CRITICAL PERSPECTIVES ON GENDER AND POLITICS

The Concept of Gender: Research

Implications for Political Science

What does it mean to use gender as a category of analysis in political sci-
ence? This is a question of fundamental concern for scholars of gender and
politics, perhaps the fundamental question. In this section of the journal,
we present essays that reflect the perspectives of six of the leading scholars
in the field. These essays grew out of an organized roundtable at the 1997
Annual Meetings of the American Political Science Association in Wash-
ington, D.C,, titded “The Concept of Gender: Research Implications for
Political Science.” We hope these first “Critical Perspectives” will provoke
future discussion and dialogue.

A Common Language of Gender?
Karen Beckwith, The College of Wooster

Finding Gender
Nancy Burns, University of Michigan

Engendering Political Science: An Immodest Proposal
Mary Hawkesworth, Rutgers University

What It Means to Study Gender and the State
Mala Htun, The New School for Social Research

Defending Modernity? High Politics, Feminist Anti-Modernism and
the Place of Gender
Julia Adams, Yale University, and Ann Shola Orloff,
Northwestern University

Published by Cambridge University Press 1743-923X/05 $12.00 for The Women and Politics Research
Section of the American Political Science Association. © The Women and Politics Research Section of
the American Political Science Association. Printed in the United States of America.

DOI: 10.1017/S1743923X05001017

127

https://doi.org/10.1017/51743923X0523101X Published online by Cambridge University Press



https://doi.org/10.1017/S1743923X0523101X

128 Politics G Gender 1(1) 2005

A Common Language of Gender?
Karen Beckwith, The College of Wooster

Is there a common language of gender in political science research?
One might expect the answer to be no, given the wide range of ways in
which scholars employ the concept of gender in empirical and theoret-
ical research. I maintain, however, that a common language of gender
does exist and that we must articulate it in explicit terms in order to ad-
vance the way we build knowledge in this field. In this contribution to
“Critical Perspectives on Gender and Politics,” I suggest two ways in
which to employ “gender” as part of a common language that the sub-
field can employ for the purposes of empirical political research: gender
as a category and as a process.

Women and Politics Research

It is a commonplace to observe that the post-1972 focus on women and
politics involved empirical analysis, with men as a comparison (and occa-
sionally primary reference) group. Early studies of women and politics
relied on an “add women and stir” model. Survey research and computer
technology provided the basis for statistical analyses of women and poli-
tics, with a behavioral political approach. The initial focus of this research
concerned conventional and electoral behavior. Moreover, early research
on women centered on aggregate analysis that obscured the multiplicity
of women’s experiences. Commonplace though these observations may
be, however, this early body of research also established “women” as a
politically relevant group whose inclusion in political science research was
necessary for drawing generalizations, and whose exclusion from such
arenas of study has no scholarly merit. Research that draws conclusions
about governance on the basis of male political rulers and attitudinal
research that fails to disaggregate by sex is fundamentally flawed. In short,
the excluded other half has become the necessary included.

The need for research on women and politics persists. Much of the
early empirical scholarship was undertaken with an eye toward feminist
theory, toward high-level feminist theorizing, and toward issues of gen-
der, women, and power. Such work served to expand our knowledge and
to advance our understanding not just of women and politics but of gen-
dered politics as well. We still lack a wide range of knowledge, especially
comparative and longitudinal, about women’s political behavior, politi-
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cal beliefs and attitudes, means of organizing, behavior in governmental
office, experience in campaigning, response to power inequalities, and
exclusion from political power —among other concerns. The subfield of
women and politics research still requires this basic, investigatory, cumu-
lative research. The virtue of a women and politics approach is that it
focuses on women, however that term may be conceived or operational-
ized. “Where are the women?” was the original central question, one
which we must continue to ask. In this regard, our major concern with
women and politics has not been precluded by, or surpassed by, a focus
on gender.

