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Abstract!

In this paper, | provide a historical narrativectrs the social scientific conceptualization
of sex and gender through the™0Dentury and until today. | suggest we have movenhf

conceptualizing sexual inequality as attributablenternalized sex roles to a consensus that
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inequality gender stratification exists within sadnstitutions as well. | offer my own theo-
retical model to advance the understanding of gergnder as a social structurély
theoretical argument suggests we must integraearels on individual differences, social
expectations in interaction and practice, and thiei@al and organizational logics at the or-
ganizational and institutional levels. | argue thather than test theories against one anoth-
er, a modern scientific view is to integrate levelsanalysis. To illustrate the theory, | re-
view three distinct research projects that havenlieened by it: a study of intersexuality, a
study of international labor migration, and a stoflya social movement determined against
accepting gays and lesbians. | end by suggestatgvtbwinggender as a social structure
allows us to envision a utopian society in whichitgists have helped to dismantle that

structure and build a post-gender society.
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1. Introduction

As an undergraduate in 1974, | wanted to writef@epan gender and violence, and | was
told it was impossible, because there was no titezato review. And that was true. The
field has virtually exploded since then. As womeavdr moved into the academy, as we
have become researchers, our standpoint has invhdesbcial sciences with ever increas-
ing concern for missing knowledge about women dradlenges to sexual inequality (Eng-
land et al. 2007). As an American scholar, | seerttany of the social sciences in this
country becoming both feminized, and ever more feshi Today, the Sex & Gender sec-
tion of the American Sociological Association iseanf the largest sections of the organiza-
tion, and feminists hold both the presidency armk \presidency of the association in the
year 2012. There is a strong and active presendenahist scholarship in anthropology

and psychology as well. History has been perhapst trensformed by feminist thought of



all the social sciences, with women’s concern fagrgday social life -as opposed to war
and military victory- now front and center as thery core of social history (Stacey and
Thorne 1985). And of course, Women and Gender 8sudiby definition a feminist inter-
disciplinary enterprise.

We have seen a stark, almost revolutionary, chantfee social scientific discourse about
gender inequality. In the middle of the last Ceptdamily sociologists (e.g. Parsons and
Bales 1955; Zelditch 1955) described women’s fuarctis the «heart» of families who had
male «heads» and psychologists (Kohlberg 1966; &@nd963) applied socialization
theory to help shape girls into mothers and boysimen. Now, gender scholarship is near-
ly synonymous with feminist scholarship, as the imadely cited English language gender
journal, Gender & Societyis published by the feminist sociological asstieig Sociolo-
gists for Women in Society. The birth of this joal, AG, speaks to the ever increasing
importance of gender scholarship internationally.

Feminist scholarship has crossed boundaries freraatliest moments, ignoring the dis-
ciplinary silos that have constrained so much aidamic inquiry. As women’s and gender
studies programs, institutes, and centers develogecthationally, they have always been
concerned with issues that spanned the psycholpgicanomic, social and historical. As
concern for women’s representation across male4oaed sciences evolved, many of
those centers expanded to include women in thedidl sciences as well. Feminists have
debated whether to mainstream our work into maffgréint disciplines, or to create a new
one of Gender and Women'’s Studies. It seems ag ihave taken a «both/and» strategy,
attempting to transform academic disciplines améiing one of our own.

A central focus of both crossing boundaries to ter@agender studies field, and crossing
boundaries by taking feminist scholarship backisgiglinary venues, is the theory and re-
search that seeks to explain why inequality exasid how to change it. The study of sex
and gender is a remarkable example of modernisheseiin action, with theories tested
empirically, sometimes revised, sometimes jettidosied new ones arising in a responsive

cumulative fashion.



In this article, | provide a historical narrativeding the conceptualization of sex and
gender, and the explanation for women’s statust ateveloped in the social sciences
through the 26 Century, to the present. | argue we have moved i@onceptualization of
sexual inequality attributable to internalized sebes to a consensus that gender inequality
is multi-dimensional and exists as a stratificatsystem beyond socialized sex differences
between women and men. | then offer my own inteégeateoretical framework for ad-
vancing the understanding of gender, with particatéention to issues of inequality. To il-
lustrate the theory, | review three distinct reskaprojects, which use it and show how
more accurate and deeper understanding can rgsulsibg my multi-level framework. |
end by suggesting that viewiggnder as a social structugdlows us to envision a utopian
society in which feminists have helped to dismatitk structure and built a post-gender

society.

