challenging the institutions themselves (Ramazanoglu, 1989). This is particularly
problematic if one takes the view that men, or institutions run by them, have a larger say
in meaning-making. This is something much better addressed by radical feminism (2.3)
and the more language-oriented approaches (2.11). Further, poststructuralist (2.10),
postmodernist (2.9) and other more discursively oriented approaches are also more able
to tackle the 'equality vs. difference' or 'sameness vs. difference' debates which, as Fine
and Addelston (1996) and Scott (1992) argue, are inherited dichotomies that have
sometimes bound feminism to inappropriate either/or questions which conceal the fact
that both poles may actually fail to challenge, or even promote, continued oppression of

women. For example, as Fine and Addelston (1996: 68) put it:

'The robes of sameness and equality testify, 'We can do it. Just like the men.' Subtext: you

don't have to change anything for us to fit in.'

2.3 Radical Feminism

Unlike liberal feminism, radical feminism offers a wide-ranging challenge to social
institutions. Small scale changes within the system are see as relatively unhelpful. If
social institutions such as the family, sexuality, academy, religion and marriage are
corrupt, it is these social institutions that must be abolished or radically reformulated.
Some of these areas are examined below. Radical feminists do not believe liberal (2.2)
or marxist (2.4) strands go far enough. For example, inequality cannot be addressed by
simply restructuring rights or the economy. It is a system of 'patriarchy' that oppresses

women and to bring about equality this systematic male domination must be collapsed.

Radical feminists have, for example, looked at how women are constrained by their
biology, particularly reproduction, and how new reproductive technologies could
improve women's lives (Firestone, 1970; O'Brien, 1981). Women need to take charge
of their reproductive destiny by controlling, for example, their use of contraception,
sterilisation, abortion, in vitro fertilisation, (Corea, 1985) and child-rearing (Rich, 1976;
Ruddick, 1984). Other radical feminists have made proposals for emancipating women
through encouraging a culture of androgyny to minimise the differences between the

sexes. Millett (1970), for example, argues that patriarchal ideology exaggerates
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biological differences between the sexes, pushing men into dominant roles and women
into subordinate roles. Patriarchy is reinforced through large scale institutions such as
the family, church and academy as well as literature. For example, the writing of male
authors such as D.H. Lawrence who wrote stories about men's abuse and humiliation of

women tended to be read as prescriptions for acceptable behaviour.

Millett also attacked the biological essentialism of Freud and Talcott Parsons who
wrote in a manner that would suggest the power differential between the sexes was
somehow natural, or necessary to the functioning of society, respectively. Millet argues
that we should make it possible for people of both sexes to display stereotypical
behaviours of the 'opposite' sex. The cultural rather than natural basis of such 'traits'
would then become apparent and with no necessity for 'masculine men' and 'feminine
women' gender would become fragmented and we could look forward to the
disintegration of large-scale inequality. Unfortunately, this androgenous ideal would
leave 'feminine' qualities unchallenged and they, and feminine individuals, would

remain negatively valued as with liberal approaches (Raymond, 1979).

Daly (1973), influenced by an existentialist ontology (2.7), has also argued that
religion is at the heart of patriarchal oppression, particularly Judaism, Islam and
Christianity. God is seen as transcendent, occupying a place we do not and looking
down on His subjects. The natural world was called into being out of nothingness and
shall forever remain subject and subordinate. As woman is associated with nature
whilst man is cast in His image and likeness, woman is destined to remain subordinate
and Other, whilst man is destined to be dominant, powerful, Self, and transcendent. In a
later work, Daly (1978) argues that men are out to oppress women's bodies as well as
their minds through practices such as foot binding, suttee (former Hindu custom
whereby a widow burns herself to death on her husband's funeral pyre), purdah (some
Muslim and Hindu women are expected to keep themselves out of sight of males or
keep their body covered), clitoridectomy, witch-burning, etc. Daly has revalued
feminine traits and pointed out that virtues such as love, compassion and sharing are not
necessarily 'good', especially when related to excessive self-sacrifice. Women will only
become equal with men when they break free from expectations and refuse to be slaves

and victims.
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As a reaction to women's brutal and inhumane treatment at the hands of men, many
radical feminists have often argued that the future should be a 'feminine' one. Some
radical feminists have called for a transformation of, or resistance to, heterosexuality
and for women to explore celibacy, autoeroticism or lesbianism (Vance, 1984; Bunch,
1986). These feminisms often focus on the 'compulsory institution of heterosexuality'
as the main cause of women's oppression. Sexuality is often regarded as a 'choice' but it
can hardly be a freely chosen when the costs of adopting any sexuality other than
heterosexuality are so high (Rich, 1980, Valeska, 1981; Dworkin, 1987). Much of the
contemporary work in this field combines the politics and insights of earlier radical
feminist work with the methodological utility of discourse analysis and the increased
theoretical sophistication of social constructionism (2.11) (e.g. Kitzinger, 1987; Gavey,
1992; 1996; Wilkinson and Kitzinger, 1993; Kitzinger, 1996).

The essentialism and phallocentrism of some earlier work often provokes strong
reactions: 'The promotion of a progressive sexual politics between women and men, let
alone the struggle for any more general egalitarian relations between them, enters the
dustbin of feminist history, replaced by the cheerless certainty of men's rapacity' (Segal,
1987: 214). Furthermore, hooks (2000) argues that much of this anti-male stance stems
from the fact that most radical feminists are white and middle class. As such they are
more interested in obtaining equal right to the privileges that their white male
counterparts enjoy. Black women and working class women have often had to combat
other forms of oppression (racist, classist) and are used to working with rather than
against men despite the problems. Segal (1987) has also criticised the taken-for-granted
idea that women have a deep essential character that is closer to nature. Nature and
'mother’ earth are often imbued with gentleness and sensuality when they could be seen
as brutal and bloody. In other areas men are seen as closer to nature through being
forceful, violent, animal-like, etc., whilst women are more cultural, domestic and
civilised, demonstrating the rhetorical character of appeals to 'maturalness’. If women
are often observed as more caring this is because they are expected to do work that
requires these sorts of attributes such as childcare rather than because of some essential

women's nature.

The concept of ‘patriarchy’ in its radical feminist formulation is problematic too. If

all men have universal power over all women, and the only things that define the two
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groups in anything like a constant manner is biological sex, the social world has in some
ways been reduced to essential biological determinants (Ramazanoglu, 1989).
However, some theorists have modified the radical feminist position somewhat and
argued that whilst all men may benefit from the patriarchal dividend, women's
oppression lies in language use and institutionalised power rather than biologically
grounded male power, thus making patriarchy more open to change (Spender, 1985;
Connell, 1995). Unfortunately, Spender's work remains essentialist and universalistic
(Spender's work is discussed later in section 3.2). Connell's work takes an anti-

essentialist stance and is discussed in section (2.11).

Radical feminism, then, apart from contemporary cross-overs with discourse theory,
is generally essentialist and universalist in its focus on rather simplistic notions of
patriarchy. As Messner (1998) argues, whilst such an oversimplification can have
benefits in terms of theoretical clarity and a strong, well-defined focus and target for
action, it glosses over the interplay of class, 'race', and sexualised systems of oppression
(see also Connell, 1995; Messner, 1997). The idea that men are essentially corrupt does
not bode well if it is men who need to change either (Holliday, 1978; Pease, 2000).
Much of the earlier radical feminist work fails to take account of the role of language in
the maintenance of male power and where it does it has remained essentialist and

universalistic.

2.4 Marxist Feminism

Marxist feminism builds on classic marxist theory (e.g. Engels, 1972). It offers a more
sophisticated view of women as a fragmented group than does early radical feminist
work, taking into account social class as an axis as well as gender. Class inequality is
seen as the root of gender inequality and theorising on class inequality can be
transposed onto gender inequality. Unlike liberal feminism, but in common with radical
feminism, marxist feminism includes a strong analysis of power. A relative minority of
people, the middle classes, have the power whilst the majority of working class people
have not, but overlapping with this, and borrowed from radical feminism, is the notion
- of patriarchal oppression. Capitalism comes under scrutiny in this view for it is the

possession of private property and the means of production which are largely male
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privileges that allow men to dominate and control women. Only a move to a socialist
system, where the means of production belongs to everyone, male and female, can bring
about equality. Marxist feminism has been particularly important in highlighting how
women's production of children in the familial domestic setting has been devalued and
unpaid compared to men's production of things in the economic material context, and
how domestic work has been regarded as a service rather than paid work (Gardiner,

1976; Kaluzynska, 1980; Mies, 1986).

According to Hartmann (1983), patriarchy predates capitalism. The key site of
women's oppression is the family. Men have appropriated women's and children's
domestic labour and as capitalism threatened to erode the institution of the family by
equally valuing the labour of women and children men sought to retain control through
wage differentials, segregation at work, and the concept of the family wage. Men's
earlier direct control became increasingly institutionalised, diffuse, and hidden, making
challenging it more difficult and shaping women's lives to the point where they are
unable to be consciously aware of their oppression and believe the familial institution to

be a normal, natural and ideal state of affairs.

Barrett (1980) takes a similar line, arguing that the sexual division of labour predates
capitalism and that the family is the primary site for the reproduction of male power
over and above economic disparity. In the family, women are expected to be pleasers of
men and to tend to the children and this is ideologically presented as a natural state of
affairs. Although Barrett is careful not to suggest sexual relations and emotional
fulfilment are necessarily all 'bad', the uses to which they are often put and the frequent
claim that things could not be different (without the world collapsing at any rate) are
ideological. The meaning of masculinity, femininity and the family has changed

continually throughout history and is therefore open to change in the present.

MacKinnon (1989) focuses specifically on sexuality as the site for women's
oppression. Her work sits neatly between radical and socialist feminism and draws

heavily on marxism. Her opening sentence (1989: 3) reads:

'Sexuality is to feminism what work is to marxism: that which is most one's own, yet

most taken away.'
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The elite classes own the means of production and labourers work for them before
having the fruits of their labour taken away and sold for profit and to the benefit of
those in power. Similarly, women feel relatively contented that heterosexual relations
are natural, normal and beneficial to them and are therefore unaware of their oppression
by men. Neither a focus on the family or economics can fully account for this. Nor can
it account for more overt abuses of power such as men's aggression, sexual harassment,
rape and domestic violence. The marxist feminist approach may be criticised for
arguing for a 'true’ class and gender consciousness beyond 'false' consciousness. This is
discussed in section 3.3. Marxist and socialist feminisms overlap in many respects.

Their common shortfalls are discussed together in the following section.

2.5 Socialist Feminism

Socialist feminism builds on marxist feminism but rather than seeing gender as
secondary to class struggle, it is given primary or equivalent attention. Marxist theory
can explain how the public workplace and the private domestic sphere came to be
separated but, as socialist feminists see it, it cannot explain how it is that men came to
be associated with public work and women with private domestic duties rather than the
other way around. Marx had failed to account for the work of women for the capitalist
state: pregnancy, labour, childcare, domestic work. In other words, the focus had been
on the public at the expense of the private. It was therefore seen as necessary to study

the patriarchal power of men as well as the power of the elite classes under capitalism.

Whereas marxist feminism has been overly focussed on class, socialist feminism has
provided us with more nuanced accounts of how class and gender interact. For
example, Tolson (1977) describes how working class male shop-floor workers may
over-compensate for institutional disempowerment by their middle class bosses by
feminising them as 'paper-pushers' or homosexuals who avoid hard physical graft, by
promoting forms of macho posturing, bravado or comradeship, or by sabotaging the
production process through collective action e.g. strikes, and thus emphasising a degree
of control. Unfortunately, whilst socialist feminism has brought together the concepts

of class and gender, other social divisions such as 'race', ethnicity, and sexuality have
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tended to be subsumed under these two superstructures rather than being treated as axes
of power in their own right, if considered at all (Messner, 1997) (although see Hennessy

and Ingraham, 1997, for a collection of works on race, ethnicity, class and gender).

In addition to this problem, there is a failure to examine how language use maintains
inequality. Socialist feminists tend to cluster in fields such as anthropology, political
science, and history rather than in fields such as communication and psychology
(Cirksena and Cuklanz, 1992). Rowbotham (1981), Brittan and Maynard (1984) and
Connell (1987) argue that capitalism and patriarchy are essentialist theories, whether
they are theorised as semiautonomous 'dual systems' or as 'unified systems' which treat
them as inseparable (e.g. Hartmann, 1979; Eisenstein, 1979; Young, 1997). Capitalism
and patriarchy are seen as top-down overarching systems which leave little room for
individual agency, and therefore responsibility, and possibilities for change (Brittan,
1989). Neither does the marxist feminist concentration on class and capitalism account
for the fact that the subordination of women occurred in pre-capitalist societies, in all
classes under capitalism, and in societies that have ceased to be capitalist (Connell,

1987).

The marriage between marxism and feminism in particular has been an unhappy one
(Hartman, 1979). Whilst contradiction is not grounds for dismissal, it is worth
mentioning that some marxist and socialist feminists find themselves in very complex
political and theoretical positions because they seek to prioritise the working classes at
the expense of the middle classes whilst both classes are represented by women, and
academics are often regarded as middle class. Further knotty problems stem from the
fact that sensitivity to class means treating men of lower status different to those of
higher status even though most men benefit from the patriarchal dividend regardless of

personal politics and social status (Connell, 1995).

Flax (1990), with a postmodernist concern for difference at the fore (2.9), criticises
socialist feminists, especially those drawing heavily on marxist theory, for sometimes
assuming that concepts deeply rooted in capitalism also apply to other non-capitalist
cultures. Though extending the marxist concept of 'labour' to women's unpaid domestic
work was useful, it has sometimes been widened to accommodate almost all forms of

human activity (e.g. Young, 1980), thus undermining the concept's discriminatory
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effectiveness. Although socialist feminism has played a crucial role in pointing out the
inadequacies of marxist theory, it often searches for essential, universal and
fundamental explanations, which does a disservice to the heterogeneous character of the

groups we call (as a first approximation) 'men’, 'women', ‘working class', 'middle class'".

Some marxist and socialist theorists, however, have made more sophisticated
attempts to bring women together without homogenising them and whilst striking a
balance between focussing on class and sex oppression and liberation. Ramazanoglu
(1989) and Bhavnani and Coulson (2001), for example, argue for a focus on liberation
which takes difference into account whilst retaining some notion of unity, rather than
focussing simplistically on universalised oppression. Lynne Segal (1987, 1990)
similarly walks a line between unity and diversity, as does Haraway (1985), who
combines socialism and a critique of capitalism, patriarchy, and colonialism with a
postmodernist (2.9) emphasis on fractured identities, multiplicity, and contradiction in
and amongst groups such as 'women' who are regarded as similar in terms of affinity
rather than identity. Connell (1987, 1995) takes a different theoretical route but with a
similar balance in mind, managing to retain a focus on class and gender and other
stratifying structures such as ‘race' whilst accounting for complexity by employing the
concept of 'hegemonic masculinity’, a concept he borrowed from Gramscian class
analysis. Connell's and Segal's work is discussed in more detail later as it lends itself

well to the social constructionist position (2.11).

2.6 Psychoanalytic Feminism

Freudian and Lacanian psychoanalytic theories have been covered in the previous
chapter (1.6). Here, feminist appropriations of psychoanalytic theory are critically
examined, in particular, a very brief overview and critique of the work of Karen
Horney, Dorothy Dinnerstein, Nancy Chodorow, Luce Irigaray, Juliet Mitchell, Julia

Kristeva, and Héléne Cixous.

Karen Horney (1926) rejected Freud's phallocentrism and replaced the centrality of
the penis with the idea that males envy their mother's reproductive capacity (‘womb

envy'). For Segal (1997), although the approach has served useful purposes in offering
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an opposition and alternative to Freud's phallocentric theory, it is reactionary and
remains biologically essentialist. Also, through ideas such as men's creativity in science
and art being a compensation for their lack of procreative power, she showed that
psychoanalysis is an interpretative art rather than a scientific theory of human nature.
Horney offers yet another universal theory which fails to recognise cultural, social, and
historical differences and normalises heterosexuality. Criticism has also been made by
Wright (1992), who argues that Horney's work justifies incest (particularly problematic
is the idea that the young girl desires violent intercourse with her father) as well as

legitimising male independence and violence (resistance is seen as leading to neuroses).

The object relations theorists Dorothy Dinnerstein and Nancy Chodorow also
concentrate on mothering as the single most important factor in shaping the gendered
individual. Dinnerstein (1977), concentrating on the pre-oedipal child, claimed that the
child experiences extreme ambivalence towards the mother for she is the source of
pleasure, comfort and food but she is also an omnipotent power and the child fears
engulfment. The boy disidentifies with her, flees from femininity, and counter-
identifies with the father. From then on he sees all females as universally having the
same traits as his mother and experiences ambivalence toward them, worshipping yet
abusing them and claiming independence from them. The girl's ambivalence stems
from fears of merging once again with the mother and losing her identity whilst
recognising she has to become what she hates because she too will probably bear
children. This leads to conflict with other women and self-harm. The solution in this
view is shared parenting. The father who normally offers an escape route into law,
culture and power would be both loved and despised just as the mother and other

women are.