Fven the earliest women and politics scholarship questioned our
understanding of “politics” and the “political.” The recognition that
politics was more than governments, institutions, and constitutions
expanded our focus (and the behavioral revolution, attacking the tradi-
tional focus on states and constitutions, was an ally of this move). Vol-
untary association activism, neighborhood organizing, civic engagement,
and community-level involvement quickly came within the realm of
politics and the political. Concomitantly, social movements and collec-
tive action drew scholars to attend to reemerging feminist movements
and to women’s activism in social movements more generally (in the
United States, the Black Civil Rights movements in particular). Politi-
cal protest, innovative organizational forms, solidarity-creating activi-
ties, and formation of collective identities were similarly encompassed
in an expanded understanding of politics. In all of these arenas and
activities, women were found, explicitly and implicitly, making politics
and exercising/challenging/resisting political power. One of the most
important contributions of the study of women and politics has been to
question conventional, institution-focused, state-centric definitions of
politics, and to extend the boundaries of what has been considered “polit-
ical” in the discipline of political science.

A second and equally important contribution has been to disaggre-
gate the meaning of “women.” If “politics” and the “political” have
been problematized, so too has women as a politically relevant group.
“Women,” in women and politics research, are no longer treated as a
monolithic, undifferentiated constituency of identified, shared, implic-
itly homogeneous preferences. Driven by feminist theory, scholarship
on women of color, and canonical studies of racialized politics, women
and politics research has moved away from essentializing women and
toward a critical analysis of the ways in which non-gender-specific con-
structions of dominance and subordination inform, reinforce, interact
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with, and undermine women’s political power and practice of politics.
The complexities of differences among women have been studied within
single geopolitical boundaries but also in comparative perspective. In
particular, the scholarship on comparative women and politics has evi-
denced the complexities and nuances of differences between and among
women, nonetheless emerging with findings of similarity in political
preferences, forms of mobilization, and relationship with states, among
others. If “where are the women?” was the original central question,
“which women?” quickly became an expanded focus.

Gender and Politics Research

The foundational work on women and politics has been joined, but not
superseded, by a focus on gender and politics. It is not yet clear that we
have a common language about gender in the subfield, and disciplinary
articulations of gender have changed across time. From Wilma Rule
Krauss’s earliest discussion of “gender” in the American Political Science
Review in 1974 to Iris Marion Young’s “Gender as Seriality” (1994) to
Joni Lovenduski’s “Gendering Research” (1998) and beyond, gender in
political science scholarship has been conceptualized along a range of
understandings, from simple synonym for sex to culturally specific dy-
namic interactions. Nonetheless, overall, these various meanings and uses
share two understandings.

First, male and female, as categories of “sex,” do not lead inexorably
to any particular practices or meanings and, hence, do not directly embody
politics or political practice. That is, the existence of bodies imbued with
male or female secondary sex characteristics do not lead inexorably to
any particular practices or meanings. Whatever meanings sex might have
are constructed and not physical imperatives. Because, as Anne Fausto-
Sterling argues, “our bodies physically imbibe culture” (2005: 1495), we
can employ sex as an analytical marker of convenience, rather than as a
secure physical foundation upon which to map difference.!

Second, male and female as values of a variable sex do not translate
perfectly into a universal, transparent, bimodal distinction between mas-
culine and feminine; rather, “masculine” and “feminine” are indicators
of the outer boundaries of constellations of meanings that are politically

1. Space limitations preclude a full discussion of the physical meanings of sex, but suffice it to say
that a body of feminist scholarship in the sciences should disillusion any who might have been
confident that “sex” has universally clear, identifiable, dichotomized, biological or physical markers
between male and female. Sex is not a safe port from which gender can happily embark.
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contextualized and constructed. Furthermore, categories of masculine
and feminine are not mutually exclusive, but rather are mutually impli-
cated. We might think of this agreement as a third shift in focus: What is
the political scientific utility of meanings of “women” and “men”? What
exactly do we mean by “women” and by “men”?

Our common language of gender, however, is not yet fully estab-
lished, even with these two agreements. We have not had the full debate,
in empirical political research, on what we mean by sex and whether sex
is inexorably biologically embodied. Nonetheless, gendered empirical
political research need not wait for such a debate.