2. Starting with Sex Differences

The conceptualization of sex and gender took arfestniurn when psychologists (e.g. Bem
1981a, 1981b; Spence and Helmriech 1978) begane@sune sex role attitudes using
scales that had been embedded in personality apibwment tests (Terman and Miles
1936). Such research presumed that sexual inégjaalild be studied usefully by learning
how women and men internalized sex roles, evehesetfeminist writers were critical of
the constraints that such socialized sex-rolestedetor women. These early studies as-
sumed that masculinity and femininity were opposites of one dimension, and thus if a
subject was «high» on femininity, she was necdgsdry measurement design, «low» on
masculinity. What became clear, however, was tbaah people fit into the measurement
scheme (Locksley and Colten 1979; Pedhazur andhbaten 1979; Edwards and Ash-
worth 1977). Bem offered a new conceptualizatidenf 1981, 1993) that has become the
gold standard in the social sciences, now so téiegranted that Bem is no longer rou-

tinely cited when it is used. She discovered thasculinity and femininity were actually



two different personality dimensions; a person daalte highly on masculinity and also
highly on femininity or highly on neither. Traditial women would be high on femininity

and low on masculinity, and traditional men woutlhigh on masculinity and low on fe-

mininity. An aggressive and agentic woman mightdye on femininity and high on mas-

culinity, or high on both masculinity and feminiitA transgender man might be high on
masculinity and low on femininity, or perhaps higih both. The ground-breaking concep-
tual leap here is that there are two dimensionscoianity and femininity, and they are not
opposites of one another, and that neither dimansipresumptively tied to biological bo-

dies.

Some of today’s psychologists (e.g. Choi et al.&@hoi and Fuqua 2003; Hoffman and
Borders 2001) go further, suggesting instead teesgnality concepts, once labeled «mas-
culine», actually measure efficacy/agency/leaderand the personality concepts, once la-
beled «feminine», actually measure nurturance amgaéy (See Gill, Stockard, Johnson,
and Williams 1987 for the first formulation of thiketorical critique). To further analytic
clarity, and feminist goals, these psychologisguarwe should no longer even use the
terms masculinity and femininity because they lingaally tie personality traits to sex cat-
egory.

Sociologists began to study sex roles as defingaslgghologists, with focus on how dif-
ferences between individual women and men wereedoot childhood socialization
(Stockard and Johnson 1980; Weitzman 1979). Thayiest how babies assigned to the
male category are encouraged to engage in masdudinaviors, offered boy-appropriate
toys, rewarded for playing with them, and punisf@dacting in girlish ways, while babies
assigned to the female category are encouragedgege in feminine behaviors while be-
ing limited to girl-appropriate toys such as ddisd easy bake ovens (Weitzman et al.
1972). Sex role socialization theory suggested thédtren are rewarded for displaying
gender appropriate behaviors. The internalizedesettiat result from endemic socializa-
tion, is what creates the illusion that genderasurally occurring. This differs from earlier
versions of sex role socialization within functitisafamily sociology by its critical edge,

presuming that female socialization disadvantagdd (.ever 1974). Bem (1993) shows



clearly how children become cultural natives, asytinternalize the belief in essential
gender differences and androcentrism as youngrehildhe suggests that gender schemas
depend both on gender relations in contemporariegoand the socialization practices of
parents themselves. Such research and theory ondmals has been important since the
beginning of social scientific attention to genesr«sex roles».

In 1978, Lopata and Thorne published a trailblazantcle that critiqued the validity of
sex role theory. They argued that sex-role theacgjtly accepted functionalist presump-
tions about the reality of differences between woraad men. Lopata and Thorne sug-
gested that the very rhetorical use of the langudgeole» voids questions of power and
privilege, insinuating a natural complementarityween the sexes. Would we ever use the
language of «race roles» to explain the differémjportunities and constraints for whites
and non-whites? As | have argued elsewhere (Risd298, 2004), as has Lorber (1994),
Ferree (1990) and Connell (1987), other concepndl empirical problems with sex-role
theory exist as well. Sex—role theory presumesahilgy of behavior across setting and
life-course that simply does not exist. Kimmel (2p8ummarizes a widely held contempo-
rary position when he writes that “[...] sex role ¢hg overemphasizes the developmental
decisiveness of early childhood as the moment gleader socialization happens (2008,
106).” As empirical evidence accumulated (see we\bg Lorber 1994) that inequality be-
tween women and men could not simply be attribtitedocialized individual differences

and choices, new theoretical approaches moved fnrangin to center.

3. Moving Beyond Gender asan Individual Trait

Two very different theoretical alternatives devedpwithin a sociological framework to
move the analysis of gender beyond a focus on ichaiads: 1) from those who worked in
an interactionist and ethnomethodological traditiderived a framework known as «doing

gender», and 2) from those based in stratificditeratures, came a new «structuralism». |



briefly discuss each of these and then move forward detailed discussion of my own

theoretical framework, which integrates both ofsthevith individualist theories as well.

3.1 Doing Gender Framework

At the same moment in history when Kanter and Epstere developing structuralist ex-
planations for gender inequality, the centralitysgimbolic interactionism and ethnometho-
dology for understanding gender was developing @arallel track, introduced by West
and Zimmerman (1987) in their classic article «@oBender». West & Zimmerman ar-
gued that gender is something we do, not somethagre, drawing attention to the ways
in which behaviors are enforced, constrained, aitgd during social interaction. Judith
Butler’s theory of gender performativity (2004, D9%hares the focus on deconstruction of
essentialism with West and Zimmerman, but diffexgtte ontological reality of the possi-
bility of a self, outside the discursive realm ($&een 2007). While West & Zimmerman,
as social scientists, presume a self exists, Butlphilosopher and queer theorist, dismisses
the possibility of even a temporary self outsidedsicourse. In Butler's queer theory, the
self is more imaginary figment then constructeceretemporary, self- identity. Yet, both
traditions converge on the conceptualization ofdgeras performance. The «doing gender»
framework has become perhaps the most commonly peeghective in contemporary fe-
minist discourse. A 2011 citation search indicakesWest & Zimmerman article has been
cited over 4500 times by May 2012.