Like Dinnerstein, Chodorow (1978) concentrated on the pre-oedipal relationship.
The mother treats girls and boys very differently. The girl suffers anxiety because she
finds it difficult to establish her own identity. She desires to be independent like her
father (this is what Freud had taken to be 'penis envy’) but cannot break free from the
mother-child relationship leading to high personal costs such as little sense of self and
agency, and a constant defining of herself in relation to others. In this way, she
becomes locked into the patriarchal system of caring for, nurturing, and providing for

children and men. The pre-oedipal boy, on the other hand, is encouraged by the mother
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to have a sense of self in preparation for culture in later life where he will seek success,
aggressively fight for what he wants, and assert independence. The son's flight from
femininity will be ongoing as he constantly seeks to assert that which he is not.

Chodorow's solution was also to restructure parenting so that fathers were involved.

The work of Dinnerstein and Chodorow is appealing to those who think the popular
sex-role socialisation theories (1.5) do not explain how deeply entrenched male
domination is, and that they offer a rather superficial manifesto for change, e.g. that
boys should be given dolls to play with. It also explains the stubbornness of 'traits' seen
in many men and women. As well as accounting for the deep entrenchment of
patriarchy, it also avoids the phallocentrism and biologism of Freud, offering a
(stubborn) cultural understanding which is more optimistic about change. The mother is

also given a more prominent role.

However, the theories remain essentialist and totalising in that one single aspect of
social life, mothering, is taken to be root cause of women's oppression. This
essentialism is problematic for three main reasons (following Fraser and Nicholson,
1990): One, the theory assumes a deep-seated self that is constituted in early childhood
and remains throughout life regardless of new experiences. Two, this self is seen as
similar across 'race', class, ethnicity, etc. yet it is different between men and women (see
also Spelman, 1988; Rutherford, 1992). Thirdly, this deep self is responsible for all
actions of the person, thus ignoring external and discursive influences. Segal (1997)
points out that while the search is on for deep and mysterious intrapsychic phenomena,
there is a danger of ignoring the rather obvious fact that it is often culturally acceptable
and sometimes desirable for men to be independent and aggressive. Further, care-
giving is assigned universal feminine status regardless of the sex of the carer, making a
change in childcare arrangements insufficient (Norton, 1997). The theory may also be
seen as blaming the victims of oppression by resting the buck with the mother, which
also lets men off the hook (Brittan, 1989). Arguing for the involvement of both parents
in parenting seems progressive prima facie but has the implicit problem of being based
on normative notions of the 'ideal family' which fails to acknowledge single parents, gay

parents, adoptive and step-parents and so on (Connell, 1995)
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Some feminists such as Mitchell (1974) have enthusiastically taken up and
developed Lacanian psychoanalysis, arguing that it can be used to explain women's
oppression rather than to justify it. Mitchell combined the insights of Lacan's theorising
of patriarchy with a critique of capitalism, arguing that the two systems go hand in
hand. Capitalism brings with it differentiation in employment, parenting, valuing of the
female, etc. The theory has been criticised though for its vagueness and naivety
regarding political and social change (Flieger, 1991). Mitchell has also been accused of
being a 'dutiful daughter' (Grosz, 1990), remaining loyal to Lacan's symbolic realm
whilst taking little interest in social structural conditions. Mitchell's expectation of a
wholesale cultural revolution toward marxist communism is looking very unlikely in
our shifting and fragmenting postmodern western world too. The Lacanian
contradiction of rejecting essentialism, yet describing the symbolic as predating the

subject, is also left undeveloped (Grosz, 1990).

‘Other feminists have also argued that Lacan did in fact provide potentially
politically valuable concepts. For example, feminine jouissance or desire remains
outside the phallic language because it belongs to the pre-oedipal stage and is therefore
outside the phallic symbolic order. Héléne Cixous, for example, has tried to utilise this
space through écriture féminine, a form of writing that uses disruption, grammatical and
syntactic subversion, and other forms of word play to express this feminine Other
(Jones, 1986). Though she uses this feminine space, she takes the positive step of
avoiding the essentialism of seeing only women as having access to feminine writing or
men to masculine writing: 'To be signed with a woman's name doesn't necessarily make
a piece of writing feminine. It could quite well be masculine writing, and conversely,
the fact that a piece of writing is signed with a man's name does not in itself exclude
femininity.' (Cixous, 1981). Irigaray has also sought to recapture female sexuality
which she argues has been lost in patriarchal definitions (Whitford, 1991). In this view
women need to rediscover their essential femininity which lies in their body's capacity
for multiple and heterogeneous pleasure as compared to men's singular focus on the
penis. As well as having plural pleasures and desires that are Other to men, women's
language is also plural, incoherent, incomprehensible and Other to male language which

centres on rationality organised around the phallus.
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Unfortunately, Irigaray loses the advantageous Freudian insight that the child is
initially bi-sexual (polymorphously perverse), in favour of an essentialist formulation of
a masculinity and femininity that always existed (Weedon, 1987, 1993). Asserting
fundamental differences between the sexes in such a universal way has the detrimental
effect of prescribing masculinity for men and femininity for women. The political
usefulness of this approach seems doubtful because escaping the phallic language which
is in general currency can make the writing alienating and elitist for women as well as
men (Tong, 1994). Also, could, for example, poorly educated working class or third
world women express themselves in this way, or is jouissance only for the privileged
(Moi, 1985)? As Cixous and Kristeva (below) argue, men also have access to this
writing style. However, Irigaray questions whether men speaking through the feminine
is an attempt to colonise women's otherness and bring it within the economy of the
Same. This could be perceived as an essentialist stance (although she may have been
misunderstood - Whitford, 1991). Also, Woodward (1997) asks, how can anyone
express through language that which escapes language? Further, women generally use
phallic language which is deemed unacceptable and dependent on men, yet if they speak
outside of this they speak irrationally and emotionally, leaving them in double bind

which centres around common female stereotypes.

This kind of work, particularly that of Irigaray, has been accused of celebrating an
essential femininity and difference between men and women, reducing women to little
more than an effect of sexual identity (i.e. back to biology), and ignoring difference
within the category of woman (Segal, 1997). It has also been accused of celebrating the
feminine within the existing status quo rather than challenging the patriarchal order
(Weedon, 1993). Some writers have defended ['écriture féminine against charges of
essentialism. These writers, such as Dallery (1994), do not seem to address the problem
that men may also have jouissance, an always already left-over of phallocentric
discourse. Perhaps this is repressed? Maybe men could and should be involved in
poetic language (Cixous would reject this because she moves into the essentialist stance
that women's language and feminine libido is linked with their sexual organs).
Unfortunately, and in an ironically defensive manoeuvre, Dallery does not address these
issues which could provide men with ways of challenging patriarchy, moving instead to
apply psychoanalysis to anti-essentialists, suggesting that they are repressing the idea of

Otherness.
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Julia Kristeva (1974), like Cixous (above) addresses the problem of mapping
language onto gender, and valorising the feminine, arguing that women may speak in a
masculine style and men may speak in the feminine style (the two styles actually being
fictitious constructions of metaphysical philosophy). Unfortunately, Kristeva, like all
psychoanalytic theorists, seeks deeper meaning, for example, that the infant has an
irrational sense of disgust with its own body and its mother's, for example, with blood,
mucous and excrement. As with most psychoanalytical explanations this is rather
fanciful. How can disgust at bodily materials be hard-wired and beyond social
constructedness? Infants do not seem to mind playing with their faeces, for example,
until told not to by their parents and other educators with a particular set of culturally

rehearsed facial expressions, tone of voice, etc.

A more language-oriented feminism can deal adequately with gender within a
critical framework without appealing to mysterious, grounding forces and energies such
as these (2.11). We do not need psychoanalytic concepts, for example, to tell us that
women are marginal, excluded, abused, bruised, despised, abandoned, subordinated,
rejected, expected to make the food and drink, left holding the baby and given the shit-
work in both the private and public sphere. The tendency is often to conflate the
cultural 'stubbornness' of gender inequality with individual 'entrenchment' and then to
assume we have to look further than language (and practice which is also discursively
sanctioned, valued, etc.) for causative explanations (Norton, 1997) where more
parsimonious explanations will do. Not only does psychoanalytic theory look too deep
(which, as an important aside, also makes understanding and change less likely for those
without access to academic knowledge), but it offers a totalising, trans-cultural and
trans-historical grand narrative which ignores differences. A social constructionist
approach is needed to account for the changing, flexible, fluid and ongoing performance
of gender and to leave space for agency and difference. A discursive approach can also
address the gendering experiences of school, work, subcultures, pubs, etc. as well as the

family.
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2.7 Existentialist Feminism

This approach is perhaps best represented by the classic text The Second Sex written by
Simone de Beauvoir (trans. and published, 1988). Women, in this view, are oppressed
because they are man's 'Other'. Women are not seen in society as a category in their
own right, but rather, in relation to men. They are not-man. Man is the Self, a free
agent who defines his own being whilst woman is his Other and has her meaning
defined for her. In order to be emancipated, a woman must escape the impositions of
meaning imposed by men, find her own, and truly be herself. The Other is a threat to
the Self for if the two were not distinguishable there would be no way of asserting a
positive identity. Women are therefore a threat to men. In order to protect his Self and

his freedom, the man must subordinate women and keep them at a distance.

Femininity in this view does not develop through penis envy as in classical
psychoanalysis (1.6.1). Rather than being the desire in women to have a penis per se, it
is the cultural and symbolic power having a penis brings (e.g. power, domination,
rationality, morality), as with Lacanian psychoanalysis (1.6.2), that is important.
Women therefore do not 'lack' penises, but rather, they lack the power accorded those
who find themselves in a male embodiment. De Beauvoir also looked at how myths
played a part a women's oppression. Men, she argues, have constructed myths about
women that cast them as Other, subservient, and self-sacrificial. Examining literature,
for example, work by D.H. Lawrence, de Beauvoir showed that women are expected to
forget, deny and in other ways negate themselves in order, for example, to be men's
handmaids, and to save them from damnation, ruin, prison, or death. These myths also
serve to veil women's nature. The woman's body reminds man of his own life, death,
animality, etc. In a flight from carnality and mortality, he expects her to cover herself
e.g. with make-up and mask that to which she otherwise points. She is expected to veil
her true natural, animal status, for example, with perfume to disguise her natural odour.
Man controls her and she cannot easily escape. The myths become internalised and the

woman comes to know herself and her body in and through his terms.

There is much that is appealing about this approach. Power is important to the
analysis, showing men (and women) to be perpetuating myths that keep women in their

'place’. Language is also included in the analysis of myth. Parallels can be drawn
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between this aspect and discourse analysis (3.4) which also seeks to see the world not as
a real 'given', but as held in place by language and power. Women are also seen as
becoming women through social processes: 'One is not born, but rather becomes, a
woman' (de Beauvoir, 1988: 249). There are, however, some troubling oversights.
Whilst the idea that women are expected to cover and adorn their bodies to mask nature
makes sense, it is also applicable to men who wear aftershaves and other perfumes,
come home wreaking of Other smells such as coal, oil, manure, etc., and sometimes
wear makeup e.g. the New Romantics' of the 1980s (e.g. Duran Duran and Boy
George). Existentialist feminism, as espoused by Simone de Beauvoir, has been
severely criticised for its lack of reflexivity, in particular, for addressing gender, class
and 'race' whilst neglecting the work's own white, middle- and upper-class bias
(Spelman, 1988). The analysis is taken to be representative of, and normative for,
women generally but clearly revolves around these relatively privileged groups of
women and fails to acknowledge that working class women are generally Other to

middle class women.

The anti-essentialism of de Beauvoir's ontological move away from biology,
psychology and economics to being is both useful and problematic. It is useful in the
sense that change seems within our grasp if we are not the puppets of mechanisms
beyond our control. Yet, the turn to being leads us into an interesting but fanciful land
that, politically speaking, is difficult for many academics, let alone non-academics to
understand, thus undermining its political efficacy. The language of de Beauvoir and
existentialism, for example, 'being-for-itself, and 'immanence’, has been criticised by
Elshtain (1981), who also criticises de Beauvoir's negative evaluation of the body as
dirty, shameful, marching towards death, etc. The body could easily be constructed in a
positive light, as could motherhood and menstruation, etc., whilst maintaining the
cultural and historical situatedness of values to the contrary. Further, the approach
prizes mind over body and will not be so appealing to those women who prefer to live
through bodily experience. Still further, and in relation to this point, Elshtain (1981)
and Simons and Benjamin (1979) criticise the androcentrism of a theory that prizes the
male body and male norms (mind, reason, freedom, self and so on) over female

animality, emotion, etc.

44



Lloyd (1984) also criticises the androcentrism of the theory. 'Transcendence’, argues
Lloyd, is a male ideal by definition and at odds with the feminist project. A person is
both Self (transcending, looking, and acting) or Other (looked at, passive and
imminent). There is no middle ground to occupy. The conscious being can, for
example, see its fingers and know they are part of Self but yet the Self is doing the
looking and casting them as somehow Other. Man transcends woman similarly by
being the active looker whilst the woman is a passive object upon which he looks and
acts. He therefore, in relation to women, occupies Self status, transcending that which
he is not. Women, however, cannot transcend their femininity in this way. Although
the space and status they occupy has been created for them by men it is nevertheless the
space they know themselves by. Female transcendence therefore requires the women to
occupy masculine space; in other words, to flee the feminine and to view this as Other.
In this view women are being asked to self-destruct, for they cannot retain their

femininity whilst simultaneously seeing it as alien.

The notion of Othering is frequently used in social constructionist projects and
discourse theory (e.g. Riggins, 1997), though it tends to be used more subtly to refer to
men's aggregate power as a group over women as a group and their distancing from
them, whilst recognising there are differences in terms of access to power within these

groups according to other intersecting social axes such as 'race', age, and sexuality.

2.8 Multiracial Feminism

For multicultural feminists there are two central problems that need to be addressed:
one, the oppressive treatment of minority groups and ignorance of their needs in society
generally, and two, the ethnocentrism of majority feminist politics (hooks, 1982, 2000).
In short, women of colour and other ethnic groups are 'doubly disadvantaged' by being
both 'not-white' (etc.) and 'mot-men' and these multiple identities need to be viewed

together (Malveaux, 1990).

For example, amongst white people, black women's sexuality is often thought of as
dirty, immoral, uncontrolled, bestial, loose, promiscuous, and they are often seen as

prostitutes (Marshall, 1996). Institutionalised racism pervades education, for example,
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in schools where children are taught that Columbus discovered America as if no-one
was already there (hooks, 1982). In film, white people continue to be seen as 'shedding
light' (read truth, knowledge, civilisation) into the 'dark' (read savage, mysterious)
corners of the world' (Young, 1996: 175). Colonial discourse continues in an allegedly
'post’-colonial age. Afshar (1994) points to the particular difficulties of Muslim girls in
school. For example, they are encouraged by parents to respect teachers and to work
hard. They therefore fail to mention racism in the curriculum or by other children or
teachers because they seek the respect of teachers and to form the impression that
school life is proceeding smoothly to please their parents. The appalling treatment of
refugees and immigrants also continues long after Powell's 'rivers of blood' speech and
in an allegedly multiracial contemporary western society. We still hear dramatic
language which is used to insight fear and hatred: 'swamp', ‘wave', 'deluge’, 'flood’, 'tide'
and other watery metaphors create fear and panic as if immigrants are coming over the

seas in their 'hordes' and 'masses' and will 'invade' and suffocate 'us' by sheer weight of

numbers (Cheney, 1996).

Multiracial feminists are concerned that much feminist research and theorising Has
been insensitive to 'race', for example, through biased sampling procedures. Cannon,
Higginbotham and Leung (1988) note that black and working class women often do not
reply to research recruitment requests as readily as white, middle class women and that
obtaining an unbiased sample may involve a great deal of more personal contact with
these groups. However, racism has also often been more explicit (Collins, 1991; Ware,
1992). Black feminists, for example, are concerned that white feminists have ignored or
silenced black voices or even hijacked black issues and made out their plight is
synonymous as in the expressions 'Woman as Slave' and 'The Third World of Women'
(hooks, 1982). hooks also points out that black women have often been seen as passive
women who are interested only in race issues, which fails to acknowledge that the
women's movement has hardly been an inviting place to be given its ignorances, its
racial and class composition, and its fear of diluting its already silenced voice and

identity through encouraging dissonant voices.

