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 Harvard University Press. | fore distinctively sociological, understanding of ~ distinctions be observed among sex, sex cat-
192 [1792]. A Vindication of the gender as a routine, methodical, and recurring  egory, and gender. Sex is a determination made
London: Penguin. accomplishment. We contend that the “doing” through the application of socially agreed upon
of gender is undertaken by women and men biological criteria for classifying persons as
whose competence as members of society is females or males. The criteria for classification
hostage to its production. Doing gender involves can be genitalia at birth or chromosomal typing
] a complex of socially guided perceptual, inter- before birth, and they do not necessarily agree
actional, and micropolitical activities that cast with one another. Placement in a sex category is
particular pursuits as expressions of masculine  achieved through application of the sex criteria,
and feminine “natures.” but in everyday life, categorization is established
When we view gender as an accomplish- and sustained by the socially required identifi-
! ment, an achieved property of situated conduct, catory displays that proclaim one’s membership
I our attention shifts from matters internal to the in one or the other category. In this sense, one’s
| individual and focuses on interactional and, sex category presumes one’s sex and stands as
ultimately, institutional arenas. In one sense, of proxy for it in many situations, but sex and sex
course, it is individuals who “do” gender. But category can vary independently; that is, it is
it is a situated doing, carried out in the virtual possible to claim membership in a sex category
or real presence of others who are presumed to even when the sex criteria are lacking. Gender,
be oriented to its production. Rather than as a in contrast, is the activity of managing situated
property of individuals, we conceive of gender conduct in light of normative conceptions of
asan emergent feature of social situations: both attitudes and activities appropriate for one’s sex
as an outcome of and a rationale for various category. Gender activities emerge from and
social arrangements and as a means of legiti- bolster claims to membership in a sex category.
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DOING GENDER

through which we provide such expressions
are “perfunctory, conventionalized acts” (1976,
p. 69); which convey to others our regard for
them, indicate our alignment in an encounter,
and tentatively establish the terms of contact for
that social situation. But they are also regarded
as expressive behavior, testimony to our “es-
sential natures.”

Goffman (1976, pp. 69—70) sees displays as
highly conventionalized behaviors structured as
tw})-p&l‘t exchanges of the statement-reply type,
in which the presence or absence of symmetry
can establish deference or dominance. These
rituals are viewed as distinct from but articu-
lated with more consequential activities, such
as performing tasks or engaging in discourse.
Hence, we have what he terms the “scheduling”
of displays at junctures in activities, such as
the beginning or end, to avoid interfering with
the activities themselves, Goffman (1976, p. 69)
formulates gender display as follows:

If gender be defined as the culturally
established correlates of sex (whether in
consequence of biology or learning), then
gender display refers to conventionalized

portrayals of these correlates.

These gendered expressions might reveal
clues to the underlying, fundamental dimen-
sions of the female and male, but they are, in
Goffman’s view, optional performances. Mascu-
line courtesies may or may not be offered and, if
otfered, may or may not be declined (1976, p. 71).
Moreover, human beings “themselves employ
the term ‘expression’, and conduct themselves
to fit their own notions of expressivity” (1976, p.
75). Gender depictions are less a consequence of
our “essential sexual natures” than interaction-
al portrayals of what we would like to convey
about sexual natures, using conventionalized
gestures. Our human nature gives us the ability
to learn to produce and recognize masculine
and feminine gender displays

“a capacity [we]
have by virtue of being persons, not males and
females” (1976, p. 76).

*k

6

(¥

There are fundamental equivocations in
this perspective. By segregating gender display
from the serious business of interaction, Goff-
man obscures the effects of gender on a wide
range of human activities. Gender is not merely
something that happens in the nooks and cran-
nies of interaction, fitted in here and there and
not interfering with the serious business of life.
While it is plausible to contend that gender dis-
plays—construed as conventionalized expres-
sions

are optional, it does not seem plausible
to say that we have the option of being seen by
others as female or male.

It is necessary to move beyond the notion of
gender display to consider what is involved in
doing gender as an ongoing activity embedded
in everyday interaction. Toward this end, we
return to the distinctions among sex, sex cat-
egory, and gender introduced earlier.