Qualitative research in this tradition has prodidegreat deal of evidence that women
and men do gender, but do so dramatically difféyeartross time, space, ethnicity, and so-
cial institution. Connell (1995) shows that there aumerous «masculinities» that exist
simultaneously, although privileged men perform thest rewarded form of hegemonic
masculinity. Similarly, researchers have descri@edyriad of ways that girls and women
do femininity, from «intensive mothering» (Larea03; Hays 1998) to «femme>» lesbians,
appropriating traditional emphasized symbols of wohood such as heels and hose (Le-
vitt, Gerrish, and Hiestand 2003). Lorber’'s (198#gta-review of gender research through



the 20" century provides a dazzling overview of the qugntif research showing how
gender is performed and then institutionalized suoiety.

Acker (1992, 1990) transformed gender theorizingnvbhe expanded a «doing gender»
argument to organizations. Instead of gender-nkatganizations, she found gender deep-
ly embedded in organizational structure. Acker (;98992) argued the very definition of
jobs and organizational hierarchies are gendereastaucted to advantage men or others
who have no caretaking responsibilities. The woykMartin (2003) and Poggio (2006)
highlight the «practice turn» (Poggio, 2006, p. R@Ogender studies and has added com-
plexity to the interactionist tradition, particulashowing how workplace organizations si-
tuate gender in practice. Gherardi and Poggio (R@07her the study of gender in organi-
zations with their research on how interactionalaiyics change when the first woman en-
ters a male-dominated and masculinized work setfiiigey find much evidence of the
ways in which gender is practiced in organizatitivat pretend to be gender neutral.

While consensus exists that «doing gender» is itioigg) there has been recent criticism
of what can count as evidence of «doing genderuidgd (2007) suggested that when re-
searchers find unexpected behaviors, rather thastigm whether gender is being «un-
done», they simply claim to discover different famities and masculinities. | (Risman,
2009) build on this critigue by suggesting that th®quitous usage of «doing gender»
creates conceptual confusion as we study a wodtishindeed changing. We must know
what we expect as gendered behavior and be wilimjready to admit it when we do not
find it.

3.2 The New Structuralism

New structuralist analysis of gender was first usednderstand apparent sex differences in
workplace and family behavior. In her classic bodien and Women of the Corporatjon
Kanter (1977) argued that apparent sex differeircésadership style represented women’s
disadvantaged organizational roles, not their petsties. Her research showed that work-
ers who held positions with less formal power agaer opportunities for mobility are less

motivated and ambitious at work, less perceiveedeadership material, and more con-



trolling autocratic bosses when they do enter #rks of management. Because women
and men of color were then overwhelmingly in posis with limited power and opportuni-
ty, they are seen as inferior leaders. The evidsonggested that white men in positions
with little upward mobility and low organizationpbwer also fulfilled the stereotype of the
micro-managing less-than-successful boss. In gy sititife histories of baby boom Ameri-
can women, Gerson (1985) brought the new strucsunalo gender issues in family life.
She found that role preferences adolescent womea seeialized to desire did not predict
strategies for balancing work and family commitnseamong baby-boom Americans.
Whether women «chose» domestic or work-focused was more often based on marital
stability and success in the labor force then statibrnalized personality traits or roles de-
sired from their youth. In both work and family taegs, the structural conditions of every-
day life proved more important than feminine selves

In a massive meta-analysis of the sex differemessarch on both public and private
spheres, Epstein (1988) concluded that nearlyfaHeodifferences between men and wom-
en were the result of their social roles and satietpectations, and were realdgceptive
Distinctions (Epstein 1988). Epstein argued, as did Kanter aasd@ before her, that if
men and women were given the same opportunitiescandtraints, the differences be-
tween them would vanish.

More recent research in this structural traditibowever, has challenged aspects of the
theory itself. Kanter provided strong evidencedmsothers that women (and non-whites)
are marginalized in white male occupations and vibatkaviors reflect their token positions
(Epstein, 1988). When research expanded, howayéest the gender-neutral proposition
that work behavior was primarily structurally deténed, by studying men in female-
dominated occupations, the evidence became farcl@sgncing (Zimmer, 1988). When
men were the minority group, they were not margmeal into less powerful positions with
less mobility. Instead, men, at least white memgfiefrom occupying a token status with-
in female dominated occupations and ride glasdasca to the top (Williams 1992; Wing-
field, 2009). Similarly, more recent on women anen/s domestic work in families finds

weak evidence that sex differences in workloaddaceptive distinctions. Nearly all such



research suggests that women continue to do maordyféabor then their husbands, even
when they work outside the home as many hours pakvand earn equivalent salaries
(Bittman et al. 2003; Bianchi, Milkie, Sayer, anddtson 2000; Tichenor ). Gender neu-
tral structural theories do not receive empiriegdEort when tested in complex ways within

female as well as male dominated occupations aiddérhouseholds.