Much multiracial feminism has its roots in socialist feminism but with a greater
focus on 'race' and other social axes than has traditionally been afforded them, as well as

gender and class. Such axes are seen as interrelated but semiautonomous. In other
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words, rather than gender being seen as either autonomous and singularly important (as
with radical feminism - 2.3), or subsumed under class difference (marxist feminism -
2.4), it is seen as complexly intersected by 'race’ and class, etc. (e.g. Baca Zinn, Cannon,
Higgenbotham, and Dill, 1986; Bhavnani and Phoenix, 1994; Baca Zinn and Dill,
1996). Men and women are therefore regarded as fragmented and complex groups.
Rather than settling for the radical argument that all men are oppressive and stand to
gain from present patriarchal relations, or the liberal arguments which often verge on
the 'poor man' side of the debate which is occupied most vociferously by conservatives
(see section 2.12), it is recognised that whilst men stand to gain much from their current
position, there are also real costs to masculinity that need to be addressed in a calm,
sensitive and sophisticated manner (Messner, 1997). It aims to build progressive and
nuanced coalitions between different groups with different needs. It is accepting of the
fact that this may sometimes lead to contradiction and clashes of interests but works
with these problems rather than glossing over them and seeking comfort in the
excessive and simplistic generalisations characteristic of many of the feminisms covered

so far.

Messner (1997: 106), drawing on the work of Anderson (1990), offers a useful
example of why it is so important to consider 'race' and gender together: Three black
men in their twenties are walking down the street after a party. A white women sees
them and crosses over the street and enters a house porch. She does not live there but
pretends she does. The black men, realising she is fearful of them tell her not to be
afraid. They get out their wallets and show her they are working men with money and
that she should not assume they are thugs. She breathes a sigh of relief and they all
continue their journey. A purely anti-racial analysis would centre on the woman's
prejudiced stereotypical judgements but would be insensitive to the fact that women are
genuinely at risk of mugging and rape by men. A purely feminist slant that is
insensitive to race would probably suggest the men were highly insensitive to the
woman Who has every reason to be fearful. As Messner argues, only an analysis that is
sensitive to both 'race' and gender can account for the interplay of structural power

whilst sensitively attending to difference.

Black feminists have endeavoured to make visible the particular circumstances of

black people. For example, Lemons (1998) argues that black men often feel
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disempowered by whites and feel feminised. They then seek to over-emphasise their
masculinity as a compensatory measure. Many black men are keen to eradicate racial
prejudice and be equal with 'white man' but continue to ignore the/ir oppression of
women. Black women are also often complicit with black male oppression, tolerating it
because they see it as understandable anger resulting from the frustrations of racial
oppression (hooks, 2000). Both black and white men may have in common the fact that
many of them oppress women, and black and white women often suffer the results, but
clearly there are particular circumstances that need to be addressed in a manner that is
sensitive to subtle matrices of power. Other work within black feminism has focussed
on improving provisions and empowering black women using psychiatric services
(Wheeler, 1994) and the empowerment of black women through some black female
rapper's explicit reference to their sexuality and their refusal to fit (white) heterosexual
men's expectations of 'civilised' politeness and objectified status (Skeggs, 1994).
Similarly, amongst other groups, the particular circumstances of Mexican-American
women (Garcia, 1997) and American-Indian women (Gunn Allen, 2001) have been
studied.

Just as some radical feminists have pointed out that whilst homosexuality has been a
research target, heterosexuality has remained unreconstructed (2.3), some multiracial
feminists have pointed out how even in work interested in 'race’, 'blacks' have been
studied as exotically 'different' whilst leaving 'whites' unexamined and taken for
granted. In other words, normative foundations are being used to measure Others
against (Spelman, 1988). Whiteness has recently begun to be deconstructed,
particularly by those inspired by social constructionism (2.11). For example,
Frankenberg (1993) looks at the life histories of white women and shows how
'whiteness' changes over time and is therefore not an essence. Whites often speak as if
race and colonialism are things of the past whilst failing to recognise how deeply
sedimented racist and colonialist discourses are and how they continue to do damage
precisely because they feel so taken for granted and normative. "Power-evasive'
repertoires are used, whereby racism is taken to mean individual agentic acts
(‘repertoires' are discussed in section 3.4). This absolves the speaker from responsibility

for the more diffuse and unintentional acts of prejudice.
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Multiracial feminism is, of course, not simply an 'add-on' to white feminism and
extreme care must be exercised by whites not to simply assimilate its concerns and
bring it under the white umbrella. Difference should not be measured from ethnocentric
norms. White feminists must see themselves as different, for example, from blacks as
well as seeing blacks as different from whites (Spelman, 1988) (of course this does not
mean transcendence or lack of reference point but simply that there is a need for
reflexivity - 3.5). As Spelman (1988) points out, 'inclusion' of black feminism implies
that someone is making the decisions (that person is often white) especially when the

alternative would be 'exclusion'.

Multiracial feminism has challenged a number of concepts that have been taken-for-
granted by second wave feminism. Concepts such as 'black', 'patriarchy' and
'oppression’ have been challenged (Brooks, 1997), for example. The notion of 'black’
has been used carelessly in Britain where it refers, for example, to both 'Afro-
Caribbeans' and 'Asians' which does a disservice to differences of cﬁlture, language,
ethnicity, etc. In the USA, the term is used to refer to 'Afro-Caribbeans' and 'Afro-
Americans' because of a shared backgrounds of slavery, again glossing over differences.
'Patriarchy’ is also used as an all-embracing term that, for example, ignores differences
between Afro-Caribbean and White European men's treatment of women and women's
differential access to power and resources according to their 'race’. Related to this,
'oppression' is regarded as overly simplistic. For example, as mentioned earlier, whilst
the family might be a site of oppression for many white women, for black women it
may provide a support network and solidarity in the struggle against racism (hooks,
1992). '

'Race’ is also a problematic concept (hence the frequent 'scare quote' reminders
throughout this thesis) because there are no agreed grounds for defining it even within
the more self-assured biological sciences. Sometimes, however, 'race' is preferable to
'ethnicity' which, despite sounding less essentialist, points to more 'comfortable' liberal
notions of multiculturalism and multi-ethnic society which obscures continuing
structural racism (Maynard, 2001). Afshar (1994) has spent a decade studying Muslim
women in West Yorkshire, England and highlights how the concept of 'equality' varies

too. In Muslim marriages, it often relates to women's entitlement to the man's property,
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and women's entitlement to money or valuables in exchange for men's rights to sexual

union.

Epistemologically speaking, the ignorances and ethnocentrism of white and
Eurocentric feminism has undermined any faith in 'objectivity’, which is shown to be
historically situated and partial rather than disembodied, decontextualised and
transcendent (Bhavnani, 1994). Knowledge therefore has to be constructed from
standpoints and may at times clash with the interests of other groups. As discussed in
later sections, there is overlap here with postmodern (2.9) and social constructionist
(2.11) approaches. However, multiracial feminists are often keen to point out that
whilst a deep respect for differences should be maintained, and they continue their
struggle with white middle class feminists to this end, feminisms need to unite in
diversity and continue to work together on common ground where common ground

does exist (Malveaux, 1990; McKay, 1993).

Multiracial feminism, then, involves many different feminisms which make ‘race’,
gender and other axes of power equally important. They have emphasised difference
amongst women and men and pointed to the racist practices of feminism generally.
Making race an issue fragments 'women' and 'feminists' as groups but offers a much
more sophisticated analysis which is sensitive to the particular circumstances of
particular sub-groups. Of all the feminisms discussed so far, multiracial feminism is
most valuable to this project, finding a balance between women's shared oppression and

racial and sexual identity politics (Messner, 1997).

2.9 Postmodernist Feminism

Postmodernist feminism plays an important role in criticising the white, middle class,
western bias of feminism which has prevailed despite a growing concern with
ethnocentricity and the diversity of concerns amongst women of different backgrounds,
status, and life opportunities (Spelman, 1988; Nicholson, 1990). Related to this, and in
common with multiracial feminism (2.8), there is concern that feminism has been
searching for universal principles, which is seen as an inheritance of Enlightenment

values such as belief in the idea that research may be done from 'a God's eye view', that
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is, from an objective point of view that transcends group values, special interests,

politics, etc.

Feminism has not easily gained acceptance within the academy because its explicit
political values undermine any claims to objectivity. Many postmodernist feminists
have sought to expose the unfairness of this criterion for good research by pointing out
that, despite assertions to the contrary, positivistic research cannot claim value-
neutrality either, the difference being that feminism displays a willingness to accept and
address this problem rather than silence it. During the 'climate of perturbation' in the
1970s (Stainton Rogers, et al., 1995), traditional methods and philosophies were shown
to be highly political ventures. That politics had often gone unnoticed, was because the
work often reflected or helped shape the politics of that particular culture and time,
making it transparent. Feminism and other critical movements stood out as 'political’
because their agenda threatened to upset the status quo. Through showing that
knowledge is shaped by the perspectives and ideals of its creators, feminism aimed to

establish a more level playing field (Nicholson, 1990).

However, postmodernism reaches beyond the traditional historicist claim that all
research is situated within a particular time and culture. This view only partially
challenges objectivity. It leaves space for counter-claims that research can still be
objective because it is judged by cultural and historical criteria independent of the
researcher (Nicholson, 1990). Postmodernism offers a radical shift by challenging the
very ideas of truth and falsity, fact and superstition, science and myth, etc., which, it is
claimed, are all characteristics of modernity and cannot be legitimised outside of this
historical context (e.g. Lyotard, 1990). Through the ideals of modernity, science has
been able to establish itself as an authority in the place once occupied by religion and
superstition. With, and through, this authority, power is continuously exercised in
almost every area of our lives including sexuality, mental and physical health, self-help
books, education, and so on. For example, 'homosexuality' was once seen as a disease
in the 'scientific' (and therefore, one would expect, 'objective’) Diagnostic and
Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders for psychiatrists (DSM-III-R, 1987). It was
listed under 'sexual deviations and disorders', and words used to describe the 'illness'
include, 'anomaly’, 'abnormal’, 'problem’' and 'gender-role disorder’. Yet, in western

society, 'homophobia' has increasingly become regarded as an irrational and unjustified
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fear and loathing of homosexuals, and homosexuality has subsequently been removed
from the manual (DSM-IV-TR, 2000). Science is therefore not objective; it is deeply
embedded within particular historical and cultural contexts, and timeless, universal

truths are nowhere to be fouhd.

In addition to criticising the Enlightenment ideals (Flax, 1990) of searching for
universal, timeless and objective grand narratives of truth, and undermining the special
authority of science, postmodernist feminism also shifts attention away from the self-
contained individualism of most gender work, seeing language and socially constituted
meanings as the key site of interest. Feminism and postmodernism are in many ways
complimentary, then. Postmodernism provides a detailed critique of foundationalism
and essentialism which were failings of earlier feminisms, and feminism provides
gender-focused social criticism which has largely not been a concern of abstract
masculinised philosophies (Nicholson, 1990). However, as with other marriages of

convenience such as those with psychoanalysis and marxism, there are some problems.

One of the main 'problems' is relativism, which poses problems in other fields such
as poststructuralist (2.10) and social constructionist feminisms (2.11) and critical
psychology (see Burman, 1990; Burman and Parker, 1993; Edwards, Ashmore and
Potter, 1995; Lennon and Whitford, 1994; Parker, 1992, 1998), so some time is spent on
the issue here. It is not a new idea, of course, being described by Protagoras: 'man [sic]
is the measure of all things' (Billig, 1991). Realism requires faith in the idea that there
is a single, coherent, ineluctable reality that exists independent of human thought.
Through empirical investigation, it is suggested, it is possible to 'discover' this reality.
In relativist approaches, gone are the old certainties and authorities, to be replaced by
multiple ways of knowing that are seen as historically, culturally and locally contingent
(Foucault, 1972). All 'truths' and 'realities’, including our most treasured and taken-for-
granted ideas about the natural world, are human constructions. As Toulmin (1972:
246) puts it, 'nature has no language in which she [sic] can speak to us on her own

behalf' (cited in Hyland, 2000).

It should come as no surprise that, in an oppressive status quo, a relativist
epistemology which permits deconstruction of taken-for-granted ways of knowing and

reconstruction of new ways of knowing, should be valuable to feminism. The problem
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facing relativistic feminists, however, is that with no final meaning and point of closure,
it is not easy to assert new ways of knowing with any authority (e.g. Strickland, 1994).
So, on the one hand, relativism is liberating, offering some freedom from male
constructed science and philosophy, yet on the other, the very inability to appeal to a
final authority is sometimes seen as pulling the rug from under one's feet (Irigaray,

1985; Harding, 1990; Stanley, 1992). As Hartstock (1990: 163) puts it:

'"Why is it that just at the moment when so many of us who have been silenced begin to
demand the right to name ourselves, to act as subjects rather than objects of history, that just
then the concept of subjecthood becomes problematic? Just when we are forming our own
theories about the world, uncertainty emerges about whether the world can be theorized.
Just when we are talking about the changes we want, ideas of progress and the possibility of

systematically and rationally organizing human society become dubious and suspect.'

In this sense, postmodernist theory has arrived on the scene too soon from the point of
view of the oppressed and at a rather useful time for the oppressors (even if this was
unintended - Habermas, 1983). Men and other privileged groups (see Stabile, 1997 in
relation to class, race and gender) have already had their Enlightenment. The
postmodernist 'view from everywhere' may be just as disembodied, and transcendent or
disclaiming of one's partiality and implicatedness in structures of domination as the
objectivist and positivist 'view from nowhere' (Bordo, 1990; Haraway, 1988) and may
be a continuation rather than challenge of masculinist theorising (Brodribb, 1992). The

celebration of difference, in this view, could amount to indifference (Lazreg, 1990).

Postmodernist feminists, however, regard relativism as liberatory and useful to the
feminist project, or at least a surmountable problem. A host of defences of relativism
have been voiced over the years (e.g. Burman, 1998, provides a good discussion as it
relates to deconstructionism; see also Hepburn, 2000, regarding its status in feminism),
some of which are considered here, starting with the current author's concern about
unfair dismissal on the grounds of 'conservatism', usually accompanied by the phrase: 'if
anything goes, everything stays' (e.g. Chalmers, 1999 criticising Feyerabend, 1978).
The phrase is often used to bully the critical relativist into submission but is
unsophisticated and has a silenced Other: 'if nothing goes, nothing stays'. This should

give hope to feminists and critical thinkers who are often asking for a very different
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world where few, if any, of the old certainties remain and stable universalisms do not
occur or degrade before they can do long-term damage. Far from being conservative
and politically disengaged, this phrase captures a spirit of ongoing critique and suggests

we constantly renegotiate meanings and settle for nothing.

Much of the concern is based around the common misconception that the relativist
cannot take a stance; that s’he has slid into a wishy-washy, inhuman, unethical, and
apolitical philosophical trap (Edwards, Ashmore and Potter, 1995). Of course, arguing
that one's view is one amongst many and that it is not truthful is very different from not
taking a stand. Whilst 'hard' postmodernists may revel in for-the-moment, self-
gratifying and politically vacuous work, postmodernist feminists do have to take a
political stand but without asserting timeless universal truths (and of course not taking a
stand is a stand (Habermas, 1984), making the position and its critique rather dubious
and pointless anyway). Being able to see that meaning is intrinsically arbitrary,
multiple and contingent, and rejecting objective foundations, does not mean that in
practice we have to be endlessly charitable towards discourses that clash with our own

(Hepburn, 2000).

Shildrick (1997) argues that it is possible to take a stance whilst recognising its
situatedness in a particular time and place. An ethical stance may be constructed that is
not presented as a universal fact or truth but nevertheless has usefulness in guiding
conduct. Yeatman (1990) takes a different route, arguing that postmodernism is a
continuation of modernism and as such postmodernist feminists should be free to draw
on modern principles such as value commitment e.g. to creating a post-patriarchal
democratic society whilst, in line with postmodern thinking, refusing essentialisms,
foundationalisms and universalisms such as assuming 'woman' to be a coherent,

predictable and stable category.

Another tack is provided by Curt (1994: 20) who argue that 'some psychologists
well-versed in the language of textuality ... adopt a "realist" perspective for strategic
critical purposes.'. Similarly, Fricker (1994) argues that some notion of realism has to
be maintained in order to take a feminist stand, even if this is nothing more than a
'regulatory ideal'. This is a useful point to make as it relieves the critical

realist/relativist tension by taking a pragmatic approach rather than entertaining endless

54



attempts to claim the moral and intellectual high ground (‘epistemological correctness' -
Gill, 1995) which, incidentally, is ironic considering the general poé.tmodern disdain for
dichotomies. If realists argue that there is a reality out there but we always view it
through the lens of our biases, and relativists assert (at length and with great confidence
despite no foundation from which to measure their own assertions) such paradoxes as
'the truth that there is no truth, is it not time to move on? Rather than being used by
philosophy, philosophy should be used to 'prioritise the political' (Wilkinson, 1997; also
Kitzinger, 1986). Fricker (1994: 95) asks 'What does feminism require of an
epistemology?' to make the point that feminist needs are prior to philosophy. It is
argued that there is nothing special about this; it is a norm in the social sciences. The
important difference, however, is that feminism declares its interests in an explicit

manner.