SEX, SEX CATEGORY, AND GENDER

Garfinkel’s (1967, pp. 18—40) case study of Ag-
nes, a transsexual raised as a boy who adopted
a female identity at age 17 and underwent a
sex reassignment operation several years later,
demonstrates how gender is created through
interaction and at the same time structures
interaction. Agnes, whom Garfinkel character-
ized as a “practical methodologist,” developed a
number of procedures for passing as a “normal,
natural female” both prior to and after her sur-
gery. She had the practical task of managing the
fact that she possessed male genitalia and that
she lacked the social resources a girl’s biography
would presumably provide in everyday interac-
tion. In short, she needed to display herselfas a
woman, simultaneously learning what it was to
be a woman. Of necessity, this full-time pursuit
took place at a time when most people’s gender
would be well accredited and routinized. Agnes
had to consciously contrive what the vast ma-
jority of women do without thinking. She was
not “faking” what “real” women do naturally.
She was obliged to analyze and figure out how
to act within socially structured circumstances
and conceptions of femininity that women born
with appropriate biological credentials come
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live in a world of two—and only two—sexes.
This arrangement has a moral status, in that we
include ourselves and others in itas “esscntiafly,
originally, in the first place, always have been,
always will be, once and for all, in the final
analysis, either ‘male’ or ‘female’” (Garfinkel
1967, p. 122).

Fhwwy

[-.] Not only do we want to know the sex
category of those around us (toseeitata glance,
perhaps), but we presume that others are display-
ing it for us, in as decisive a fashion as they can.

Gender

[...] Sex categorization and the accomplishment
of gender are not the same. Agnes’s categoriza-
tion could be secure or suspect, but did not
depend on whether or not she lived up to some
ideal conception of femininity. Women can be
seen as unfeminine, but that does not make
them “unfemale.” Agnes faced an ongoing task
of being a woman—something beyond style
of dress (an identificatory display) or allowing
men to light her cigarette (a gender display).
Her problem was to produce configurations of
behavior that would be seen by others as nor-
mative gender behavior.

* ok

Popular culture abounds with books and
magazines that compile idealized depictions
of relations between women and men. Those
focused on the etiquette of dating or prevail-
ing standards of feminine comportment are
meant to be of practical help in these matters,
However, the use ofany such source as a manual
of procedure requires the assumption that doing
gender merely involves making use of discrete,
well-defined bundles of behavior that cap
simply be plugged into interactiona] situations
to produce recognizable enactments of mascu-
linity and femininity. The man “does” being
masculine by, for example, taking the woman’s
arm to guide her across a street, and she “does”

5

being feminine by consenting to be guided and
not initiating such behavior with a man,

Agnes could perhaps have used such sources
as manuals, but, we contend, doing gender js
not so easily regimented |...]. Such sources may
list and describe the sorts of behaviors that
mark or display gender, but they are necessarily
incomplete [...]. And to be successful, marking
or displaying gender must be finely fitted to
situations and modified or transformed as the
occasion demands, Doing gender consists of
managing such occasions so that, whatever the
particulars, the outcome is seen and seeable in
context as gender-appropriate or, as the case may
be, gender-inappropriate, that is, accountable,

GENDER AND ACCOUNTABILITY

As Heritage (1984, PP. 136-37) notes, members
of society regularly engage in “descriptive ac-
countings of states of affairs to one another,”
and such accounts are both serious and conse-
Quential. These descriptions name, characterize,
formulate, explain, eXcuse, excoriate, or merely
take notice of some circumstance or activity
and thus place it within some social framework
(locating it relative to other activities, like and
unlike),

Such descriptions are themselves account-
able, and societal members orient to the fact
that their activities are subject to comment,
Actions are often designed with an eye to their
accountability, that is, how they might look and
how they might be characterized. The notion of
accountability also encompasses those actions
undertaken so that they are specifically unre-
markable and thus not worthy of more than a
passing remark, because they are seen to be in
accord with culturally approved standards.

*h

If sex category is omnirelevant (or even ap-
proaches being so), then a person engaged in
virtually any activity may be held accountable
for performance of that activity as a woman
Or a man, and their incumbency in one or the
other sex category can be used to legitimate or
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\e would argue that it is precisely such labor
that helps to constitute the essential nature
of women as women in interactional contexts
fwiks
" [ndividuals have many social identities that
may be donned or shed, muted or made more
salient, depending on the situation. One may be
a friend, spouse, professional, citizen, and many
other things to many different people—or, to
the same person at different times. But we are
always women or men—unless we shift into
;mot‘hcr sex category. What this means is that
our identificatory displays will provide an ever-
available resource for doing gender under an
infinitely diverse set of circumstances.