[ propose two meanings of gender that can serve as at least part of our
common language: gender as category and gender as process. By gender
as category, I mean the multidimensional mapping of socially constructed,
fluid, politically relevant identities, values, conventions, and practices
conceived of as masculine and/or feminine, with the recognition that
masculinity and femininity correspond only fleetingly and roughly to
“male” and “female.” Using gender as a category permits us to delineate
specific contexts in which feminine and masculine behaviors, actions,
attitudes, and preferences, for example, result in particular outcomes,
such as military intervention, social movement success, and electoral
choice, among others.

Gender in these cases is different from a simple dichotomy of male
and female, men and women. For example, Elizabeth Faue’s work on
“muscular unionism” (1991) and Julie Guard’s analysis of “feisty femi-
ninity” (2004) illustrate how gender differences, not perfectly synony-
mous with sex, constrain or facilitate political actors’ (in these cases, union
members in the United States and in Canada) success in achieving union
objectives. In my own work (2001), I found that male miners in the
1989-90 Pittston Coal Strike (United States) reframed their mining mas-
culinity in response to new conditions of union-corporation conflict as a
strategy for winning a strike. In each of these cases, the central category
is gender rather than sex, and in each case, gender reveals more specifi-
cally how human actors position themselves politically in terms of mas-
culinity and femininity, even in situations where most of the actors are,
for example, men, and where sex differences may originally appear un-
important or even irrelevant.?

2. One of my favorite examples of the necessity of thinking about gender rather than sex is Gloria
Steinem’s accusation that Senator Kay Bailey Hutchison (R-TX) was a “female impersonator” (Wil-
cox 1994, 15).
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As the previous examples suggest, employing gender as the analytical
category also permits, as it were, meaningful single-sex research. Gender
points us to situations where all the actors are male (e.g., the military), or
where the primary actors are female (e.g., care work), and permits us to
investigate the political construction and ramifications of variations of
masculinity and femininity within these contexts. For example, to what
extent do U.S. military spokesmen employ a feminized rhetoric in pub-
lic announcements concerning troop deaths to minimize opposition to
the U.S. presence in Iraq? What underlying masculinities might be in-
voked in Britain and the United States to mobilize male support for mil-
itary intervention in Iraq? How might conventional understandings of
femininities in France have been employed to mobilize some women’s
and girls” support for wearing headscarves in public schools and to mo-
bilize other women and girls in opposition? Answering such questions
will lead us to consider not women and/or men (although they may) as
much as they will help us to understand variations in cultural codes that
apply to gender and that underlie and inform the political.

Gender also functions as process. Indeed, the fluidity of gender as a
category leads fairly quickly to gendered research involving process. By
“process,” I mean behaviors, conventions, practices, and dynamics en-
gaged in by individuals, organizations, movements, institutions, and na-
tions. Gender as process has two major manifestations in recent gender
and politics research: 1) as the differential effects of structures and poli-
cies upon women and men, and 2) as the means by which masculine
and feminine actors (often men and women, but not perfectly congru-
ent, and often individuals but also structures) actively work to produce
favorable gendered outcomes. Each of these two manifestations of gen-
der as process requires at least some brief elaboration.

First, gender as process is manifested as the differential effects of ap-
parently gender-neutral structures and policies upon women and men,
and upon masculine and/or feminine actors. Gender can be seen, for
example, in the workings of electoral systems to advance or to hinder
female candidates for elective office. Electoral rules, negotiated histori-
cally among men representing organized, masculinized interests, can be
“played,” as it were, in limited ways by individual and organized women
to gain access to office. The extensive literature that identifies propor-
tional representation, party lists, district magnitude, and left parties as
factors facilitating women’s access to elective office is exemplary of highly
developed scholarship employing (sometimes only implicitly) gender as
process (Caul 1999; Darcy, Welch, and Clark 1994; Kittilson 2001; Lov-
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enduski and Norris 1993; Matland 1998; Matland and Studlar 1998; Stud-
lar and McAllister 1998, 2002; Welch and Studlar 1996). Gender as
process has also been employed in the scholarship on transitions to de-
mocracy. Recent research on transitions has focused on how political
structures, again established and maintained primarily by men, and mas-
culinized in their practice, have been superseded by new political forms
that affect men and women differently (Bose 1995; Kuehnast and Nech-
mias 2004; Matland and Montgomery 2003; Rai 2003; Waylen 1994).
Research employing gender as process centers on the idea that institu-
tions and structures are themselves gendered and have differential impli-
cations for women and for men.