3.3 Gender as a Social Structure (of Stratification)

Towards the end of the 20th Century, feminist tist®rbegan to move beyond debating
whether gender was best understood as internadielees, role expectations, or organiza-
tional constraints, and began developing theohaséncompassed what Collins (1990) de-
scribes as a both/and theory of science, multiHéweories for gender as sexual stratifica-
tion system and not merely psychological charasties of individuals (Butler 2004; Con-
nell 1987; Ferree et al. 1998; Lorber 1994; Mag&(04). While there were a variety of
such multi-disciplinary feminist frameworks devedob(e.g. Connell 1987; Lorber 1994,
Martin 2004), here, | outline my own conceptuali@atof gender as a social structusnd
argue for its usefulness as a guide for empiries¢arch.

Gender is deeply embedded in our selves, the eadpmts we have for others, and in our
cultural and organizational and legal systems, amglicated systematic and recursive
ways.Gender as a social structurereates inequality by differentiating opporturstiand
constraints based on sex category. In this thesnggest thagender as a social structure
has consequences on three dimensions (2004, 433t the individual level, for the de-
velopment of gendered selves, identities, and petgm®s; (2) during interaction, as men
and women face different cultural expectations evban they fill identical roles and posi-
tions; and (3) in institutional domains, includingganizations, where explicit regulations
and cultural beliefs regarding resource distributémd material goods are gender specific.
We cannot fully understand a dimension, aspect/cantbnsequence of gender without
placing it into a larger multidimensional and int&tive framework.

| depend upon Giddens’ (1984) theory of «structarat in my conceptualization of

gender as a structurthat creates stratification, emphasizing the recearselationship be-
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tween structure and individuals. Structuration mpooates the transformative power of
human action. People create the social structureobce it exists, it constrains action.
Structure is the medium and the outcome of conahath recursively organizes it. Actors
are knowledgeable and reflexive, monitoring the&itiams, but doing to within taken-for-
granted unacknowledged conditions. Action may tagainst structure but can never es-
cape it. In this theory for gender, | focus bothlmw structure shapes individual choice
and constrains social interaction but also how [@eogpeate, sustain, and modify the gender
structure. Action itself may change the immediatéuture context. It is this dynamic con-
ceptualization of structure both created by, antstaining human action that is useful for
conceptualizinggender as a social structure

With this framework | cross disciplinary boundari@sth concern for the internationali-
zation of gendered psychological identities andresel the sociological importance of
«doing gender» and gender as practice, and thaiaeg@nal analysis of institutions. | fo-
cus both on behavior and cultural logics, which erlid gender expectations and support
the formal rules and regulations at the institutioand organizational levels. As Gherardi
(1995) argues, gender is symbolically embeddedrgarozational culture. Figure 1 dis-
plays this graphically.

In order to understand how gender stratificatioprsduced and reproduced, and some-
times decreased, from generation to generatiomeeel understand the breadth and depth
of the power of gender as a social structure. Wailshnot test the alternative strength of
individual selves versus cultural expectationsrgaaizational design, in search of a prima-
ry cause of inequality. Rather, we learn more hyr@aching every empirical question with
complexity, a concern for each level of analydie -ihdividual, the interactional and orga-

nizational.
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Figure 1: Gender asa Social Structure

Gender as Structure

Individual level of Interactional level of Institutional level of

analysis: Socialization; analwsis: Cultural s analvsis: Distribution of

identities expectztions; taken-for- material advantage; formal
granted situational organizational schemas;
meaning ideclogical discourse

(Risman, 1998)

3.4 Individual Level of Analysis

When we are concerned with the means by which bogsgirls come to have a preference
to do gender, we should focus on how identitiescamestructed through early childhood
development with explicit socialization and modglimnd how preferences become inter-
nalized. To the extent that women and men choosde gender-typical behavior across so-
cial roles and over the life cycle, we must focussaich individual explanations. While
much attention has been paid to gender socializaiial the individualist presumptions for
gender, | suggest that continued attention is sacgdo the construction of the self, both
the means by which socialization leads to intepeaipredispositions, and how once selves
are adopted, people use identity work to maintahawiors that bolster their sense of
selves (Schwalbe et al. 2000). It is clearly theechat women and men internalize norms
and become gendered cultural natives. The impoléssbn from the accumulation of re-
search over the 3century is not that culture is unimportant foriindual selves, but that

socialization and identity work alone do not explall of gender stratification.
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3.5 Interactional Level of Analysis

Gender also organizes the interactional expectatioat every human being meets often in
every moment of life. We «do gender» to meet therattional expectations of those

around us. Ridgeway and her colleagues (Ridgewd#4,12001, 2011; Ridgeway and

Balkwell 1997; Ridgeway and Correll 2004) show dagingly that the status expectations
attached to gender (and race) categories are sitosdgional. In a sexist and racist society,
women and all persons of color are expected to lesgeto contribute to task performances
than are white men, unless they have some extgmalidated source of prestige or au-
thority. Women are expected to be more empatheticrairturing, men to be more effica-

cious and agentic. Such status expectations ar@fotie engines that re-create inequality
even in novel situations where there is no othasea to expect male or white privilege to
emerge. Status expectations create a cognitivetdnaesd privileging men with agency and

women with nurturance (Ridgeway 2011). Cognitivasbof this sort helps to explain the

reproduction of gender inequality in everyday life.