* kN

[T]he heart of the matter is that [...] gender
is still something one is accountable for. Thus
a woman physician (notice the special quali-
fier in her case) may be accorded respect for
her skill and even addressed by an appropriate
title. Nonetheless, she is subject to evaluation
in terms of normative conceptions of appropri-
ate attitudes and activities for her sex category
and under pressure to prove that she is an “es-
sentially” feminine being, despite appearances
to the contrary [...]. Her sex category is used
to discredit her participation in important
clinical activities [...], while her involvement in
medicine is used to discredit her commitment
to her responsibilities as a wife and mother [...].
Simultaneously, her exclusion from the physi-
cian colleague community is maintained and
her accountability as a woman is ensured.

In this context, “role conflict” can be
viewed as a dynamic aspect of our current
“arrangement between the sexes” (Goffman
1977), an arrangement that provides for oc-
casions on which persons of a particular sex
category can “see” quite clearly that they are
out of place and that if they were not there,
their current troubles would not exist. What is
at stake is, from the standpoint of interaction,
the management of our “essential” natures,
and from the standpoint of the individual, the
continuing accomplishment of gender. If, as
we have argued, sex category is omnirelevant,

then any occasion, conflicted or not, offers the
resources for doing gender.

EE RS S

What are the consequences of this theoretical
formulation? If, for example, individuals strive
to achieve gender in encounters with others,
how does a culture instill the need to achieve
it? What is the relationship between the pro-
duction of gender at the level of interaction and
such institutional arrangements as the division
of labor in society? And, perhaps most impor-
tant, how does doing gender contribute to the
subordination of women by men?

RESEARCH AGENDAS

To bring the social production of gender under
empirical scrutiny, we might begin at the be-
ginning, with a reconsideration of the process
through which societal members acquire the
requisite categorical apparatus and other skills
to become gendered human beings.

Recruitment to Gender ldentities

The conventional approach to the process of
becoming girls and boys has been sex-role so-
cialization. In recent years, recurring problems
arising from this approach have been linked to
inadequacies inherent in role theory per se—its
emphasis on “consensus, stability and continu-
ity” (Stacey and Thorne 1985, p. 307), its ahis-
torical and depoliticizing focus (Thorne 1980, p.
9; Stacey and Thorne 1985, p. 307), and the fact
that its “social” dimension relies on “a general
assumption that people choose to maintain ex-
isting customs” (Connell 1985, p. 263).

In contrast, Cahill (1982, 1986a, 1986b)
analyzes the experiences of preschool children
using a social model of recruitment into nor-
mally gendered identities. Cahill argues that
categorization practices are fundamental to
learning and displaying feminine and mascu-
line behavior. Initially, he observes, children
are primarily concerned with distinguishing
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Hardly a question simply of who has more
time, or whose time is worth more, who
has more skill or more power, it is clear
that a complicated relationship between
the structure of work imperatives and
the structure of normative expectations
attached to work as gendered determines
the ultimate allocation of members’ time

to work and home. (Berk 1985, pp. 195-96)

She notes, for example, that the most impor-
tant factor influencing wives’ contribution of
labor is the total amount of work demanded or
expected by the household; such demands had
no bearing on husbands’ contributions. Wives
reported various rationales (their own and their
husbands’) that justified their level of contribu-
tion and, as a general matter, underscored the
presumption that wives are essentially respon-
sible for household production.

Berk (1985, p- 201) contends that it is difficult
to see how people “could rationally establish the
arrangements that they do solely for the produc-
tion of household goods and services”—much
less, how people could consider them “fair.” She
argues that our current arrangements for the
domestic division of labor support two produc-
tion processes: household goods and services
(meals, clean children, and so on) and, at the
same time, gender. As she puts it:

4 v

Simultaneously, members “do” gender,
as they “do” housework and child care,
and what [has| been called the division
of labor provides for the joint production
of household labor and gender; it is the
mechanism by which both the material
and symbolic products of the household

are realized. (1985, p. 201)

It is not simply that household labor is desig-
nated as “women’s work,” but that for a woman
to engage in it and a man not to engage in it is
to draw on and exhibit the “essential nature” of
each, What is produced and reproduced is not
merely the activity and artifact of domestic life,
but the material embodiment of wifely and hus-
bandly roles, and derivatively, of womanly and
manly conduct [...]. What are also frequently

produced and reproduced are the dominant
and subordinate statuses of the sex categories.

How does gender get done in work settings
outside the home, where dominance and subor-
dination are themes of overarching importance?
Hochschild’s (1983) analysis of the work of flight
attendants offers some promising insights. She
found that the occupation of flight attendant
consisted of something altogether different for
women than for men:

As the company’s main shock absorbers
against “mishandled” passengers, their
own feelings are more frequently subjected
to rough treatment. In addition, a day’s
exposure to people who resist authority ina
woman is a different experience than it is for
a man.... In this respect, it is a disadvantage
to be a woman. And in this case, they are
not simply women in the biological sense.
They are also a highly visible distillation of
middle-class American notions of feminin-
ity. They symbolize Woman. Insofar as the
category “female” is mentally associated
with having less status and authority, female
flight attendants are more readily classified
as “really” females than other females are.