2.10 Poststructuralist Feminism

Postructuralist thinking and postmodernist thinking are sometimes considered together
and sometimes considered separately in the literature. The decision often seems quite
arbitrary but through teasing them apart, some of their slightly different emphases, such
as poststructuralism's particular concern with dichotomous thinking, can be explored.
In this section, we begin with a brief overview of structuralist theory before looking at

poststructuralist thinking which builds on this.

Structuralism was employed by Saussure (e.g. 1974) who used it to forward his
'science of signs' approach, called semiology. Language, in this view, is to be studied
without reference to anything but itself. It is a closed system of signs that appear to
point to reality but in fact only point to further signs. Looking up the definition of a
word in a dictionary is a good example of how related words are the only way of
expressing the meaning of a word within a closed system. A sign comprises two parts,
the 'signifier’ and the 'signified'. Taking a cat as an example, the signifier is the sound,
e.g. /kat/' and the signified is the concept, e.g. four-legged feline animal, etc. Both
signifier and signified are arbitrary. The signifier, or sound, /kat/ does not relate in any
way to the object; it is merely convention. A cat could be called something else (and it

is in other languages). The signified could be very different too. There is no
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transcendent reason why a cat is placed in the category of 'four-legged feline animal'.
Humans could have devised other categories which place a cat in a very different slot.
In fact, depending on their various purposes and needs, biologists, vets, pet-lovers, and
gardeners, for example, do. Also, signs are only meaningful in relation to one another.

What something is is also what it is not. Cameron (1992: 24) gives an example:

'...it is not the composition of the rolling stock that enables me to recognise the 9.45 from
Victoria. (Nor, as any regular user of the service can tell you, do I necessarily recognise the
9.45 by the fact that it leaves at 9.45!) What makes signs meaningful is the contrast with
other signs. The 9.45 is not the 10.15.

Poststructuralism, as the name implies, extends structuralist theory. Structuralist theory
had taken the important step of focussing on the linguistic construction of meaning
rather than looking for truths in an objective material world but it had reduced discourse
to a deterministic symbolic system (logocentrism) which evacuated social agency,
social conflict, and social practice by suggesting fixity of meaning (Fraser, 1997), as
seen for example, in the Lacanian emphasis on the phallus as primary signifier - 1.6.2).
For Derrida (1973), for example, meaning is created through the dual processes of
difference and deferral (taken together, these are referred to as différance). The positive
meaning of anything, as in structuralism, is determined partly by its hidden other, that
from which it differs, that which it is not, but also, meaning is constantly deferred, that
is, any one meaning cannot be grounded by appealing to some transcendental authority
such as a god, objectivity, the phallus, etc., for closure. The meaning of one sign only
ever points to further signs in an infinite chain of shifting and contextually bound

signification.

The transcendental philosophy of Descartes, through Kant to Husserl, had conceived
of the subject as present to itself, in other words, consciousness is seen as a unified
whole and an origin of thought (Sampson, 1989). In Descartes famous words: "I think
therefore I am". This has been challenged by Freud, Lacan, Derrida, Adorno, Kristeva
and others who have argued that to presence something is to make absent something
else. Derrida (1978) criticised the Western philosophical tradition's valorisation of
presence at the expense of absence, and argued that western culture is littered with such

binary oppositions, for example (though not all of interest to Derrida) mind/body
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normal/abnormal, sane/insane, black/white, young/old and of course, masculine/
feminine. Unfortunately, such dichotomies are not horizontally organised pure
difference, but rather, they are vertical hierarchies with one pole socially valued as
dominant, desirable, acceptable etc. (e.g. normal, sane, white, masculine) and the Other
as subordinate, undesirable, and unacceptable, etc. (e.g. abnormal, insane, black,

feminine).

The poststructuralist method of deconstruction aims to make absences visible before
valorising the generally subordinated pole and showing both poles to be dependent,
leaky and unbounded rather than independent and self-contained. Many long-standing
arguments in the social sciences have come to be seen as rather superficial either/or's
and, of course, this is a very important issue since the theories we arrive at are bound by
the types of question we ask. For example, sociologists have debated the individual
versus the social (e.g. Marx and Weber) which has recently been shown to be an
artificial question (Giddens, 1984). Discourse theory also moves beyond self-contained
individualism and social determinism (Gergen, 1985) and relatedly, the nature/nurture

debates that have shaped psychology.

Whilst poststructuralists have conducted an extensive and often more self-conscious
critique of binaries, it must be pointed out that feminism has presented challenges to
many of these in a less abstract philosophical manner long before: 'reason/emotion’
(liberal feminism), 'public/private’ (socialist feminism), 'nature/culture’ (radical
feminism), and 'subject/object' (psychoanalytic feminism). Cirksena and Cuklanz
(1992) argue that integration of the opposite poles (women and men both having equal
access to education in liberal feminism), valorising the subordinated pole (women's
special nature in radical feminism), or rejecting binaries and constructing new ways of
knowledging the world (labour is common to both public and private in socialist

feminism) are three examples of feminism's challenge to binaries.

Foucault's analyses also showed how the structuralist emphasis on fixed meaning
was insufficient. By conducting analyses on the historical situatedness of meanings, the
'archaeology of knowledge' (1972), he showed meanings to be highly flexible across
time. 'Discourses' constitute the subject and have their bases in ever-changing

institutions of power. For example, Foucault has examined the institutionalised exercise
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of power in psychiatry (1973), the penal system (1979), and the control of sexuality
(1981, 1986). 'Discourses' are notoriously difficult to define satisfactorily but the
concept will appear repeatedly from now on so it is best explicated here. For Foucault,
discourses are 'practices which form the objects of which they speak' (Foucault, 1972:
49) and ‘historically variable ways of specifying knowledge and truth - what it is
possible to speak at a given moment' (1978: 93).

Burr (1995: 48) offers more clarity: 'A discourse refers to a set of meanings,
metaphors, representations, images, stories, statements and so on that in some way
together produce a particular version of events...(or person or class of persons), a
particular way of representing it or them in a certain light.' The example she offers is
that of foxhunting. There are numerous contradictory and competing discourses that are
used in the debate about foxhunting. For example, many farmers may use the ‘pest
control' discourse, arguing that foxes harm their livestock. The pro-hunting lobby may
use a 'hunting as sport' discourse, arguing that they have a right to traditional
countryside practices. Animal rights campaigners are likely to evoke an 'animal

welfare' discourse, arguing that hunting is cruel and immoral.

Each person has his or her own story to tell and can marshall evidence in support of
their argument. There is no transcendent rightness or wrongness to these arguments,
however. They are all made with respect to other discourses such as morals and rights,
etc., in infinite regress in abstract theory, although in practice certain discourses carry
more weight and come to be seen as more acceptable, favourable, credible, moral,
normal, and so on. This leads us to another concept which has been extremely
important for feminism, and this research more particularly, namely, 'power'. Foucault
sees power as a relation and as dynamic and diffuse (1978). He refused to ground his
analysis in any ultimate determining factor. So, unlike Marx with the capital-labour
relationship, or Freud with the unconscious and psychosexual development, Lacan with
the phallus, radical feminism with patriarchy, and so on, Foucault's style of analysis is
not anchored in such certainties. Foucault (1972) also argues that discourses are neither
'good' nor 'bad'. A discourse that is 'good' to one group may be 'bad' to another and one
that is 'good' in one historical period or culture may be 'bad' in another. Whether this
relativism (2.9) leaves the work politically stagnant or more efficacious remains hotly

contested (Sawicki, 1991; McNay, 1992; Ramazanoglu, 1993).
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There are some problems with poststructuralism as it relates to feminism. For
example, Foucault is criticised by Hartstock (1990) for his pessimistic view that to
engage in discussion about what another system might look like is to extend our
participation in the present one. Hartstock is also concerned about Foucault's insistence
that analyses of power should be conducted, not from the dominated groups down, but
from the bottom up in an 'ascending analysis' of small scale power relations up to global |
forms. This may encourage victim-blaming by ignoring patriarchy as a critical
analytical tool. Foucault's work has also been criticised for lacking an adequate
conception of agency. Individuals are portrayed as puppets of historical forces that are

beyond their control (Giddens, 1987).

Foucault's conception of power has been criticised for being ever-present,
permanent, self-reproducing, and repetitious, but quite contradictorily, it is also seen as
something exercised rather than acquired, something intentional and subjective
(Hartstock, 1990; Eagleton, 1991). Power is not to be seen as acting on atomic
individuals, but rather, the individual is simultaneously exercising and being exercised
by power. Power is everywhere: 'Power must not be seen as either a single individual
dominating others or as one group or class dominating others.' (Foucault, 1978: 44).
Hartstock (1990) argues that Foucault's contention that power is everywhere is
problematic because in effect it is therefore nowhere, thus having little critical value.
This is slightly unfair criticism, and mirrors the selective representation of relativism ('if
anything goes, everything stays') discussed in (2.9). Hartstock loses sight of Foucault's
(1972) argument that wherever there is power there is also resistance. Resistance to
power is therefore everywhere too. Therefore power, despite its pervasiveness, need not

(though it often does) remain invisible.

The 'death of the subject’ is also lamented by some feminists such as Judith Butler
(1990), because it may undermine the notion of agency. Butler asks who is left to
emancipate if there is no subject? Can 'women' be oppressed? In response to this
problem, some feminists (e.g. Alcoff, 1988; Riley, 1988) have argued for the notion of
'women's positionality' which sees the identity of 'woman' as discursively constructed

(though not homogeneous), whilst being something that feels very real and as such may
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be used as a platform from which to speak 'authentically’ about experience, instigate

change, etc.

However, that subjectivity is sometimes seen as a secondary effect of language,
giving the impression of linguistic determinism, is often due to careless language rather

than theoretical inadequacies. For example, Weedon (1993: 86) writes:

'Meaning can have no external guarantee and subjectivity itself is an effect of discourse. If
language is the site where meaningful experience is constituted, then language also

determines how we perceive possibilities of change.'

It is unsurprising that language used in poststructuralist work occasionally slips into
familiar and taken-for-granted binaries such as cause/effect and agency/determinism
when dealing with difficult and counter-intuitive concepts. Indeed, elsewhere Weedon

(1993: 106) states:
'As individuals we are not the mere objects of language but the sites of discursive struggle'.

Within a few sentences on the same page, however, there is a return to the idea that

language acts on the subject:

'A poststructuralist position on subjectivity and consciousness relativizes the individual's

sense of herself by making it an effect of discourse.'

A great deal of effort has been put into using appropriate language in the current project
but it is easy to slip up. At this juncture it is therefore worth pointing out that the
present author's stance is that there is no transcendental subject standing outside of,
causing, or caused by, discourse for they are one and the same 'thing' without

membrane, limit, synapse, or cleavage (Derrida, 1978; Shildrick, 1997).

It is often (rightly) pointed out that most of the authorities in this field are male
(Althusser, Lacan, Derrida, Foucault, Saussure, and so on), and sometimes argued that
the theory itself is male-centred (Scholes, 1987; Brodzki and Schenck, 1989; Kauffman,
1989). As Weedon (1993) argues though, the sex of the author and their political
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commitment to feminism or not should take second place to the utility of the theory for
feminism (see also Braidotti, 1991, on Derrida). If applied appropriately, poststructural-
ism does offer a useful theory for many reasons. It theorises the relationships between
language, subjectivity, social organisation and power and unlike humanism, which
regards the subject as conscious, knowing, unified and rational, poststructuralism views
the subject as disunified, fragmented, in conflict, protean, multiple, and very
importantly, as non-essential and changeable. The psychoanalytic influence of Freud
and Lacan is clear, for example, in terms of fragmentation of the subject, but its
concepts are often jettisoned, as they generally are in this project, without seriously

affecting other more useful concepts.

Having looked at the theoretical and philosophical contribution of poststructuralism,
an example can be offered of feminist poststructuralism in practice. Lees (1993)
deconstructs the familiar stereotype of males and females: 'male-as-independent' and
'female-as-dependent’. She argues, for example, that heterosexual men objectify women
as sex objects to be conquered whilst claiming independence through military
discourses: 'erector launchers', 'more bang for your buck’, 'deep penetration’, 'soft lay
downs', etc. Though Lees does not make a point of it, such discourses are highly
situated historically, obviously belonging to the modern era of warfare. Women are
also sexually objectified in more enduring terms such as body parts, e.g. 'big tits
'ginger minge', or in terms of food, e.g. 'sweetie', 'sugar', 'tasty’, or as animals, e.g. 'cow’,
'bitch', 'dog’, 'bird'. Through all this objectifying language aimed at fleeing the feminine
and subordinating women, heterosexual men are denying their dependence on women,
for example, for cooking the food, rearing the children, and sexual union. The
independence/dependence dichotomy is shown to be a fiction which belies category

leakiness and inter-dependence of the two poles.

2.11 Feminism and the Social Construction of Gender

By way of separate critique of individual theories of gender in Chapter 1, and critical
and feminist approaches in this chapter, we have arrived at the social constructionist
feminist approach utilised here. This section will therefore serve as a summary of

critical theoretical concepts and points made above and brings them together more
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concisely. Empirical work in the field is discussed in the study chapters (Chapters 4, 5
and 6) as it relates to the individual studies. Social constructionist feminism is
influenced by, and overlaps with, poststructuralism, postmodernism and
postcolonialism. It is therefore sometimes referred to as ‘postfeminism' (Brooks, 1997),
a term avoided here as, confusingly, it also refers to the current political backlash
(discussed in the following section, 2.12) where many people feel there is no longer any

need for feminism.

Social constructionist feminism has a concern for pluralism and giving voice to
local, indigenous politics and power relations, and conversely, to reflexively address the
white, Western, middle class, mainly northern hemispherical bias rife in much second-
wave feminism. There is a concern with complexity and contradiction rather than
simplistic large scale manifestos. There is also a resistance to closure of definition and
usually an acceptance that 'truth' does not exist. Social constructionist feminism
examines diffuse rather than concentrated forms of power, owing more to Foucault, for
example, than Marx. Gender is recognised as only one social dimension of power,
along with class, age, religion, sexuality, ethnicity, and other identities. Individuals are
therefore very different, leading to deep suspicion of universal grand narratives such as

earlier forms of psychoanalysis.

Second wave feminism's humanistic search for a common identity amongst women
is seen as a totalitarian, even dangerous, endeavour (Brooks, 1997) if it is unqualified.
Gender has come to be seen as highly fragmented. The idea of multiple genders is not
new, however (e.g. Tolson, 1979), and has not gained ground quickly, particularly
regarding non-additive theories that see social axes such as class and 'race' as
inseparable from gender rather than 'add-ons’. One only has to look at Spelman's
(1988:175) language as she tried to promote the idea. She is also clearly concerned that

readers will feel it is a threat to feminism:

'...in an important sense there are a variety of genders...I find myself backing away from
this even as I say it, and I suspect many readers do too...The notion of many genders also
may seem repellent because it appears to make feminism unwieldy and maybe even

incoherent.'

62



The idea of multiple genders is a very important one. Messner (1997) describes how
at one of the first National Conferences on Men and Masculinity, following a powerful
speech by a feminist man who urged men to renounce masculinity and male privilege, a
black man stood up and angrily made the point that in a white supremacist society he
had never had the chance to be a man. This was followed by a gay man's voicing of his
concern that as a gay man he did not have a problem crying and hugging other men and

that these hang-ups are specific problems for heterosexual men.

It has become increasingly common, therefore, to refer to multiple 'masculinities'
and 'femininities' (Connell, 1987, 1995; Spelman, 1988; Hearn and Collinson, 1994;
Segal, 1997). Masculinities need to be examined, for example, as they intersect with
other axes of difference such as 'race' and ethnicity (Mercia and Julien, 1988; Gordon,
1993; Afshar and Maynard, 1994), variations in health and life expectancy in
marginalized groups (Staples, 1995), bodily facility (Gerschick and Miller, 1995;
Shakespeare, 1999), religious persuasion (Brod, 1994), homelessness (Nonn, 1995), age
(Thompson, 1994), violent and pacifist men, interest in education and learning, size,
height and shape, and humour (Collinson, 1988; Hearn and Collinson, 1994), and so on.
Likewise, femininities must be studied in all of their complexity, for example, national
identity (Smyth, 1993), age (Gannon, 1999), sexuality (Kitzinger, 1987), subcultures
such as the 'ladettes' (Whelehan, 2000), 'race' (Bhavnani and Coulson, 2001), etc.