How does the political construct gender? Public practice shapes pri-
vate behavior and possibilities. For example, the state engages in the
normalization, authorization, legalization, and otherwise privileging of
heterosexual marriage, with division of marital powers according to gen-
dered actors known as “husband” and “wife.” In these cases, distinc-
tions of masculine and feminine, connected if loosely to sex distinctions,
construct gendered relations of political dominance and subordination.

Second, gender as process suggests not only that institutions and pol-
itics are gendered but also that they can be gendered; that is, that activist
feminists, religious fundamentalists, social movements, and political par-
ties can work to instate practices and rules that recast the gendered na-
ture of the political. This type of research involves investigations of “how
cultural codes of masculinity are built into public institutions” (Loven-
duski 1998: 339), and of strategic behavior by political actors to masculin-
ize and/or to feminize political structures, rules, and norms, for example,
literally to regender state power, policymaking, and state legal construc-
tions and their interpretations. In short, gender as process can reveal how
the specific behaviors of appropriately feminine and masculine actors
influence the political.

Recent research has employed gender as process to demonstrate, for
instance, female agency in regendering state processes and institutions
(see, for example, Brown, Donaghy, and Mackay 2002; Chappell 2002;
Dobrowolsky 2003; Dobrowolsky and Hart 2003; Matland and Montgom-
ery 2003; Tremblay and Trimble 2003). These studies do not depend on
women as the exclusive actors but, rather, on the process of actively gen-
dering institutions—which can shape masculinities and femininities that
have political ramifications for actually identified women and men. This
work explicitly asks questions about how gender constructs the state. How
do women’s collective action and protest shape state institutions? How
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do the understandings of masculinity and physical embodiment shape
public policies that are gendered in their impacts? Who has the capacity,
time, talent, resources, confidence to be a candidate? Whose employ-
ment history, or family history, links him or her to powerful others who
have influence with the state? Whose organized votes provide crucial
leverage in electoral contests? Asking these questions can provide an-
swers not about (or not only about) women and men but about the more
complicated means by which political power is constructed and func-
tions in gendered terms.

Conclusion

What do we mean when we talk about gender in empirical political sci-
ence research? Can we approach a common language of gender? It is
impossible to talk about gender without talking about women and about
men, even as we recognize that “gender is not a synonym for women”
(Carver 1996). As Lovenduski argues, “it is impossible to imagine how
gendered research can do without the dichotomous variable of sex. The
uses of sex and gender must be explicit if effective research is to be
designed” —with her caveat that sex be “used as a dichotomous variable
only in a closely specified, gendered context” (Lovenduski 1998, 340).

There now seems to be growing agreement that the distinction be-
tween women and politics, and gender and politics, research is a fluid
boundary of reciprocation of method and findings. Scholars move easily
between languages of “women” and “femininity,” and “men,” “male,”
and “masculine,” evidencing this continuing connection between the
language of (a socially constructed and implicated) women and politics
and the language of “gender.” Craig Murphy evidences this, for inter-
national relations, writing: “The new literature contributes to inter-
national relations by demonstrating, first, the continuous involvement of
women in world politics, and, second, the roles gender has played both
in international relations per se as well as in the academic study of inter-
national relations as one of the social sciences” (Murphy 1996, 515).

[ propose that as we maintain our connections to women and politics
research, we talk about gender as both category and process as the basis
for our common language in empirical political research. This common
language not only distinguishes gender from sex but also serves as a tool
for mapping gender to sex in carefully, fully specified contexts. Gender
as a concept for political research can function both dynamically and
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categorically, and can be crafted for comparative and longitudinal re-
search, as well as for cross-sectional and single-case studies.