3.6 Institutional Level of Analysis

Gender structures social life not only by creatjegdered selves and cultural expectations
that shape interactions, but also by organizingasanostitutions and organizations. As
Acker (1990) and Martin (2004) have shown, econoonganizations embed gender mean-
ings in the definition of jobs and positions. Amganization that presumes valued workers
are available fifty weeks a year, at least fortyiisoa week, for decades on and presumes
that such workers have no practical or moral residity for caretaking of anyone but
themselves. The industrial and post-industrial eotio structure presumes workers have
wives, or do not need them.

In many societies, the legal system also presummesen and men have distinct rights
and responsibilities. For example, some westermrigouents allow for different retirement
ages for women and men, thus building gender egslative bureaucracy. Much has be-
gun to change in Western democracies, as laws noowvard gender-neutrality. And yet,

even when the actual formal rules and regulati@gsrbto change -whether by government,
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courts, religion, higher education, or organizatiorules- the cultural logic often remains,
hiding patriarchy in gender-neutral formal law (Wins 2001). Andocentric cultural be-
liefs that justify different distributions of resaes that privilege men, often outlive formal

organizational rules and regulations.

4. From Theory to Research

The multidimensionality of gender structure thebas already begun to provide a useful
framework for empirical research (Anderson, 2007ms#trong, Hamilton, and Sweeney
2009; Banerjee 2010; Davis 2011, 2009; Legerski @achwall 2010; Robinson and Spi-

vey, 2007). | illustrate the usefulness of concaliting gender as a structurey reviewing

its application in three distinct research projeets empirical study of intersexuality in

American society, a study of transnational labagnation, and a study of a Christian social
movement that attempts to change homosexual ahdfeglentities to heterosexual ones -
a social movement that calls itself, the «ex-gaypvement.

Our societal reaction to bodies that biologicaligrdpt the sex binary, those born inter-
sexual, is a fascinating moving target. Davis (2)1lhas followed the intersex rights
movement that, in the 1990s, challenged the medmamunity’s surgical treatment of in-
tersexuality that left many feeling further stigmatl, scarred, and for some, a diminished
or destroyed possibility for sexual sensationhie 1990s, the radical slogan of the intersex
rights movement was «hermaphrodites with attitudeflecting an identity based social
movement, and for a time pushed to change the werdtGBT (meaning Lesbian, Gay,
Bisexual and Transgender) to LGBTI (adding Inteus#s) (Davis 2011c). In response to
this social movement, the medical establishmengéd it's protocol so that children born
with gender variant bodies were no long automdtidatated surgically or, as the move-
ment activists called it, mutilated (Costello blogecently, however, the major social
movement organization representing intersexualdapherically closed it's doors in the

summer of 2008 (by pulling down it's website), aethvented itself as a non-profit whose
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goal was to work the medical establishment to hietise with «disorders of sex develop-
ment» or «DSDs», for short (Davis 2011c). The raldidentity-based social movement
was jettisoned by it's major organizational plaf@rthe practical goal of working more ef-
fectively with doctors (Davis 2011c). Davis intewied intersexual activists from a variety
of organizations, their parents, and medical prergcacross America during this historical
moment.

Davis (2011a) shows that to understand the chgngpntext of intersexuality, you need
to analyze individual identities, interactional egmtions, and institutional and organiza-
tional dynamics and so illustrates the usefulnéssgender structure framework. She finds
that medical experts advise parents to socialieg thtersex children into a stereotypically
defined gender identity, influenced by medical pesionals’ essentialist understanding of
sex, gender, and sexuality (Davis 2011b). Manyhef parents interviewed for her study
wanted more than anything else for their interdalddo pass as «normal» which they be-
lieved could be accomplished through very sterao&ypgender performances (Davis
2011a). Many medical professionals and parentstrasitional gendered expectations to
strategically help children fit into their socialigsigned gender identities (Davis 2011 a, b).
Medical professionals and parents commonly assessed sex assignment by the child’s
ability to pull off these stereotypical gender itdges (Davis 2011 a, b), despite the fact
that «<normal» girls are freer than ever to playhiiteir gender (Risman and Seale, 2010).

Infusing gender expectations with new theoriesamfialy construction can have a seis-
mic effect on individuals, sometimes leading thenrd-define their own lives. Feminist
ideas about the possibility of moving beyond aesigypical gender stereotypes, even
beyond a gender binary of male versus female, fonrabllege classrooms or by reading
feminist works by people such as Judith Butler 98r Fausto Sterling (1993), have
proved liberating (Davis 2012). Indeed, the inteusds who rejected the rhetorical shift
from defining intersexual as an identity to thosthva disorder of sex development (DSD),
were those that had been exposed to feminist sometructionist theories, whether inside

the ivory tower or outside of it. Intersexuals widentities less constrained by gender bina-
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ries were more comfortable in their own skins, &s$ supportive of the new diagnostic
nomenclature that describes them as disordered.