The recognition of difference has brought with it discomfort over the categories
'woman' and 'man' ('woman' is concentrated on here), which may impose theoretical
unity over empirical plurality (Spelman, 1988; Flax, 1990; Fraser and Nicholson, 1990;
Probyn, 1992; Weedon, 1993). Many feminists (e.g. Kristeva, 1984; Riley, 1988)
argue, however, that the category 'women' should be retained, despite its problems, as a
political tool without attributing ontological soundness and unified definitional integrity

to the term. This will always be contradictory, as Riley (1988: 112) points out:

'...it is compatible to suggest that 'women' don't exist - whilst maintaining a politics of 'as if
they existed' - since the world behaves as if they unambiguously did... Such challenges to
'how women are' can throw sand in the eyes of the founding categorisations and attributions,
ideally disorientating them. But the risk here is always that the very iteration of the afflicted

category serves, maliciously, not to undo it but to underwrite it.'
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As Riley (1988) reminds us, the category of 'woman' has been used to progressive and
very important ends, for example, in screening for breast cancer or campaigning for the
woman's right to vote. The category of 'man' has been useful too. It has, for example,
provided a visible and defined opposition for feminism, and a target for advice about
testicular cancer. It is not helpful, therefore, to totally dispense with the biological
categories but we must remain ever vigilant as to what purposes their usage may serve.

As Spelman (1988: 186) puts it:

'I am not saying that we ought never to think about or refer to women "as women" or to men
"as men". I am only insisting that whenever we do that we remember which women and
which men we are thinking about.’, and (p187), '...though all women are women, no woman

is only a woman'

Concern has been expressed in some quarters that the postmodern shift toward
examining difference, between masculinities in particular, could be used to divert
attention from men's continued oppression of women (Orkin, 1993). It has therefore
become more popular recently to view men as belonging to a group that oppress women
generally and benefit from patriarchy regardless of intention, whilst recognising that
men have differential investments and stand to gain (or lose) unequally from the
patriarchal dividend (Ramazanoglu, 1989; Hearn and Collinson, 1994; Connell, 1995;
Messner, 1997).

The post/structuralist influence can be seen here. Whilst this project advocates ad
nauseam a move away from essentialism, it will continue to refer to 'men's talk' and
'women's talk' and sex-identifying participants' names, etc. in the study chapters (4, 5,
and 6). However, this is not to reify the categories by suggesting women or men say
this or that inevitably because of their biological embodiment or an immutable social
demarcation. Causation is an inappropriate way of viewing discourses as the individual
both speaks and is spoken by them (3.3, 3.4). Yet, it remains important to identify men
and women as such to make sense of any current (changeable) differences in their talk.
Even where men and women utilise similar discourses, it remains necessary to identify

the speakers as men and women if only to make the point that they are indeed 'similar'.
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Erasure of reference to bodies and a focus solely on language could be valuable in
combating essentialism but can be limited when it comes to analyses of power in a
social world where bodies continue to provide a powerful focal point for differential
legitimacy, acceptability, etc. of discourse and practice. In other words, 'what language
achieves' continues to depend to a large extent on 'where it comes from' (its most recent
author) for academics as well as culture more generally, even though abstractly there is
no such thing as an 'originary author' of language (Derrida, 1978). Despite these
problems, the study of internet language problematises the focus on bodies and
identities (Chapter 6) and there is a case for focusing solely on language in some
research. Chapters 4 and 5, however, do retain some notion of the person doing the
speaking. Clearly, there is sometimes a need for a dual and contradictory approach to
the categories 'man’ and 'woman' where they continue to be employed whilst being
deconstructed through their critical use. As Derrida (1978: 284) puts it when describing

Levi-Strauss' structuralist technique of bricolage:

'Levi-Strauss will always remain faithful to this double intention: to preserve as an
instrument something whose truth-value he criticises... [He conserves] all these old concepts
within the domain of empirical discovery while here and there denouncing their limits,
treating them as tools which can still be used. No longer is any truth-value attributed to
them; there is a readiness to abandon them, if necessary, should other instruments appear
more useful. In the meantime, their relative efficacy is exploited, and they are employed to

destroy the old machinery to which they belong and of which they themselves are pieces.'

Butler (1992: 17) puts it similarly:

'To deconstruct the concept of matter or that of bodies is not to negate or refuse either term.
To deconstruct these terms means, rather, to continue to use them, to repeat them, to repeat
them subversively, and to displace them from the contexts in which they have been deployed

as instruments of oppressive power.'

Another of the major theoretical stances in feminist social constructionist approach is
that gender must be seen as performative; as something that is achieved socially through
ongoing negotiation (Edley and Wetherell, 1995) rather than something that is essential
or constituted in early childhood. Language is seen as constitutive rather than

descriptive of the 'reality' of gender. As Butler (1993: 136) puts it, gender 'has no
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ontological status apart from the various acts which constitute its reality' (and, of course,
that is far from saying it is unimportant). It is only through repeated discursive
performance that gender comes to be 'experienced' and feels so 'real. The idea that
gender is socially constructed through discourse marks a radical departure from
essentialist theories. This is both a theoretical and a political commitment, since
essentialist approaches tend to paint simplistic, stable, coherent, pictures of the
gendered world which fail to account for observable fragmented, contradictory and
multiple identities and discourses, and leave no space for change toward a projected

egalitarian future.

Theories of stable and relatively enduring 'bottom-up' biological or cognitive
essences, or that we are relatively passive recipients of ‘top-down' processes such as
'patriarchy’, do not lend themselves readily to change of the present status quo, and do
not take account of the ideological importance of language (Edley and Wetherell, 1995).
As Brittan and Maynard (1984: 211) put it, in essentialist theories 'it is not men who
oppress women, rather it is the 'mode of production’, a '‘programmed genetic trait', or the
'system of patriarchy' which is responsible', absolving oppressors from 'involvement in,
and accountability for, oppressive acts'. Rejection of essentialist explanations allows us
to dispense with the notion that the existing status quo is natural, inevitable, normal, or

excusable.

So gender is something we do rather than something we have; it should be regarded
as a verb rather than a noun (see also Morgan, 1992; Connell, 1987). However, gender
is not done freely and wholly agentically. Particular genders are socially prized,
privileged and encouraged whilst other 'options' are ridiculed, ostracised, making
'choice' partly voluntary and partly determined. Power is therefore crucial to the
analysis, for it explains how certain discourses come to be regarded as more truthful,
desirable, moral, acceptable, dominant, and so on, than others. With exceptions in
mind, as a general observation, males, whites, heterosexuals, middle class, etc. are
defined as more powerful than their female, people of colour, homosexual, and working
class counterparts. Social constructionist feminism aims to strike the difficult balance
between giving voice to and empowering these subordinated and oppressed groups
whilst paying attention to difference within the groups. The concept of "hegemony' has

proved useful in this respect and is discussed in section 3.3.
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Finally, since the concept is frequently used in this work, it is worth explaining what
is meant by the often unqualified concept of 'equality’, which is not as straightforward
as it sometimes seems. Equality can mean a number of different things. For example,
for liberal feminists, as discussed earlier (2.2), it is likely to mean finding ways to
ensure women get the same privileges as men, that is, the male (and often middle class)
is taken as norm. For radical feminisms that argue for women's special nature, change
is the responsibility of men who should refuse masculinity in favour of more desirable
feminine attributes. Both types of equality conflate 'sameness’ and 'equality’, often
ignoring class, 'race' and other matrices of power. Cavarero (1992) argues that equality
cannot be seen as absolute, logical or pure, nor as an abstract homologisation of men
and women, but rather, men and women should be seen as 'different but equally valued'
(Bock, 1992, also argues for this as well as extending the concept to 'race’) and without
a normative male reference point. As Scott (1994: 368) puts it, it is necessary to view
'differences as the very meaning of equality itself. This is the intended version adopted
here. As Flax (1992: 193) eloquently puts it:

'Domination arises out of an inability to recognise, appreciate and nurture differences, not
out of a failure to see everyone as the same. Indeed, the need to see everyone as the same in

order to accord them dignity and respect is an expression of the problem, not a cure for it.'

2.12 The Current Political Climate in the UK and USA

Importantly, feminist social constructionism emphasises the importance of the historical
and cultural context in which discourses appear. In this section, therefore, the current
political context in the UK and USA is discussed (the local context is discussed in the
individual study chapters 4.2, 5.2 and 6.2). The current political climate as it relates to
gender is widely regarded as being characterised by a feminist backlash, particularly
amongst many men (usually powerful, white, heterosexual, middle class), who fear that
women are increasingly powerful in contemporary culture (Faludi, 1992). Utilising
zero-sum logic, these men, for example, the men's movements (discussed shortly), feel
that gains for women must automatically mean losses for men (Schacht and Ewing,

1998). Where men are losing power they claim they are victims, whilst failing to
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recognise that this is a consequence of changes in an oppressive social order in which
they are constitutive agents and where they are used to a baseline power that they take

for granted unless it is disturbed.

The idea that society is post-feminist has, Faludi (1992) argues, been around for a
long time, especially in the media where it was used in the 1920s. The idea that
feminism is no longer needed became particularly prominent during the 1980s (Brooks,
1997; Whelehan, 2000). Margaret Thatcher was said to be an example of women's
new-found power, for example. In the 1990s, the theme of women's 'new-found'
equality continued, reinvented this time, for example, through the 'Girl Power' of British
pop band The Spice Girls. Present power relations are said to be mostly equal, resulting
in ridicule of 'old' feminism and the appearance of less 'ideological' and more 'common-
sense' 'new feminisms' which have sprung up alongside New Labour', the New Right'

and so on.

Whelehan (2000) argues that these new feminisms are ignorant of structural and
institutional inequality, seek to recapture the individual's private domestic sphere from,
as they see it, the politicisation and panoptical gaze of prying and interfering traditional
feminists, and have a certain amnesia about past achievements of feminism which were
fought hard for. Riley's (2001) study of the talk of Scottish male interviewees shows
that some men are also constructing feminism as unnecessary and intolerable in what
they suggest is a 'gender-neutral' culture. Whilst passing themselves off as 'non-sexist'
and all for the deterioration of forced gender difference, they absented recognition of
continuing inequalities. This dissociation and amnesia, of course, is nothing new. As
Spender (1982) argues, feminism has to 'reinvent the wheel' repeatedly. Inversions and
apathy are also to be found in the talk of 'new lads' and 'ladettes’, and the media who,
regarding ‘political correctness' as a gag and threat to freedom of speech, make
deliberate attempts at 'cheeky' and 'cute' forms of 'political incorrectness' which
acknowledge continued inequalities but pass as humour, parody, and irony. Anyone

who criticises this 'does not get the joke and lacks a sense of humour'.

For Faludi (1992) and Messner (1997), amongst others, one of the most striking
examples of men's anti-feminist backlash is the men's movements, particularly in the

U.S but increasingly in the U.K. too. Two of them are discussed here, namely, the
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mythopoetic men's movement and the 'promise keepers'. Through the mythopoetic
men's movement (Bly, 1990), which draws on Jungian psychology, men have sought to
recapture their 'lost' natural, essential masculinity. They feel they have been feminised
by the loss of male bonding in capitalist work practices which no longer require men's
brotherhood, for example. Through separatism, male bonding, and wild man tribal
rituals, they aim to heal such 'wounds'. These men try to side-step feminist criticism of
their power over women by ideologically grounding their 'right' to masculinity in its
alleged naturalness (Schwalbe, 1996). Messner (1997) notes that this men's movement
draws on a 'loose' essentialism, where there is recognition that masculinity has changed
and space is created to permit its recapture, and yet they seek a true, deeper, stable self
that has been repressed and bullied into the deepest recesses of their psyche by change.
There is also an assumption of a universal masculinity shared by all, yet unsurprisingly,
it generally only appeals to white, heterosexual, middle class men who feel that they are
hard done by (Messner, 1997). The movement has also been criticised for fixating on
the 'costs of masculinity' such as men's inability to cry whilst failing to observe the pain
of women (Brown, 1992; Messner, 1997).

Another (mainly white, heterosexual, middle- to upper-class) US phenomenon is the
fundamentalist Christian 'Promise Keepers' (PK) movement which began very small
scale, with 72 men attending its first meeting in 1990, but expanded rapidly to
accommodate over 600,000 men in various football stadiums in 13 cities (Messner,
1997). The movement combines ‘family values' and other right wing rhetoric and also
incorporates some of the mythopoetic men's movement's ideas, providing another form
of masculinity therapy. Much of the information presented here is available on the

following webpage (July 2001):

http://apocalypse.berkshire.net/~ifas/fw/9609/promise. html

It has become a massive publicity and merchandising machine that has been criticised
from within (ibid.) for charging $60 for stadium tickets rather than, for example,
encouraging this money to be spent on the homeless and other downtrodden groups.
The PK work ideologically, claiming 'God-given' truths which are therefore beyond
empirical critique, and thus setting their needs as representing an unbiased, natural state

of affairs compared to allegedly more "political' groups such as feminists.
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The PK, of course, are highly politically motivated and promote an essential,
natural, normative version of masculinity which draws on Victorian values, highly
conservative readings of Judeo-Christian texts, sociobiological beliefs that men are
natural hunters, and degenerate readings of psychoanalytic principles (Connell, 1995).
The movement's leader, Bill McCartney, called homosexuals an "abomination against
Almighty God" and there is a strong anti-abortion line in the movement. Feminists are
accused of emasculating men whilst society generally is accused of 'sissyfying' men,
including Jesus, who is portrayed as gentle when he was, they claim, a masculine
defeater of Satan and fearless leader. Society generally, and feminists in particular, are

accused of negating men's phallic desires and energies (Hicks, 1993).

Women have, by and large, accepted the PK movement without question, even
promoting parallel movements such as the 'Promise Reapers' (Messner, 1997) and
'Heritage Keepers' (see webpage referenced above), although see Recer (1995).
However, women are generally excluded or sidelined by the movement which prides
male comradeship and men's God-given special nature. PK speaker Tony Evans says
that women were intended by God to be "helpers" for men, that they were "never meant
to bear the burden of responsibility for home and family", and that feminists are women
frustrated by a lack of male leadership (see webpage referenced above). Where women
are included, they are to be found, for example, selling T-shirts or hotdogs at
conventions. Men are encouraged to uncompromisingly take back the power that is
'rightfully theirs' in the family and to have the final word in family matters (Evans,
1994), whilst women are expected to be obedient, to refrain from independence and

work outside the home, and to look good for their men.

In addition to these men's movements, and with regard to the UK culture in which
most of the participants studied here find themselves, other areas have been studied
which support the thesis that there is a conservative backlash amongst men, such as
unemployed men doing illegal work whilst claiming benefits rather than doing the
childcare (Willott and Griffin, 1997), or seeking 'male spaces' such as playing and
watching sport or retreating to the pub (Morgan, 1992). The backlash is visible in terms
of the grounding of male power in inevitable biological explanations or psychological

differences (Gough, 1998), social necessity or cultural traditions, or jokes about 'bra-
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burners' and 'women's libbers' who have 'taken things too far' (Ingham, 1984; Ford,
1985; Dennis, 1992; Morgan, 1992). The backlash is also visible in the academy (for
example, Herb Goldberg's The Hazards of Being Male: Surviving the Myth of Masculine
Privilege, 1976; and Warren Farrell's The Myth of Male Power: Why Men are the
Disposable Sex, 1994. 1t has often been assumed in 'men and masculinity’ research that
the backlash is a male preserve. There is much evidence to support this as has been
discussed above. The first study presented here (Chapter 4) provides further evidence.
However, the second study (Chapter 5) also shows women to be participating. This is a

relatively new direction in feminism which is discussed in the respective chapter.
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3 Analytical Approach

3.1 Introduction

As has been discussed in Chapters 1 and 2, many approaches to gender, particularly
modernist, essentialist and individualist approaches, have paid far too little attention to
language, power and ideology. Language is a key site for the study of gender, and
consequently, this chapter begins by examining some of the feminist linguistic
approaches (3.2). It will be argued, via critique of these approaches, that discourse
analysis provides the most appropriate methodology with respect to the theoretical
orientation of this work. However, before considering the various discourse analytic
traditions, it is helpful to first explore the various uses of the concepts of 'power' and
'ideology’, which will have bearing on the final choice of methodology. The following
section (3.3) therefore briefly examines the work of Marx, Althusser, Foucault, and

Billig et al. as they relate to discourse analysis and the studies presented here.

Having stressed the importance for critical and feminist work of the concepts of
power and ideology and explicated how they are to be used, the next section (3.4) turns
to the various discourse analytic approaches. Although they all converge in many
respects, there are some subtle (and some not-so-subtle) differences between them,
including the stance taken with respect to power and ideology. Throughout the thesis,
and indeed the whole research process, reflexivity has been incorporated but has largely
remained a tacit concern. The final section of this chapter (3.5) examines the critical

concept of reflexivity, with a particular focus on the issue of 'male feminists'.