Furthermore, gender as category and process offers the strong oppor-
tunity of linking gender and politics research with the burgeoning schol-
arship on race and racialization. Social constructionist approaches to race
and analyses of racialized politics and political processes can enrich gen-
dered political analysis and provide additional models of political re-
search that move beyond dichotomy and difference to a more dynamic
and specified analysis of institutions and actors while situating our work
in a multiracial (and racialized) political context (see Burack 2004; Col-
lins 2004; Craig 2002; Gilkes 2001; Harris-Lacewell 2003; Hawkesworth
2003; Randolph and Tate 2003; Ross 1998; Smooth 2001; Tate 2003).

This double conceptualization of category and process may also serve
to protect gender and politics research from invisibilizing women (and
men) of color. An advantage of women and politics research is its estab-
lished recognition and problematization of women as female actors with
diverse and often conflicting interests fractured and conjoined by race,
ethnicity, sexuality, age, generation, and other social and identity loca-
tions that have political implications. Gendered political research must
carry with it the recognition that femininities and masculinities are plu-
ral, specific in their practice and content, with potentially different polit-
ical implications (again, see, for example, Hawkesworth 2003).

Gender as a concept— categorical and process—can be employed to
reveal and to understand the means and pathways by which categories of
feminine and masculine are mapped to individual human beings, groups
of people, institutions, and practices. We should be able to speak a com-
mon language of gender, bringing with us women and men, their com-
plexities, and their politics.
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Finding Gender
Nancy Burns, University of Michigan

How do we find gender in data from individuals?

I should start by saying what I mean by gender. I take gender to be, in
part, the “values, norms and demands the female human being— precisely
because she is female —comes up against in her encounter with the
Other” (Moi 1999, 79). And, in part, it is what women and men make of
the systematic way social interactions, structures, and institutions are or-
ganized around gender.

Finding gender in data requires understanding a few important fea-
tures of its social organization (Gurin 1985; Jackman 1994). These fea-
tures are easiest to see in contrast with race. These features of social
organization —largely enabled by an intimacy that is usually absent in
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modern racial formations in the United States—affect the forms the
“values, norms and demands” I just mentioned take.

By contrast with race, gender is both more in the open and more in-
visible. It is more in the open in the sense that ordinary Americans are
often more comfortable making essentialist claims about gender than
they are about race (Burns and Kinder 2003). And it is more invisible in
that distinctions of sex are more naturalized, less questioned, than dis-
tinctions of race. It is also more invisible because its hierarchy is made
through often-subtle cumulation of often-small advantages across a host
of different institutional spaces—at work, in the family, in school, in re-
ligious institutions (Burns, Schlozman, and Verba 2001). Its cumulation
is subtle because of the range of seemingly disconnected institutions
where it operates, because intimacy conditions the size and nature of the
advantages, because intimacy often makes it hard to see the disadvan-
tages in the first place, and because it is often easy to explain away the
disadvantage by the arrangements that are taken as necessary for child-
bearing and childrearing.

The ways gender is more invisible than race make it harder to see
gender at the individual level and especially in the cross-section than it
would otherwise be, but these differences with other social formations
are, to my mind, research opportunities. I will take up each of the aspects
of invisibility in turn.

First, gender arrangements are often naturalized, seen as the way
things must be. That makes trouble, for example, for understanding
elite-mass linkages because there is often simply no worked-out lan-
guage people use to talk about gender and politics. Of course, social
movements have tried to make some kinds of language —especially lan-
guages of structural disadvantage —commonplace (Goffman 1977).
Despite these efforts, politicians often seem unable to find words when
faced with gender issues. That lack of words opens up a host of com-
parative research questions: What, for example, are the consequences
for ordinary understandings of policy when elites are articulate about
disadvantage and when they simply do not know what to say? Does it
matter that—to my mind—ordinary and elite Americans are practiced
with languages of race and not at all practiced with languages of gen-
der? And, as Erving Goffman asked, can we explain “the way in which
these differences were (and are) put forward as a warrant for our social
arrangements, and most important of all, the way in which the institu-
tional workings of society ensured that this accounting would seem
sound” (1977, 302)?
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Second, gender happens in a host of social institutions. It is made and
remade across these institutions in ways that build linkages across insti-
tutions. So an advantage or disadvantage that comes from a gender for-
mation in one space can have far-reaching consequences by shaping
outcomes in other places. The cause of any gender advantage or disad-
vantage, then, might be proximate or it could be quite distant. Without
taking simultaneous account of the host of institutions in which women
and men operate, scholars are not likely to understand the causes and
scope of disadvantage.