The organizational and institutional constraintsated by the medical community are not
to be dismissed lightly, however. While intersesualho reject gender stereotypes and
rebel against the gender structure might be mongfatable with their own bodies, those
who adopt a gender stereotyped presentation qf amif accepted the notion of having a
disorder of sexual development spoke of far moppettive relationships with their doc-
tors and their parents. The institutional rules eggllations of the medical establishment
enforce gendered expectations and welcome thosdoltbar them. Davis has documented
that exposure to feminist ideas, and expectateesns to allow for an individual’'s agency
to reject gender expectations even against doctalvéce. This research show that while
gender structure constrains behavior, it is cottist&volving, and under negotiation. After
all, a social movement of «hermaphrodites withtwd®s» brought attention to the contro-
versy about surgical treatment of intersexualityhia first place. Intersexuals used feminist
social constructionist ideas to reject medical dagys of their bodies and create new ex-
pectations that allowed for wider behavioral repees, challenging gender stereotypes.
They formed a social movement that actually chamgedical protocol, creating a crack in
the surgical enforcement of a gender binary. Antl ypegotiation continues, and the
movement wrestles with the re-medicalization oéliséxuality as a disorder of sexual de-
velopment. The outcome of this negotiation betweleanging gender expectations, indi-
vidual identities, and the medical establishmentai@s unclear. We see a moment of flux
in our gender structure as the complexities betwlenecursive and dynamic changes be-
tween individual, interactional and institutionaléls reverberate.

Banerjee ‘s (2010, 2012) research into the expeeeof Indian families in the United
States similarly shows the power of the gendercsire, especially as it is embedded in
formal visa statuses and immigration law. Her regeéocuses on temporary workers who
emigrate from India to the US on guest worker vigsagrofessions for which there are not
enough American citizens to fill the jobs. Thisdstdocuses on male tech professionals and

female nurses. These workers are allowed to biey kdependent spouses» but those
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partners are not allowed to work, to apply for fin&l assistance to further their education,
and in some states, are not even allowed to dBaaerjee analyzes their experiences using
Foucault’'s concept of governmentality (1984), whtre consequences of regulatory sys-
tems are built into the expectations that affecspeal life, and by extension, identities.
While the definition of a spouse as a dependentegerdirectly from the notion of the
modern industrial family with a male breadwinnerddemale caretaker, it's imposition is
gender-neutral in immigration law, providing a matuexperiment to study the legal sys-
tems impact on female and male led immigrant fasili

The expectations embedded in the guest work viseelevorkers, both male high-tech
professionals and female nurses, believing theyt racsede to their perceptions of em-
ployers expectations for more over-time and less®king conditions then offered to citi-
zen colleagues. The high tech workers, in particidalieve they are expected to give all
their time to employers because those employers paid for their «dependent spouse» to
arrive in the U.S. and they believe employers ekgiee spouse to handle all family and
household responsibilities. This creates an irtgtital pressure on the family, for the wife
to take responsibility for household and reprodigc(for those with children) labor, despite
nearly all of them being highly educated and haviag professional positions in India.
The wives of high-tech workers do not hold tragiibgender identities, do not necessarily
find fulfillment in domesticity, but rather bristi their «vegetable visas» which do not al-
low them to work for pay and stall their professibeareers, sometimes for years. The
husbands on dependent spouse visas are far lesdadet with no feminist ideology avail-
able to them to critique their status. The ingtitodl visa regulations do indeed mold gend-
er expectations, to some degree, as they becommanyricaretakers of their children. But
gender identities trump structural conditions astmo not take over the household labor
of cooking or cleaning. The gender structure, tkpeetations attached to masculinity,
weighs heavily against their willingness to adajgntities of dependent spouses and pro-
vide domestic service to their breadwinning wivganerjee uses Foucault’'s concept of go-
vernmentality (1984) to explain how the power of thsa laws extends to the expectations

couples have for each other, but far less effelgtitcethe adoption of identities as «house-
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wives» for either women or men. This research plesifar more complicated understand-
ing of international migration and its impact omity life because of it's attention to the
level of individual gender identities, family roexpectations, and the gendered presump-
tion embedded in visa law.