3.2 Language and Gender

There are a number of traditions which pay due attention to language as it relates to
gender, a few of which are examined here. However, they fall short of at least one of
the criteria argued for in the previous two chapters, in particular, rejection of

essentialism and universalisms, acceptance of cultural, historical and contextual
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difference, attention to power and ideology, and recognition of gender as multiple,

fragmentary and socially constructed.

A substantial amount of research work has been carried out on grammatical gender
(e.g. Comrie, 1989), particularly on languages that are more structured in terms of
gender than English. Comrie points out that Slavonic languages, which mark degrees of
animation by case inflections, designate women (and 'cripples' and slaves) as having
lower animation and men (and other strong, powerful, mobile groups) as having higher
animation. Bodine (1990) noted that when grammarians discuss why we tend to use 'he’
rather than 'they' in sentences such as 'If someone's making tea would he make me one
please', they defend the tradition on the grounds of gender, in particular, the natural
superiority of men. Clearly useful critical work is being done in this field. The present
work also pays some attention to the fine grain detail of language but is not restricted to
this. It also deals with semantics, and, often missing from work on grammar, power,

ideology, and an acceptance that scientific objectivity is mythical (Cameron, 1992).

Another field, linguistics, has tended to be dominated by cognitivism. In the 1950s
Noam Chomsky argued that we should be searching for universal properties of
language. Regardless of culture, children manage to learn language by rules. Such
rules are evidenced in, for example, young children inappropriately applying them, e.g.
adding -ed to verb endings in the past tense, e.g. I runned to daddy'. The approach has
enjoyed a great deal of popularity but is essentialist in its assumption of universal
cognitive capacities that pre-date the child's entry into language. It pays insufficient
attention to the social, cultural, historical, and ideological aspects of language

(Cameron, 1992).

Sociocultural linguists (Coates, 1986) have pointed out that different cultures not
only have different languages but their view of reality is actually dependent on their
language. Language shapes what we see, our beliefs and so forth. This view is very
useful for feminism. If] as theorists such as Spender (covered later) argue, language is
androcentric, women's reality is in large part determined for them by men's activities
and interests. Clearly, provided this determination of reality is not totalising (Spender
falls prey to this, as discussed later), women can reconstruct their world in a manner that

suits their needs too. This tradition often takes a more critical view of language. For
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example, language is affected by the social characteristics of an individual. Language
use varies according to class, age, 'race', gender, etc. In this approach, the social is
privileged over cognition. Here, there is a focus on difference between individuals,
groups and cultures as opposed to the Chomskyan focus on universals. Sociolinguistics
also generally rejects empiricism and positivism. Instead, a hermeneutic standpoint is
taken with a focus on multiple interpretations, something very appealing to those
feminists who seek to challenge prevailing taken-for-granteds without simply replacing
one totalising view with another. Unfortunately, this approach gives little attention to
the role of power and ideology in the maintenance of difference and does not always

take a critical stance (Cameron, 1992).

Sex difference work constitutes a large proportion of linguistic research. Whilst it
would appear to be common-sense that there must be more similarity than difference
between men and women for talk to be possible between them, much of the work has
concentrated on differences (Epstein, 1988). For example, Lakoff (1973) suggested
women speak a 'powerless language'. They display tentativeness and other 'weakening
devices', such as softer expletives, hesitant intonation, and statements formulated as
questions, including tag questions such as '...do you know what I mean?', which suggest
a lack of confidence. West and Zimmerman (1983) found that in conversations between
men and women, men interrupt more, dominate conversation, and do not permit equal
turn-taking. Other studies have found evidence for common stereotypes of men as

competitive in conversation and women as co-operative (Fishman, 1983).

Unfortunately, in this approach there is a neglect of within-sex difference, which
may also be pronounced. For example, tag questions are frequently used by men
(Cameron, McAlinden and O'Leary, 1989). Power is also neglected. People of low
status, including men, display similar language. O'Barr and Atkins (1980) found, for
example, so-called 'feminine linguistic styles' in the courtroom talk of men and women
in front of those of higher status. Further, these studies are based on a deficit model of
women. In other words, men's language is taken as normative and preferable, which
conceals men's power, blames the victims, and leaves women with the responsibility for
change (Easthope, 1986). The approach also suffers from circular reasoning with
research remaining loyal to commonly shared assumptions about gender (this issue is

discussed in the critique of psychometrics - 1.3). Still further, research concentrating on
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difference serves to reproduce the very binaries that maintain gender difference

(Rodino, 1997).

Some approaches have focussed on how sexist language maintains inequality.
Cameron (1992) identifies two currents of thinking around sexist language. One current
treats oppression as a symptom of language and ignorance and suggests reforms such as
using the word 'staffing' in place of 'manpower’. The belief here is that people are
willing to change their language if sexism is pointed out and useful alternatives can be
offered (see Miller and Swift, 1980). Unfortunately, those opposed to feminism are
often quick to use examples from linguistic feminist approaches to ridicule feminism.
As Cameron (1992) points out, they will readily point to the stupidity of challenging the
word 'chairman' when there are real inequalities. This attack rests on two false
assumptions: one, that we have to choose between challenging either sexist behaviour or
language (we can challenge both), and two, that language is unimportant. Cameron
argues that anyone in any doubt as to how important words such as 'mankind' are should
have a go at replacing gender with something less acceptable and more obviously
prejudicial, such as replacing 'man’ with 'white' and ‘woman' with 'black'. For example,
what would we think if Neil Armstrong had commented: 'One small step for white, one

giant leap for whitekind'?

The other current in research on sexist language treats language as a symptom of
oppression. This approach is exemplified by the work of Dale Spender. According to
Spender (1980), there is no reality outside language and ideology. Men have controlled
meaning by inventing the self-perpetuating mechanisms and rules of language. Women
speak the language of men and define themselves within this language. Men would be
disadvantaged if women were not permitted to speak so they make a 'compromise’,

permitting women to speak but in terms of their choosing.

For Spender, there are two types of language and neither are female: there is male
and not-male. This is demonstrated well with the following example. If a woman is
called an 'old man' it is assumed an error has been made. It could not possibly be
correct. However, if a man is called an 'old woman' it is taken to be an insult. Another
example is that calling a mixed-sex group 'guys' is acceptable but calling them 'gals'

would be unacceptable. Terms that refer to the male carry straightforward and powerful
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meanings compared to those which refer to females. For example, 'master' retains its
force whilst 'mistress' has become sexualised and derogatory. 'King' remains positive
whilst 'Queen’ does not. Masculinity and heterosexuality are therefore the unmarked

norms whilst femininity and homosexuality are marked as a deviation from these.

Family names maintain male supremacy too. The child usually bears the man's
name. When a man 'fails' to have a child, the family 'dies out'. The effects are far
reaching. For example, History can only easily be traced through the male line with
women's herstory being absented. Another criticism Spender makes is that women are
seen as more talkative. All the evidence suggests men are in fact more talkative but the
myth serves to shut women up. In other words, women are measured not from the a
cross-sex norm of what is a reasonable amount of time to spend talking, but against the
norm of 'properly silent women'. Women are frowned upon when they interrupt a man,
or dominate conversation, and are seen as hostile and 'bitchy’. Women's meanings and
worldviews are constantly silenced and made invisible. For example, mothering is
supposed to be natural, fulfilling, beautiful and full of joy. If a woman does not feel
this, she might neglect to pass on her view to her daughters (and sons) for fear that she
did something wrong. The possible chain of communication between women is broken

and meaning-making has to start all over again with the next generation.

Women are also silenced by being told they are 'nagging', 'whining', 'moaning’,
'bitching', etc. A women may show a man she works as many hours in the domestic
sphere as he does in the public sphere, and that she works just as hard. However, all
this is in vain if he replies, 'Yeah but I don't like the way you are telling me'. She then
has to speak on Ais masculine terms (reason, rationality, coolness, etc) or on his idea of
femininity (nice, sweet, deferential, flattering) - that is, in terms with which he will have
a greater voice. According to Spender, men fear women's talk which is seen as
dangerous and threatening to their power. Women talking to women face intimidation
and are discredited: 'chatter’, 'natter’, 'prattle’, nag', 'bitch’, 'whine', 'gossip’. The spaces
for women to come into contact with one another have been and continue to be limited.
Men fear women comparing notes and exchanging ideas which could threaten their
power so they limit women's movement by, for example, expecting them to stay within
the domestic sphere whilst they often, for example, go on a lads nights out to the pub, or

watch football together.
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Spender's work is a useful and often compelling analysis which, in its own strategic
terms, 'raises consciousness'. It has been influential in the work carried out here but
with very important revisions. The author, for example, often finds it helpful during the
research process to use radical feminism as a starting point to prioritise women's needs
before considering men's needs in order to offset to some degree the influence of
masculinist ideologies. However, as with most radical feminism, Spender's theorising is
far too generalised. Neither men or women universally behave in the manner she states
and some of the analyses could be transposed onto class and 'race', such as workers or
people of colour being silenced, ignored, interrupted and so on by those who are more
powerful along various social axes, thus making the assumption of a essential, unitary

femininity mythical (Segal, 1987).

It is also important that language is not viewed as overwhelmingly oppressive to
women. Spender views language in a very deterministic manner which leaves little
room for women's agency and resistance (even her own) whilst crediting men with the
agency required for meaning-making. Men's power is not always as deliberate and
conscious as Spender makes out (Black and Coward, 1981). A more subtle ideological
analysis can be performed using critical discourse analysis (3.4) which looks at how
discourses work through individuals and institutions in a more diffuse manner, and how
language is constitutive of reality rather than a mere description of it (Gill, 1995).
Critical discourse analysis also takes a more critical view of 'consciousness-raising' and

relieves it of its more cognitivist overtones.

Though all the approaches discussed offer valuable contributions to feminist
theorising around gender, both the 'difference' and ‘dominance' models examined here
have a tendency to assume gender automatically maps onto biology, that is, research
begins with the assumption that 'men' speak 'men's language' and 'women' speak
'women's language' - a ‘two cultures' tradition (Cameron, 1992; Hall and Bucholtz,
1995). This essentialist focus always runs the risk of being appropriated by men (and
women) to justify continued oppression through 'natural' difference (Moi, 1985).
Discourse analysis offers a route away from such essentialism (although, as discussed in
Chapter 5, anti-essentialism is not inherent within the approach), as well as offering an

analysis of power and ideology.

77



3.3 Ideological Analysis

The various critical discourse analytic methodologies are more able to deal with the
requirements of gender research argued for in the previous two chapters. They take an
explicitly critical line which includes an analysis of 'ideology'. The critical concept of
ideology is discussed here before considering discourse analytical methodology. Most
of the approaches to ideology converge on the idea that power relations are often
masked. There are a number of forms of ideological analysis, however, so it is useful to
briefly point out some of the major differences between traditions as they relate to this
work. This section owes a large debt to two discussions of ideology written by
Eagleton (1991) and Burr (1995). 'Patriarchy’ has already been discussed extensively in

relation to feminist theories of gender in Chapter 2.

For Marx, epistemologically speaking, ideology equals false consciousness.
Dominant groups, in particular the ruling classes, have maintained their dominance by
ensuring that subordinate groups, particularly the working class, are largely unaware of
their oppression, for example, believing that hard work for the state will result in a place
in heaven. However, this is a false comfort and the workers are alienated from real
worldly sources of satisfaction. In order to bring about revolution and social change
through the downfall of capitalism, which would have its ultimate endpoint in

communism, the working class would have to become aware of their lot.

The idea of false consciousness is not very popular today, particularly within the
western culture of postmodernity and postmodernist theorising within the academy.
The idea that people's beliefs, however unacceptable to us, are absurd, stupid,
ridiculous, misguided and so on, is unacceptable (Eagleton, 1991). The notion of false
consciousness begs the question, who decides what truth and falsity are? A religious
person would not feel they were under false consciousness because they believe their
god is the ultimate truth. A Marxist would appeal to Marx as an authority. Therefore
we are left with arbitrary decisions about meaning and arbitrary appeals to authorities.

The theory is also essentialist because it relies on the emancipated person recognising a
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true, fixed identity that they can change. Marx's economistic model also leaves no

space for language in the maintenance of power differentials.

Althusser, although drawing on marxism, refuses the rationalistic versions of
ideology, that is, the idea that there are distorted representations of reality and
empirically false propositions. Rather, ideology is seen as performative (see also
Austin, 1962). Ideology is to be found not only in ideas and thought but also in social
practices. It is not 'real' or ‘truthful' but it works through the daily lived experience of
state apparatuses such as schools, family and the church and can come to feel that way.
Althusser's focus on overdetermining structural and institutionalised control of
individuals is overly deterministic, leaving individuals with little opportunity to resist.
Also language needs to be seen as practice (Potter and Wetherell, 1987), and practice
would mean nothing without the discourses which legitimate and give meaning to it
(Foucault, 1972), making the bifurcation between language and practice blurred (Wood
and Kroger, 2000).

For Foucault (1972) discourses are, in themselves, neither good or bad. Again, like
Althusser, an idea cannot be said to be ideological, or an individual or group under false
conscious, but rather, ideology refers to how particular discourses are used by particular
groups to serve their particular ends in particular historical and cultural circumstances.
Foucault's ideas have been discussed in some detail in section 2.10 and need not be
rehearsed here in detail. Suffice to say, institutions such as psychiatry, the penal system
and the church have maintained a relatively hidden panoptical surveillance of
individuals which has become internalised. The state exercises power in and through
the discourses which define individual experience and practice. Power is everywhere in
infinite networks, but wherever there is power there is also resistance. That is,
discourses are not monolithic; they have cracks and weaknesses that can be explored.
Foucault also decentres the subject and moves beyond individual cognitions which form
part of Marxist analyses and continue to play a role in more contemporary theorising on

ideology (van Dijk, 1998).

Marx and Althusser have painted rather deterministic pictures of ideology which
leave little room for individual agency. For Marx, ideology is false consciousness, and

for Althusser, it is the very mistaken belief that we are the agentic authors of our actions

79



L 4 a4

in the face of overdetermining social structures. Foucault could also be charged with
determinism for his view that discourses live themselves out through individual and
institutional practice in a diffuse and infinite network of power. However, there is some
debate as to whether he saw the subject as speaking and spoken simultaneously and thus
reconceptualising what agency means rather than eliminating it altogether (Sawicki,
,1991). Much of the charge of determinism, for example, neglects his later shift of
emphasis from 'technologies of domination' (Foucault, 1979) to ‘technologies of the self’
(Foucault, 1985), the latter focussing more on how the self can become reflexive rather

than dominated from above (McNay, 1992).

There are a number of interrelated approaches which overtly conceptualise the
person as an agentic discourse user rather than as a puppet of discourse. One such
approach is that of Billig, Condor, Edwards, Gane, Middleton and Radley (1988), who
argue that ideology is inherently dilemmatic. The poststructuralist influence may be
seen in the interest in binary oppositions (2.10). Although dilemmas may involve many
options, they are often between this and that. For example, Billig (1988) studied the
dilemmatic aspects of 'new racism', where individuals present themselves as non-
prejudiced, before launching into prejudiced remarks, e.g. "I'm not prejudiced but...".
Gough (1998) transposed this onto 'new sexism', finding men to oscillate between
liberal values and prejudicial talk about women's position in society. The men
presented themselves as liberal-minded and in support of equality whilst managing,

contradictorily, to reproduce inequality.

This view of ideology as dilemmatic credits the individual with some agency. The
individual debates, discusses, argues, considers, weighs up the pros and cons, etc. The
person is an active thinker, considering the difference between this and that, though of
course, they may not always look beyond the dilemmas themselves or at the functions
they serve. Those functions are often, whether intentional or not, in the service of
powerful groups and individuals. The need for some notion of agency whilst
recognising the institutional and masked character of ideology and power has recently
led many researchers to see individuals as both speakers and spoken, writers and
written, and (usually neglected) signers and signed. This issue is discussed in the

following section (3.4).
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Gergen (1989) argues for a similar approach to Billig. He argues that we are all
motivated to make our version of events 'stick', i.e. to 'warrant voice'. Those in power
tend to warrant voice more easily than the less powerful. Warranting voice may be
achieved in many different ways. For example, it may be related to status, e.g. a
doctor's diagnosis warrants voice more readily than a patient's description of their own
body. It may also be achieved through claims of experience such as "I've done this job
all my life", or superior mental faculties such as "If we look at it more rationally, I think
you'll find..". Other methods of warranting voice include appeals to superior morality,
passion for a particular issue, and greater powers of observation. Again, in order to
bring together the higher level structural analysis, whilst maintaining some agency,
Wetherell, Stiven, and Potter (1987: 60) argue for the concept of 'practical ideologies',
which are defined as 'the often contradictory and fragmentary complexes of notions,
norms, and models which guide conduct and allow for its justification and
rationalisation.' These approaches to ideology are preferable as they retain the all-
important notion of agency and by implication, choice and accountability, and prospects

for change.