Third, intimacy makes trouble in a number of ways. Because of it, there
is probably not as much systematic violence as with some other hierar-
chies, and so the hierarchy sometimes works more subtly. By working often
through psychological intimidation, coercion, and acquiescence, gender
hierarchies are recipes for the morselization of experience, for enabling
people to explain any individual outcome as the product of individual and
idiosyncratic circumstance and not as a consequence of large-scale struc-
tural forces like discrimination. To be visible, these cumulated wrongs
must be added up—either over institutions or over time. A single snap-
shot can miss them unless that snapshot is viewed in the context of a struc-
tural account of disadvantage. Otherwise, disadvantage may be hard to
see and easy to explain away. Without one of these two approaches—
adding up or setting within a structural account— disadvantage, even dis-
advantage that is perpetrated with violence, can seem like a choice. (In
some sense, this is the burden of Catherine MacKinnon’s arguments about
difference and dominance [MacKinnon 1987].)

Of course, as I mentioned earlier, gender is also more out in the open
than race, and that too has consequences for research. In work that we
have done, Donald Kinder and I found that when ordinary Americans
build folk theories of gender—when they do find language for gender—
their theories often sound old-fashioned by comparison with the theories
they construct for race (Burns and Kinder 2003). The terms of the de-
bate center on essentialism —its acceptance or its rejection. With race,
by contrast, the theories are elaborate, multifaceted, and about struc-
tural or cultural difference. The ordinary people we talked to in our work
were quite comfortable saying that gender differences in a range of dif-
ferent outcomes are part of God’s plan for women and men. This sort of
essentialized language is nearly invisible when these same people are
talking about race.

When we investigate gender in any setting, I think we need to have
these, and I am sure other, features of gender formation squarely in mind.
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These features should shape our research questions, our research de-
signs, and our strategies of analysis. And the comparative leverage they
give us—because they demand that we think about the specificity of gen-
der formations and the ways the formations we care about are different
from other forms of social organization —will strengthen our insights and
our contributions.

I should conclude with a small set of ideas that grow out of what I
have just said, a set of ideas that have affected how I think about studying
gender in the individual-level data I so often put to use in my own work.

The first two points are ones I have already mentioned: first, that gen-
der is easier to see over space and time, after the researcher does the
work of adding up the many often-small wrongs through which gender
inequalities are manifest; and second, that the influences of gender of-
ten come from the ways it shapes people’s lives in institutions outside the
ones we study, and it is the researcher’s job to link these institutions.

The third point grows out of the point I started to make about the
potential for specific gender formations. It is unlikely that there is only
one way gender is arranged in the United States. And so it is unlikely
that we’ll succeed in our research if we pretend that all women or all
men share a vast quantity of life experiences. In the end, there are only a
few ways that scholars have succeeded when they have treated gender as
an average experience (I am thinking here of MacKinnon [1987] and
Jackman [1994]). There are two consequences of this third point for our
analyses. First off, we have to theorize and model the ways gender works
homogeneously and heterogeneously, not because heterogeneity is a goal
in itself, but rather because we will get the story wrong if we focus solely
on the things that all women or all men share. Instead, we might think of
the things that some women or some men share at some times and places
(see, for example, Young 1994). And, second, because gender is usually
not an average experience, we are not going to be able to read the con-
sequences of gender formations from a single coefficient on whether the
person is a woman or a man. Instead, we will want to structure our analy-
ses to pinpoint gender in a pattern of coefficients that represent the paths,
the experiences, the mechanisms through which gender formations op-
erate. Of course, that means we must explicitly theorize those paths, those
experiences, those mechanisms in the very first place.