Robinson and Spivey's research designed expliviitiiin a gender structure theoretical
framework, examine the strategies used by a Chnisthovement to try to create «ex-
gays». Their textual analysis shows that gendesladgy is one of this antifeminist move-
ments most potent resource, particularly mascylipdlitics (e.g. Messner, 1998), as it is
imposed on individuals, embedded into cultural exggons, and organizational rules. At
the individual level, the ex-gay social movemeatries mothers as responsible for produc-
ing sons with gender deficits that lead to homoaétu At the interactional level, the
movement seeks to re-socialize men by teaching tinem<performative» (Butler, 1990)
aspect of gender, teaching them to «do masculirdsya method to discover heterosexual
desire. The movement claims to heal homosexualbgeameating the expectation that they
become more masculine in their mannerism and &e8yiincluding marrying a woman.
The ex-gay movement also aspires to structuredbialsorder to reinforce male power and
privilege, both in the material and cultural splselby sponsoring pro-family public policy
and proliferating Evangelical right-wing Christiarganizations around the world. The pro-
family politics emphasize the restoration of earltersions of masculinity, men’s rights
and the resistance to feminist social change. Teelogy is based upon the belief that
gender confusion, including women'’s rights, hasttethcreasing homosexuality, seen as a
social problem such as poverty, single parenthaad,family disorder. This social move-
ment, born in the U.S., is engendering a global enment with 4000 facilities in more than
150 different countries worldwide trying to influssnglobal culture. In this research, atten-
tion to the individual, interactional, and institutal levels of analysis shows how one so-
cial movement is attempting to change the gendactsire that now exists by returning it

to one even more patriarchal, and less gay friendly
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5. From Resear ch to Feminist Utopian Vision

If gender as a social structure supports inequaltifferentiating opportunity and con-
straints based on sex category, then the localigatfn is that to eliminate inequality we
must eliminate the gender structure. How does @unbto dismantle gender as a social
structure? Connell (1987) argued that change isamand contradictions arise that can be-
come crisis tendencies that further de-stabilize gender system. Each of the research
projects discussed above illustrate historical mushef crises tendencies in contemporary
gender structures.

The social movement that sprang up to criticize icedreatment of intersexual infants
used, was framed from its inception with feministiques of gender structure, especially
the social construction of boys and girls as ogpssiThe opposition to shoehorning babies
into male or female categories at birth was at eorebellion against contemporary gender
structure, and the re-medicalization movement @aaralyzed as institutional push-back to
support the status quo gender structure. The cqueary conflict and disagreement is a
perfect illustration that it is possible, if notsyato rebel against contemporary gender
structures and change them. Some intersexuals aowy wentities that are not gender-
typical, and continue to change expectations f@ amother, and try to influence the insti-
tutional level medical establishment. The utopiaaldiere is to allow babies born between
the gender binary to establish identities thatréither than are assigned, to encourage doc-
tors and parents to disentangle expected behawtbparsonality traits from gender stereo-
types and thus not to use gendered expectationgessure success for their children and
patients. In addition, their utopian goal is to pa the medical view that those human be-
ings born between gender categories are necesdaégsed, but instead can be accepted
as a normal variation of humanity. Whether the moset activists frame their hopes and
dreams as moving toward a utopian post-gendertyotisuggest they are helping to move

us in that direction.
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Similarly, the social movement to try to turn gagmand lesbians into «ex-gay» is also
explicitly attempting to change the contemporarmdgr system. In their view, a utopian
world is one from the past, where men are heatt®wgeholds, and sexuality is confined to
heterosexual marital relations. They do, howevgrea with a sociological proposition that
it is possible to change the gender structure, elvéimney propose to change it in anti-
feminist directions. | suggest that if a utopiaralgis social justice and equality, then the
gender structure needs to be dismantled rather rdvaovated to an earlier mythical glo-
rious moment, in which white straight males had emmivilege then they do today.

There is no social movement, of note, to changevéiygs in which the gender structure is
embedded into the U.S. immigration laws. Even nbat some of the dependent spouses
are men, the implicit presumption built into guesirker visas is that workers have domes-
tic partners who should not work, and indeed agallg barred from employment. In a uto-
pian post-gender world, government power would b®tused to impose family patterns
based on traditional patriarchal norms on todayoskers, whether they are «guests» in the
United States, or not.

When we broaden out gaze, to other research, veeel@ther changes beginning to hap-
pen, crises tendencies beginning to crack our ogpbeary gender structure. Girls and
women, as subordinates in the gender structuregllanged, even encouraged, to strive for
what used to be solely the province of men. Femingpired changes in female socializa-
tion has no doubt changed young women's lives. Tdreynow encouraged to play sports,
to develop their muscles, to compete with boyscimosl, and they are doing all of these
things enthusiastically (Messner 2002). The pigelfor girls moving into math and
science, while not clear, is not nearly as cloggedt used to be (Dean 2006; Fox 2011).
Young women now outnumber men in colleges, ande@aehing parity in U.S. graduate
education, far surpassing men in doctorates inttoadlly women's fields (England et al.
2007). But similar transformations are not yet leappg for boys. Boys are not encouraged
to develop traditionally feminine skills of empatby nurturance with doll play, nor al-
lowed much freedom to decorate themselves in véhabmsidered a feminine fashion (see

Sociological Image2011). While women are free to move into men's pations (at least
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middle class ones, see England 2010), few men ehmoenter traditionally less well-paid
women's jobs.

Boys and men, however, are not similarly encouraged even allowed, to move into
the province of what was feminine. This imbalankists because the gender structure is a
stratification system, and social movements aré&eilyl to emerge to convince the privi-
leged to move into less-valued roles. Feministinespsocial change has begun to erode
the belief that only boys can be agentic and dffefRidgeway 2011). But the cultural
expectations and powerful socialization that defioely girls as empathic and responsible
for caring work has yet to change. This imbalamcthe changing nature of gender expec-
tations for boys and girls signals a possible ciadke gender structure, as many of them
will work and eventually live together.