An approach to ideology that has been developed particularly with gender
construction in mind, and more particularly, masculinities, centres around the concept
of 'hegemony' (Carrigan, Connell, and Lee, 1985; Connell, 1995), borrowed from
Gramsci's (1971) class analysis. Hegemonic ideologies serve the interests of the
powerful in society by naturalising and legitimating their power and marginalising and
subordinating the less powerful. In Connell's (1995) sociological analysis of
masculinities, he articulates how the achievement of powerful masculinities leads to
subordination not only of women and femininities, but also, of less powerful males who
construct masculinities that accrue less cultural value such as 'camp' and 'effeminate’
masculinities. Hegemonic masculinities are not 'types' but symbolically represented
ideals and norms that some men aspire to, often created, for example, in films such as
Rocky or Rambo. The theory is therefore sophisticated and able to deal with
hierarchical organisations of power within as well as between the sexes. It has been
taken up enthusiastically by pro/feminist social constructionists and ethnographers who
have taken Connell's 'practices' and 'norms' to be identifiable in linguistic action (e.g.
Bird, 1996; Willott and Griffin, 1997; Gough, 1998; Chen, 1999; Kendall, 2000).
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However, as Wetherell and Edley (1999) argue, Connell's sociological analysis
requires some fine tuning, as attention to detail at the psycho-discursive level shows. In
particular, the theory does not elucidate what constitutes the prescriptive social norms of
hegemonic masculinity. Neither does it make clear whether hegemonic masculinity is a
single ideal according to a particular time, place and practice, or there multiple,
competing variations. It is also problematic that hegemonic masculinity is seen as
exercising its regulation precisely through its transcendental and unattainable quality.
Wetherell and Edley's analysis of interviews with a broad cross-section of men shows
that attention to the nuances of language use highlights greater fluidity and flexibility in
men's social construction of masculinities (see also Kendall, 2000 in relation to
hegemonic masculinity, heterosexuality and 'race’). For example, similar talk in

different contexts can either challenge or bolster the hegemonic ideal.

Sometimes, paradoxically, the ideal remains in place through contrary talk of how
hegemonic ideals are a joke and how the individual rebels against it. So, for example,
through challenging and claiming to reject the hegemonic ideal of 'macho man' as
'pathetic’, some men's language pointed to and bolstered other hegemonic ideals of
"individualism' and ‘'independence' which have also traditionally served to silence
women and men of lower status (Seidler, 1989, 1994). Therefore not all hegemonic
masculinities are transcendent and unattainable ideals, but rather, are borne out in the
routine linguistic practices of men and often in very agentic ways. Rejection (Othering)
of one form of hegemonic masculinity may involve identification with another.
Wetherell and Edley come to the conclusion that it is ‘more useful analytically to see
complicity and resistance not in either/or terms. It is probably more useful to reposition
complicity or resistance as labels to describe the effects of discursive strategies

mobilised in contexts as opposed to labels for types of individual men.' (p352).

There is therefore a need for greater levels of sophistication and attention to
multiplicity in analyses. Whilst the first study presented here (Chapter 4) draws on
Connell's work and its appropriation by discourse analysts studying masculinities, the
second and third studies (Chapters 5 and 6) also look at the hitherto neglected area of
women's contributions. However, Chapter 5, which examines the talk of men and
women university students, also involves a shift in emphasis away from masculinities

and femininities as primary concerns. Whilst ideology remains very important to the

82



4 a a

analysis, and masculinities and femininities remain important, greater emphasis and
primacy is given to the (highly interrelated) area of talk about in/equality between the
sexes. Studying women and the social construction of masculinity has brought to light
how the focus cannot easily remain at the level of individual identity construction in
relation to ideologies. Given that many women would have little interest in
constructing masculinity for themselves, it becomes necessary to see much ideological
gender talk as variously constructing individual gendered identity, the gender of others

in a particular context, and gender more generally.

The third study shifts emphasis again, this time moving back to a primary focus on
constructions of masculinity and femininity. Again, the ideological analysis here is not
particularly concerned with the construction of individual subjectivities, which are
problematised on the internet. Instead, it focuses more on the social and ideological
effects of the talk. In other words, therefore, study 1 utilises the concept of hegemonic
masculinity but studies 2 and 3 mark a gradual shift away from hegemonic masculinity
to a greater level of sophistication and with less emphasis on the type of embodiment as
a 'source’ of discourse. With a diminished interest in individual identity construction
due to pan-sex constructions of gender as 'out there' as well as 'in here', and the
problematic character of analysing identity construction on the internet, these studies
shift emphasis away from hegemonic formulations and eclectically draw upon the other
various theories of ideology provided by Foucault, Gergen, Billig et al., and Wetherell

etal.

Having explored some theories of ideology, it is possible to ask if ideology is a
useful concept. Ideological analysis, whatever the tradition, generally alerts us to the
reification of particular values and the masking of power. It can add depth to analyses,
often without the fantastical excesses of other anchors such as psychoanalysis or a
return to the modernist subject, whilst helping to explain how powerful groups retain
their social position. Yet, as Eagleton (1991) points out, no-one has ever seen
ideological formations any more than they have seen the 'unconscious', a 'mind', or a
'god'. Of course, this proves nothing. All manner of phenomena are said to exist that
cannot be directly sensed. Religious people may be able to 'prove' their god exists
within their own discursive arena. Psychoanalysts can offer evidence of the

unconscious by way of parapraxes and other self-referential terms. Scientists can show
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oxygen exists within their own discursive parameters. All require faith to some extent,
and cannot necessarily be proven using other interpretative schema. As Foucault (1972)
was at pains to point out, however, power and ideology are not empirical 'things'
waiting to be discovered and measured, but rather, they are 'practices' and 'relations’

borne out in daily life.

The studies presented here will be looking at the ways in which discourses serve the
interests of men in particular. The problem remains (that it is a problem and provokes
defensiveness is an Enlightenment legacy) that in analysing text the author will be
making claims about what is ideological and what goes unsaid without authority. Of
course, academics do have authority by virtue of their status and detailed and lengthy
engagement with their subject matter but social constructionism undermines any right to
assert this over that as a final closure or truth. The present project, then, is an
unashamedly political and rhetorical endeavour which appeals to theorists and other
authorities within the field in which it emerges for support. This is not unlike any other
rhetoric, of course, be it a religious sermon, a scientific report, or a sales pitch, but it
aims, as far as possible, and without the benefit of hindsight that would be afforded a
future commentator, to reflexively (3.5) and openly address its own ideological

underpinnings.

The term 'ideology' shall be used in the present project at a very general level
according to Eagleton's (1991) conceptualisation as the ways in which meaning serves
to sustain relations of domination, often in covert ways. Eagleton (1991: 5) provides a

nice summary of six main strategies involved:

'A dominant power may legitimate itself by promoting beliefs and values congenial to it;
naturalizing and universalizing such beliefs so as to render them self-evident and apparently
inevitable; denigrating ideas which might challenge it; excluding rival forms of thought,
perhaps by some unspoken but systematic logic; and obscuring social reality in ways

convenient to itself.' (original emphases)

A popular methodology for examining how individuals and institutions justify,

legitimise, naturalise, normalise, and excuse power and privilege, and present social
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change as unnatural, impossible or undesirable, is critical discourse analysis. It is to this

methodology our attention now turns.

3.4 Discourse Analysis

Discourse analysis was the analytical methodology of choice for the three studies
conducted here. This section acts as a centralised point of reference, with any
particularities discussed in the relevant chapters. Whilst discourse analysis is not an
inherently critical tool, it has been developed to this end over the last fifteen or so years
within critical academic and feminist circles (Gill, 1995). 'Critical discourse analysis'
(CDA) is sometimes seen as a more appropriate term to capture this particular usage and
to set it apart from other forms of discourse analysis, some of which are discussed
above (3.2), such as speech acts, sociolinguistics, pragmatics, conversation analysis and
variation analysis (Schiffrin, 1994) (though again confusion arises due to CDA also
referring to more cognitivist traditions such as that espoused by Tuen van Dijk). A

good guide to the various traditions can be found online:

http://bank.rug.ac.be/da/da.htm#ap

and as they relate to gender:

http://viadrina.euv-frankfurt-o.de/~wjournal/heft] 99/remlinger.htm

CDA addresses (or more precisely, offers the capability to address) the shift away
from essences within the self-contained individual and towards language and social
performance and negotiation of meaning. It also lends itself relatively straightforwardly
o analyses of power and ideology, whilst permitting the researcher some license as to
how much emphasis he or she places on participant's orientations and more empiricist
and realist notions around facts, experience and reality and how much emphasis he or
she places on academic theory and other researcher baggage (this is discussed further in
a moment). CDA is ideally suited to the study of how individuals and groups socially

construct their world. It can cope well with the fragmentation, contradiction, relativity,
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and multiplicity of gender and the language used to construct it and the cultural,

historical, and local contingency of meaning.

CDA is a fragmented methodology and as recent debates conducted on the pages of
Discourse and Society (Schegloff, 1997, 1998; Wetherell, 1998; Billig, 1999) testify,
there is some dissonance between two main discourse analytical traditions with
different, though sometimes overlapping, emphases. The 'bottom-up' tradition is
influenced by ethnomethodology and conversation analysis and has tended to
concentrate on detailed examination of the action-oriented nature of speech (see, for
example, Edwards and Potter, 1992), taking an endogenous approach which sometimes
finds closure in realist and empiricist examination of participant's orientations
(Schegloff, 1997). The 'top down' critical discourse analytic tradition (see, for example,
Hollway, 1984; Parker and Shotter, 1990; Parker, 1992), on the other hand, draws on
post-structuralism and emphasises the structuring of speech and constitution of
subjectivities by culturally available discourses (Burr, 1995, and Wood and Kroger,

2000, provide introductions to the various discourse analytic traditions).

Schegloff (1997) argues that good (conversation analytic) research requires the
analyst to avoid imposing their own values on the data they analyse and must remain
loyal to participant's orientations. Following Wetherell (1998), Billig (1999), and
Weatherall (2000), the present author would argue that this kind of ideal of objectivity
is precisely what the critical discourse analytic tradition has tried to eschew because it is
an impossible task to not bring ideological baggage to any reading (see also Fairclough,
1989) and such 'bias' is better addressed through open and reflexive discussion. Further,
the only way of ever knowing for sure what the participant's orientations really are
would be to ask them and ascribe truth value to their responses. This would, for the
social constructionist, amount to a theoretically dubious return to cognitivism and
realism, the alternative being an amplification of the problem through additional

sedimentary layers of discourse and analysis.

Also, as Wetherell (1998) argues (citing Mouffe, 1992), there is a need to avoid
falling back on the idea of individuals as 'originary authors' of their words (see also
Derrida, 1978). The poststructuralist line is generally that individuals are both active

and passive, users and used, or 'products and producers' of discourses (Billig, et al.

86



L4 a &

1988). Thus, a high level structural analysis continues to be an important supplement.
The synthesis between the two discourse analytic traditions, advocated, for example, by
Willot and Griffin (1997), Wetherell (1998), Wetherell and Edley (1999), and utilised
here, also makes it possible to collapse the voluntarism/determinism dichotomy to some
extent. It retains the idea that individuals have particular discourses available to them
according to their social positionings of culture, gender, class, age, sexuality, etc., as
well as accounting for power, subjectification and ideology, but also, it simultaneously
affords some, albeit finite, individual agency and by implication, choice and

accountability, and possibilities for change (see also Sawicki, 1991; Pease, 2000).

Importantly, particularly -in an academic setting, there is a need to balance
professional ethics and responsibilities, particularly acknowledging the more powerful
position of the researcher (which is given little attention in the recent debates) with a
refusal to be complicit. In relatively democratically conducted interview sessions or
focus groups, the participants, especially those with more powerful identities, have
already had a voice - sometimes, from critical perspectives, quite enough too. Since
critique is involved in much feminist work, and the researcher often deliberately under-
voices face to face challenges to address power issues, s’he needs to be permitted a later
analytical stage (Kitzinger and Wilkinson, 1997). Remaining within participant's (often
problematic) voice may be a conservative gesture (Billig, 1999). Consequently, whilst
the present author tries to avoid doing violence to (what will always be his
appropriation of) participant's orientations, and acknowledges the democratising
benefits of the conversation analyst's attempted loyalty to them, he chooses to carefully
balance this with the use of particular lenses that filter analysis according to openly

acknowledged theoretical and political commitments.

The current work, then, combines the insights of the top-down and bottom-up
traditions; combining ideological analyses with the finer grain detail of the local
conversational context in which the discourses emerge. Potter and Wetherell (1987)
prefer to use the term 'interpretative repertoires' (Potter and Mulkay, 1982) rather than
'discourses'. Although there is much overlap between the two, and they are often used
synonymously, the latter term serves as a reminder that the person is a partially agentic
discourse user within a particular context, whereas the former has often come to be

associated with abstract discourses that are sometimes treated as 'objects' that are
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independent of context (Burr, 1995). Interpretative repertoires are defined as 'a set of
recurrent and coherently related stylistic, grammatical and lexical features, including
seminal metaphors and tropes or figures of speech’' (Wetherell, 1986: 90). Also, unlike
'discourses', which often refer to large-scale institutions, the focus here is on small-scale
thetorical devices and manoeuvres used by speakers or writers to warrant voice and to
accomplish specific tasks, such as offering justifications and excuses, apportioning
blame, making accusations and generally presenting themselves in an acceptable moral
light (see Edwards and Potter, 1992), whilst contributing to the continuation of gender

inequality.

In all three studies presented here, the text was initially read closely and repeatedly
and key repertoires identified. The next step was to document the various ways in
which these repertoires were presented and what functions they serve in the local
conversational context. A broader ideological analysis was then performed to assess the
wider cultural implications of the repertoires, that is, how they serve to construct gender
and maintain inequality between the sexes in the broader socio-political context (2.12).
Unlike most approaches to psychological study of gender which fetishize coherence
(e.g. attitudes, stereotypes, etc.), contradiction is also important (Potter and Wetherell,
1987; Billig, et al., 1988) and noted at each stage. In practice, of course, this process is
more cyclical and creative than a linear trajectory of stages, and has many similarities in
this respect with grounded theory (Glaser and Strauss, 1967), where categories remain
provisional and subject to change throughout research process. Willott and Griffin
(1997) and Wood and Kroger (2000) provide good accounts of the process of doing

discourse analysis, and a detailed worked example can be found in Appendix 2.

3.5 Reflexivity

Reflexive analysis has been incorporated throughout this thesis and indeed the research
process but has not yet been elucidated as a concept. This section will explain what is
meant by reflexivity before discussing the as yet unattended area in this work of the

researcher's status as a 'male feminist'.

88



Reflexivity has become an extremely valuable tool in critical and feminist work and
qualitative methodology more generally (Wilkinson, 1988; Steier, 1991; Hertz, 1997).
Although at its simplest it refers to self-reflection on the research process in attempt to
deal with, rather than try in vain to expel ideological baggage and researcher 'bias’
(Gergen and Gergen, 1991), it has a complex philosophical history (see Steier, 1991).
This history is beyond the scope of this thesis but a very brief look is possible.
Reflexivity has long been a concern of philosophers who have addressed the
paradoxical character of language. Lawson (1985) examines this problem drawing on
the work of Nietzsche, Heidegger and Derrida. Nietzsche, for example, asks his
followers not to follow him because he deceives them with illusions and untruths. Yet
this presents a paradox. If we were to refuse to follow him we would find ourselves

following his advice not to follow him.

Many theorists and researchers will bypass such problems as irritating diversions
and yet these paradoxes are incredibly important because they point to the wider
problem that all language is paradoxical. Nietzsche, Heidegger, and Derrida have all
argued that it is impossible to step outside language; we always view it from within
whether this be apparent through obvious paradoxes or not. So, for Nietzsche (1968:
522), 'We cease to think when we refuse to do so under the constraint of language', for
Heidegger (1971: 134), 'Human beings remain committed to and within the being of
language, and can never step out of it and look at it from somewhere else', and for
Derrida (1976: 158), 'There is nothing outside of the text' (all cited in Lawson, 1985:
25).