In the end, I am excited about the places gender scholarship is going,
and I am thrilled at the ways gender scholars are working to develop the
theoretical tools, the research designs, and the analytical tools that en-
able them to carry their rich understandings of gender to data and—
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because they are the data with which I mostly work—to individual-level
data in particular, where I think the task is an especially challenging one
(Burns 2002).
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Engendering Political Science: An Immodest Proposal
Mary Hawkesworth, Rutgers University

Since its emergence in the 1970s, feminist scholarship has claimed to
be corrective and transformative. Through original research about the
experiences of the majority of the world’s population, that is, women,
feminist scholars have sought to correct omissions and distortions that
permeate political science. Through the use of gender as an analytical
tool, they have illuminated social and political relations neglected by
mainstream accounts, advanced alternative explanations of political phe-
nomena, demonstrated the defects of competing hypotheses, and de-
bunked opposing views. Despite such impressive accomplishments,
feminist political science has not become a dominant paradigm within
the discipline. Few doctoral programs allow students to develop areas of
concentration in feminist approaches to political studies. Few routinely
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include feminist scholarship in proseminars in American politics, com-
parative politics, international relations, political theory, public law, or
public policy. None requires familiarity with leading feminist scholar-
ship as a criterion of professional competence.

Should feminist studies of politics be required reading for those who
claim the mantle of political science? Do feminist methods offer the dis-
cipline insights that are not available from other methodological
approaches? Do feminist “conjectures and refutations” of dominant par-
adigms deserve more serious incorporation into undergraduate and grad-
uate curricula in political science? I will argue that they do. Toward that
end, [ will trace the emergence of gender as analytic category in feminist
scholarship and identify some of the challenges that use of gender as an
analytic category poses to core disciplinary concepts.

Gender: From an Account of Identity Formation to Analytic Category

Opver the past three decades, the concept of gender has undergone a meta-
morphosis within feminist scholarship. Although originally a linguistic
category denoting a system of subdivision within a grammatical class (Cor-
bett 1991), the concept of gender was adopted by feminist scholars to
distinguish culturally specific characteristics associated with masculinity
and femininity from biological features associated with sex (male and
female chromosomes, hormones, as well as internal and external sexual
and reproductive organs). In early feminist works, gender was used to
repudiate biological determinism by demonstrating the range of varia-
tion in cultural constructions of femininity and masculinity. In sub-
sequent works, gender has been used to analyze the social organization
of relationships between men and women (Barrett 1980; MacKinnon
1987; Rubin 1975), to investigate the reification of human differences
(Hawkesworth 1990; Shanley and Pateman 1991; Vetterling-Braggin
1982), to conceptualize the semiotics of the body, sex, and sexuality
(Doane 1987; de Lauretis 1984; Silverman 1988; Suleiman 1985), to
explain the distribution of burdens and benefits in society (Boneparth
and Stoper 1988; Connell 1987; Walby 1986), to illustrate the microtech-
niques of power (Bartky 1988; de Lauretis 1987; Sawicki 1991), to illu-
minate the structure of the psyche (Chodorow 1978), and to account for
individual identity and aspiration (Butler 1990; Epperson 1988).
Interdisciplinary feminist scholars have used the concept of gender
in markedly different ways. Gender has been analyzed as an attribute of
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individuals (Bem 1974, 1983), as an interpersonal relation (Spelman
1988), and as a mode of social organization (Eisenstein 1979; Fire-
stone 1970). Gender has been defined in terms of status (Lopata and
Thorne 1978), sex roles (Amundsen 1971; Epstein 1971; Janeway 1971),
and sexual stereotypes (Anderson 1983; Friedan 1963). It has been con-
ceived as a structure of consciousness (Rowbotham 1973), as triangulated
psyche (Chodorow 1978); and as internalized ideology (Barrett 1980;
Grant 1993). It has been discussed as a product of attribution (Kessler and
McKenna 1978), socialization (Gilligan 1982; Ruddick 1980), disciplin-
ary practices (Butler 1990; Singer 1993), and accustomed stance (Devor
1989). Gender has been depicted as an effect of language (Daly 1978;
Spender 1980), a matter of behavioral conformity (Amundsen 1971;