Crisis tendencies in gender, however, are moshitielfy not limited to or even primarily
about changing competition and division of labom@EeEn men and women. The increasing
visibility of lesbians and gay men in every asp#atultural representation also destabilizes
gender relations. Heterosexuality is deeply emb@ddehegemonic masculinity and em-
phasized femininity, and heteronormativity (the estation of heterosexuality) is a build-
ing block of the gender structure (Ingraham 20@&k3on 2003, 2006). Gay couples cast
doubt on the culture of taken-for-granted heteroradivity and its gendered definitions of
men and women. Young people are also disruptingie@bout the gender binary itself, as
some are publicly chafing at the confinement to dbeader structure and demanding the
freedom to be queer not just in their sexuality, inutheir gender as well. While there is
very little research on genderqueer youth (butFsesor and Rothblum 2008, and Shotwell
and Sangrey 2009) and the reports about them areanily journalistic (Conlin 2011),
their presence and their demands are being fatnationally. Every day more blogs are

written by people identifying as genderqifeend/or transgendérHigh school students are

2 See e.g. Androgyne, GenderQueerView, GenderQueelR®n, SBearBergman, SexGenderBody.

3 See e.g. GenderQueerView, NixWilliams, QuestioniagiEphobia, RadNichole, Tranifesto, Trans-Fusion
(Costello 2011).
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requesting the right to choose their own pronowtiege students are demanding gender-
free bathrooms and dormitories, and Australia néfers passports with axother»catego-

ry. The issue at hand is the rejection of the expextatthat belong to the status of «-
woman» or «-manx»This is new.

To move to a world beyond gender, we need to panidn to changing the gender
structure at every level, the individual, the iatgronal, and the institutional. There are re-
volutionary actors at the individual level, defyiggnder restrictions in their goal to be ac-
cepted as who they want to be. Swedish elementligots that avoid using gendered pro-
nouns entirely (Hebblethwaite 2011) are taking heostep in the right direction. At the
level of interactional expectations, we must fastept and support individuals who try to
undo gender accepting boys who like nail polistd gmls who choose combat military ca-
reers. We must stop imputing sexual identity froender performances, presuming nurtur-
ing and artsy men are gay, or that tough womenowitimake-up are lesbians. Ridgeway
and Correll (2000) suggest that one way to beaetlvegnitive stereotypes is to conscious-
ly create situations where women are clearly dffectask leader (see also Ridgeway
2006). In workplaces, this means insuring that éeslip teams include women in non-
traditional roles, leading men as well as other wonmMy colleagues and | suggest, in a
similar vein, we ought to expect men to have a in@sponsibility for caretaking. When
men do not carry equal work in the family, we sldoabnsider them immoral actors, and
use the power of interactional expectations to leedate equality of caregiving. More re-
search is needed to understand when and how itirakstrategies, including shame, can
effectively change expectations instead of reinfay¢hem.

Perhaps the most political and therefore diffi@itategies are at the macro/institutional
level - changing structures and cultures of insong. At the organizational level, formal
rules and regulations must be gender neutral, byord that, we must change norms so
that gender-neutral rules are no longer undercudrtijuated gender logics. The division
of human labor into earner versus caregiver isnaarntion of an industrial era now behind

us. To move toward a world where earning a fulletipaycheck is not incompatible with
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caring for other human beings requires us to m@y®ihd dividing human beings into cat-
egories based on genitalia and dropping all theypngtions that go with such categories.

Feminist strategies cannot be fast nor revolutipbacause gender is too close to home, a
source of comfort to many (although it brings pairsome). Every act of resistance to the
gender structure creates another crack; it helpesithe current taken-for-granted reality.
Every genderqueer teenager, every househusbang,gasecouple that marries, every tru-
ly equal mother and father are like drops of wéglping to move mountains of tradition
(Sullivan 2007). Individuals alone are not likety tnake structural changes, but with the
collective support of others, they may succeed Wittaks from gendered social norms.
People can undgender in their private lives as well as do it. yleannot only think the
impossible, but act on it by themselves and by stpm others who rebel against the
gender structure itself.

For permanent change, institutions and their calltmeaning systems have to be trans-
formed by a vision of gender neutrality. To degendstitutions, feminists need to inhabit
them from the bottom up, and move up the ranksheg tan be reformed from the top
down.

Utopian strategies need to be wide-ranging andh@iong-term. The feminist project to
move beyond gender needs to envision a multi-génaed strategy that seeks to create a
better world for the future. My utopian vision fgender equality asks feminists to continue
the social movement towards what may seem likengpossible dream -a world where
people are not forced to live constrained inside gaender, where expectations for interac-
tion are not based on gender identity, and whem&and family are organized to combine
productive paid work with the unpaid work of soaigbroduction. While it is true that most
can hardly imagine a society with such freedomharge feminists academics to help

create such a vision, to help free the imaginaffaventiethCentury feminism fought hard,

and often successfully, for women'’s rights. Thétmenturymovement we envision goes

far beyond that -we imagine a world beyond gender.
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