If we cannot appeal to external reference points or authorities, is there any point to
reflexivity? Nietzsche, Heidegger, and Derrida all believe reflexivity is actually
unavoidable. No text is present-to-itself; all texts contain the seeds of their own
undoing whether they are silenced or addressed overtly. Nietzsche, Heidegger, and
Derrida tackle head-on the silences of the philosophical tradition. In doing so, their
work is thoroughly reflexive - to the point where their texts, particularly those of
Nietzsche and Derrida, become so absorbed in self-reflection and wordplay they
become almost unrecognisable and alienate many readers. Charges of elitism are a little
unfair given the massive task the authors face. Challenging the western metaphysical

tradition is hardly an easy task and the alien ideas the authors seek to get across are
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bound to be difficult for a generally western audience which takes for granted the
common-sense concepts of the western metaphysical tradition such as 'presence' and

dichotomous thinking.

So, reflexivity is unavoidable in an abstract sense but in critical discourse
methodology it is seen as a necessary overt process whereby the author reflects on his or
her texts and position within research process. Although reflexive analysis is carried
out within a self-referential language system, this in itself is not a cause for despair. It
becomes necessary, however, to be up-front about where one is standing within the sign
system. This requires that the writer makes it clear to the reader that reflexive
commentary is made with reference to the disciplinary, theoretical, political,

methodological and personal stances taken.

Wilkinson (1988), for example, distinguishes between two main types of reflexivity.
They are intimately bound together but worth teasing apart for clarity. These are
'disciplinary reflexivity' and 'personal reflexivity'. 'Disciplinary reflexivity' refers to
reflection on how authorities shape academics and their work. Wilkinson offers the
examples of how women find it harder to progress in academic careers and are cited less
frequently than their male counterparts. Feminist work also receives less funding, is
less likely to make it into the most prestigious journals, and is grudgingly recognised as
a peripheral and deviant activity by the British Psychological Society and more
generally. Qualitative methods generally are seen as a 'soft' option compared to the

1.

'hard', 'rigorous', 'rational' and 'objective’ positivist approaches.

'Personal reflexivity', as the name suggests, refers to what the individual researcher
brings with them to the research project. Each person will carry around with them
ideological, political, and other forms of baggage. Such personal influences would be
regarded as 'bias' within positivist paradigms. Critical discourse analytic methodologies
generally represent a loss of faith in the idea of objectivity. It therefore becomes
necessary to work with, rather than dispense with, such influences in an open reflective
manner. In fact, such investments are often viewed as desirable (Ramazanoglu, 1989:
49):
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'"Feminist knowledge makes those who believe in the dominance of reason over emotion, and

the superiority of rational man over emotional woman, angry and upset.' (original emphasis)

The reflexive analyses presented here will be influenced, then, for example, by the
feminist social constructionist orientation of the work within the current historical and
political climate. So, for example, section 1.1 deals with the shift toward postmodernity
in western culture generally and the theoretical influences on the present work of
postmodernism and poststructuralism, Chapters 1 and 2 position the writing within the
broader theoretical and feminist context, and the study chapters (4, 5 and 6) pay
attention to the treatment of participants and the researcher's influence throughout the
research process from interviewing to the analytical judgements made in light of
observations about the current backlash against feminism (2.12). In section 3.4
attention has been given to the reflexive problem of the need for the researcher to strike
the difficult balance between remaining loyal to participants orientations whilst carrying
out a politically motivated feminist analysis. Another reflexive consideration is that of
the author's status as a male researcher carrying out feminist research which is discussed
below (3.5.1). A reflexive analysis of the position of the researcher and his writing with
reference to the academic institution is also presented in section 7.3.4. To take one
further example of reflexivity, the interview data in the first two studies (Chapters 4 and
5) was analysed in a manner which involved looking closely at the interviewer's
contributions as well as those of the participants and how meanings were intertextually

constructed.

3.5.1 Men in Feminism

Men are viewed in many ways in feminism ranging from separatism, through guarded
suspicion, to being openly welcomed, and everything in between (Jardine and Smith,
1987; Schacht and Ewing, 1998; Digby, 1998). Yet men have been actively
campaigning for equality, whether on behalf of women or in the belief it was in the
interests of both sexes, since well before the Women's Rights Convention at Seneca
Falls, New York, 1848, which is generally taken to be the beginning of the organised
women's movement (Kimmel, 1998). Men have been involved in all varieties of

feminist politics. To take just a couple of examples, radical feminism has been brought
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to wide audiences by, for example, John Stoltenberg (e.g. 2000), and Jon Snodgrass
(e.g. 1977). Andrew Tolson (e.g. 1977), Bob Connell (e.g. 1987; 1995), Harry Brod
(e.g. 1987), Michael Kimmel (e.g. 1987), and the National Organization for Men

Against Sexism - http:/www.nomas.org - have greatly furthered socialist feminist

agendas.

There are, however, some very strong arguments for being concerned with men's
status in feminism. For example, men are sometimes said to be trying to exploit
feminism either by understanding women's knowledge and concerns and then co-opting
it and looking for new ways of retaining control (Daly, 1973), or, in more sexualised
terms, trying to 'penetrate’ feminism, seeing it as new terrain to be conquered (see
Smith, 1987). However, there are also very compelling arguments that men's input is
necessary or at least desirable. Schacht and Ewing (1998: 124f), for example, argue that
'[fleminist "fundamentalism”" and exclusivity prevent the formation of a critical mass

that is necessary for wide-scale social change.'

For the anti-essentialist, there are theoretical concerns too. Many tensions exist
when a group is seen as necessarily different, unacceptable, etc. by virtue of their
biology or a common, predictable, and insuperable social reality that maps onto this.
Prescriptive and ultimately essentialist talk about men and women's differential roles in
masculinity research and feminism is rife in gender and feminist literature. Some
authors are very upfront about this. For example, Hearn and Morgan (1990: 203f)
write, 'we consider the proper focus for men interested in and concerned about gender
and gender politics is men, ourselves' (the female readership are cast as trespassing
others through the word 'ourselves'), and they see 'women's studies as being by women,
of women, and for women'. Weedon (1987:173) also encourages the 'men and

masculinity' and 'women and feminism' focus:

'Given the long history of the patriarchal silencing of women, it is crucial that women speak
out for ourselves and occupy resistant subject positions while men work to deconstruct

masculinity and its part in the exercising of patriarchal power.'

However well-intentioned such comments may be, whether made by masculinity and/or

feminist researchers, they prescribe gender-appropriate behaviours and a kind of
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intellectual separatism. They also promote the idea that feminism and women's studies
only benefit women, even though men as well as women stand to gain from a change in
the status quo, and both sexes, in generally different and disproportionate ways, lose in
* present relations (Rowan, 1987; Kaufman, 1993; Kimmel and Messner, 1995; Murray,
1996, Stoltenberg, 2000).

The view that masculinity is constructed by men, for men, and should be studied by
men and that women's studies and feminism should be on, by and for women seems
rather peculiar at a time when critical theories of gender have increasingly moved away
from essentialist understandings (2.11). Taking the anti-essentialist line seriously
means the question, 'Can a man be a feminist?' becomes far less important than: 'Ts this
particular work, regardless of its bodily 'origins', useful to a feminist project?. Useful
feminist work, like most work, is not, of necessity, a product of a type of body, but of
discourses available to the subject, that are obviously related in some ways but not
tethered in a direct one-to-one mapping of the body (Ross, 1987). If a subject is
informed by 'feminist discourses' there seems little reason to assume the 'gendered
discourses' also available are over-determining (Spivak, 1987). Feminism is a political,
analytical 'lens' that can be worn by anyone willing to take its aims seriously (Offen,

1988; Grant, 1993).

If gendered discourses were so overwhelming there would be little space for, or
point to, women's feminist efforts either, a problem that afflicts phallocentric Freudian
and phallogocentric Lacanian thinking (Culler, 1983; Woodward, 1997) as well as other
universalisms or essentialisms, for example, the overly simplified idea that language is
'man-made' (Spender, 1980; see Segal, 1987). Such thinking falls back on the
sometimes reassuringly simple, but wholly inaccurate, generalisation that men have an
essential, predictable and inevitable biological, psychological, social or cultural nature
and that this is different from, and incompatible with, the essential, predictable and

inevitable biological, psychological, social or cultural nature of women.

To claim that men do not have the necessary lived experience of sexism (Daly, 1973;
Morgan, 1978; Stanley and Wise, 1993; Ford, 1985; Bart, Freeman and Kimball, 1991;
Braidotti, 1994; Lorber, 1998) is problematic too. The idea that only females

experience the world 'as women!, that they necessarily do (see Rubin, 1998), that they
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are a homogeneous group automatically more suited to feminism (see Hopkins, 1998),
or that men (or whites - Collins, 1991) are automatically unsuited (Harding, 1993;
Awkward, 1998), is anchored in biological, psychical, or other essentialisms. If
experience is seen as a necessary pre-requisite of 'being feminist', it is also necessary to
remember that many men have experience of other often interrelated forms of
oppression, for example, by more powerful (e.g. white) males and females who
'feminize' and subordinate them (Lemons, 1998), as well as class oppression,
heterosexism, etc. (Connell, 1995). Conversely, many women will have experience of
positions of power, for example, being white, heterosexual, middle class, professional,
and so on (hooks, 1989, 2000; West, 1993). School bullying and working class status as
a trainee technician in a middle class university medical school environment where
female supervisors and colleagues referred to the current author as 'man Friday' and

'stupid boy' are personal reminders.

Although these issues are very important, they do in any case remain loyal to the
empiricist's claim that direct experience of the world is a necessary prerequisite for
useful research. This is clearly at odds with discourse theory (e.g. Foucault, 1972;
Derrida, 1978; Gergen, 1985; Potter and Wetherell, 1987; Scott, 1993), and something
that hopefully, on a pragmatic as well as theoretical viewing, much 'male' feminist
work, ‘'female' masculinity work (e.g. Segal, 1987), and for example, women's non-
experientially led work on other women who have been raped or who are of different

ethnicity (see Harding, 1998), testifies against.

There needs to be a space for men alongside women who are seeking [to] change,
not just in the form of 'alliances' between 'oppressor' and 'oppressed' (Freire, 1999), but,
if we are to really take anti-essentialism seriously, avoid ghettoising prescriptions, and
favour the 'action paradigm' over the 'identity paradigm' (Rubin, 1998), men need to be
welcomed as non-"honorary' feminists. Further, since neither male or female feminists
are natural born 'feminists' anyway, any more than they are natural born 'men' or
'women' (de Beauvoir, 1988; Butler, 1990), or 'company executives' or 'child-carers', but
rather, are practitioners of feminism with varying, and often non-gender-related, degrees
of success and failure, it would perhaps be better in most circumstances to concentrate

on the utility of the work rather than the embodiment or experience of the worker.
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To summarise this chapter, then, there are many approaches to studying gender and
language, the most appropriate being critical discourse analysis. CDA does not take
gender as a given which maps onto biology, or compare and contrast the language of the
sexes, as with some of the approaches discussed. Instead, gender is seen as actioned in
discourse within particular cultural, historical and local contexts. Universal and
deterministic theories are therefore avoided. Critical discourse analysis comes in a
variety of guises and these are eclectically drawn upon here, particularly the ‘top-down'
discourse, and 'bottom-up' conversation analytic, traditions. An analysis of ideology is
integral to critical discourse analysis, and again, an eclectic approach is taken, with the
main themes being the naturalising, universalising and normalising of gender, power,
and gender inequality, and the denigrating and exclusion of alternative ways of
thinking, speaking or writing. Individual's talk or writing is also analysed in terms of
how the individual presents themselves as acceptable and reasonable moral agents
whilst continuing to reproduce gender inequality. Reflexivity is an important part of
doing critical discourse analysis. If language serves ideological purposes it is important
that researchers examine their own political motivations, identities, and personal
baggage, for example. Three study chapters follow, each utilising the approach outlined
in this chapter. The first study examines the language used by male university students

in small focus groups discussing gender and in/equality.
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4 The Discursive Maintenance of Gender Inequality by

Men at University

4.1 Introduction

The first study presented here aims to contribute to recent developments in feminist and
social constructionist work in the arena of masculinities in education by examining talk
within three all-male psychology student discussion groups. With a few notable
exceptions, feminist studies of masculinities in education has concentrated on school-
based interactions (see Weiner, 1994). These studies have proved valuable in
documenting gendered subcultures and the reproduction of hierarchies between boys
and between boys and girls within schools (e.g. Mac an Ghaill, 1994; Epstein, 1997).
In the university environment, there have been some studies looking at language use
(e.g. Berrill, 1991; Fisher, 1996) but these have not had an explicit focus on gender (see
Stokoe, 1997). Consequently, the present chapter builds on existing work by examining
the discursive construction of masculinities by male university psychology students

whilst talking on the subject of gender.

There is a particular interest in the men's perceptions of women and feminism in
light of recent debates about the 'crisis in masculinity' (see Edley and Wetherell, 1997),
signalled within education by the current preoccupation with 'underachieving boys' (see
Raphael-Reed, 1999). Indeed, as was discussed in section 2.12, moves to rehabilitate
men and traditional masculinities, principally from white middle class sources, can be
linked to a 'backlash' against a cultural climate often perceived as 'profeminist’,
'politically correct’ or even emasculating. The appeal of conventional masculine ideals
within educational settings has also been widely documented. For example, Edley and
Wetherell (1997) carried out small group interviews with male students to examine the
discursive strategies employed in constructing masculine identities in a single-sex
school. Drawing on post-structuralist theory, this study concentrated on the 'Othering'
of alternative male identities by the students in order to elevate traditional identities.
For example, the 'new man' identity, though used by some students as a strategy of

resistance, was generally othered by the young men who identified with the values
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embodied within traditional discourses around masculinity, such as sport and

aggression.

In another study, Wright (1996) looked at how masculine and feminine subjectivities
were constructed in opposition in and through regulation and disciplining of the body in
secondary school physical education in Australia. Analysis of interviews with both
students and teachers highlighted the way in which the male body was seen as the norm
from which female bodies are measured in comparison. Females were not only seen as
essentially biologically different from males, but also lacking in areas that accrue
cultural value and power, such as strength and activity. As with the Edley and
Wetherell (1997) study, resistances to hegemonic positionings were evident. However,
these were subsumed within more powerful discourses depicting males as strong, tough
and independent, and females as fragile, vulnerable, nurturant, dependent and physically

inferior.

These studies are invaluable in highlighting the importance of language in the
construction of gender differentiation in schools and colleges. However, little research
appears to have been conducted on the social construction of gender in higher
education. Of the few studies carried out in the university context, Gough's (1998)
examination of the discursive reproduction of sexism through all-male group
discussions is of particular relevance here. Although the psychology undergraduates
were presented with feminist and critical social psychological approaches to gender
relations on their degree course, the men were found to utilise repertoires of
'socialisation’, 'biology', and 'psychology of women' to explain and excuse gender
difference. Paradoxically, the exposition of egalitarian values was also found to be a
key site for 'new sexist' talk, whereby the men expressed tolerance to soften subsequent
statements which could easily be perceived as prejudiced (e.g. T'm all for equality,
but...women should not fly planes..") (see also Gill, 1993). This study builds on such
research by exploring how male university students orient themselves to contemporary
gender politics through mundane talk, and analysing the ideological effects (3.3) of such
talk.
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4.2 Context

The participants were third year male undergraduate psychology students studying at a
Yorkshire university, England, and will have been familiar with psychological
perspectives on gender, including feminist approaches. It would also be expected that
middle class liberal values which pervade university education in general and the
discipline of psychology in particular might focus student attention on individual
attainment, rights and responsibilities more than differences and inequalities between
groups (see e.g. Stainton Rogers ef al., 1995). As pointed out by Brendan Gough who
co-published this analysis with the present author (Gough and Peace, 2000 - Appendix
4), it is also worth noting that the male students on the psychology degree were
'outnumbered’ by females by a ratio of four to one, a situation in which one might

anticipate some claims about mens' minority status and vulnerability.

The prospective participants were asked informally if they would be willing to take
part in a recorded discussion on gender and gender in/equality. All those approached
seemed comfortable with the topic and were happy to take part. The men were not
asked about their sexuality, but they all spoke about heterosexual relationships. The age
range was between twenty-one and thirty-one and most (except 'Marcus' who identified
as middle class) identified themselves as working class in response to a pre-interview
question, although middle class university culture may problematise this identity to
some extent. This problem is discussed in more detail with respect to the second study
(Chapter 5), where the participants oriented themselves towards class more overtly
during the interview than was the case here. All participants were born in England and
one participant (‘Amin') described himself as coming from an Indo-Pakistani
background.

The researcher and author is white, male, heterosexual and probably middle
class(ed) (again, this problem is given more attention in Study 2). Despite this common
ground, however, the researcher had a primary interest in deconstructing and critiquing
participants' discourse and as such there were inherent power differentials despite
efforts to address them, for example, through conducting a relaxed, informal interview.
In addition, of course, the interviewer will probably have been perceived as relatively

knowledgeable in the area of gender, creating another axis of power.
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