(Hochschild 1983, p. 175)

In performing what Hochschild terms the
“emotional labor” necessary to maintain airline
profits, women flight attendants simultaneously
produce enactments of their “essential” femi-
ninity.

Sex and Sexuality

What is the relationship between doing gender
and a culture’s prescription of “obligatory het-
erosexuality” [...]? As Frye (1983, p. 22) observes,
the monitoring of sexual feelings in relation to
other appropriately sexed persons requires the
ready recognition of such persons “before one
can allow one’s heart to beat or one’s blood to
flow in erotic enjoyment of that person.” The
appearance of heterosexuality is produced
through emphatic and unambiguous indicators
of one’s sex, lavered on in ever more conclusive

69




;.i:i‘,‘l,

Is prese

as femi

petus to qLest

the social st

lore alternati

L

s, such as that propos.

GENDER, POWER, AND
SOCIAL CHANGE tl

| Rights Amer

ment, can ¢

of conduct to sex

rthe

lity of

Letus return to

gender? E; We Propos P
SCX dAtegory 15 used as a fund (8]
tor differentiation, 1as equals, there
able, It is o s atall [
Jlationship
nal and interactional level
turnishes the interactional seq
f of soctal structure [ In apy 1
the mstitutional forces t] it
T women and moer
actional val

teonters upon them tl

d “richtness.”




ECTIVE

ce [...], the resultant
Hy reflects Natural difference »
€ S,

inforcer and Jegit;
einforcer and legitimator of hiey
jements, [ ] ‘

social order,

ler appropriately, we simultane.
*produce, and render legitimate
J.‘arra_ngcmems that are basc‘d
.[I.We fail to do gender appropri:
viduals—not the in ‘

stitutiong]
may be called to account (for
3 e ' 11 I
tives, and predispositions).
nents such )

| as feminjsm can
‘ogy

and impetus to question
nents, and the socja] support
explore alternatiyes to them
%5, such as that Proposed b\;
\mendment, can a5, weaken
gory,
vide-

" of conduct to Sex cate
thhe Possibility of more 4
of accountability jn general
posed changes cap dt;is pru:
r asking why, if we wr'sf.a to
€N as equals, there needs to
'satall [L]. |
y/gender rc!ationship links
1d interactiona] level .. j.

shes the interactiona] sca'r“-

Icture [...]. In 3

: Ppreciating
ces that maint :

ain distinc.
: » We must not
I:_crmnal validation of those
€rs upon them thejy sense
‘rightness.”

N and men

1, must be pursyed both
nd cultural Jeye) of sex
€ractional Jeve] o[’gcnder:,
8 gender not as 3 §j

_ mple
Is but as ap int

! egral dy-
1.1\1pI1cs A new perspective
it gender relations:

1ation of women, and
s which help sustain
al :)bjccr-chr.)icc. and
'ssion of'fu'}moﬁc:\'ual

ision of lahor. the

DOING GENDER

formation of character and motive, so
far as they are organized as femininity
and masculinity; the role of the body in
social relations, especially the politics of
childbirth; and the nature of strategies of
sexual liberation movements. (Connell

1985, P 261)

Gender is a powerful ideological device,
which produces, reproduces, and legitimates
the choices and limits that are predicated on
sex category. An understanding of how gender
is produced in social situations will afford
clarification of the interactional scaffolding of
social structure and the social control processes
that sustain it.
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WGST 100: Introduction to Women’s & Gender Studies
Critical Review and Reflection due March 5, 2014, worth 20% of your grade

Assignment

Students are required to write a 4-to-5-page essay on “Doing Gender™ by Candace West
and Don H. Zimmerman. | will distribute this article in class.

Purpose

The purpose of this paper is twofold: to accurately summarize the main arguments of the
chapter and to present relevant examples from your own life experience that support the
theory of gender performance. In other words, you are invoking the personal to respond
to the theoretical. The purpose of this assignment is to help you make connections
between your own life experience and an academic article. The assignment is also meant
to get you thinking about the ways in which you, as a gendered being, socially construct
gender through your interactions with others. Here is what I would like you to do:

» Pretend that | have never read the article. As such, you will need to explain the
authors’ thesis and briefly discuss the authors’ main arguments as well as the
significance of their arguments.

» Throughout the paper, reflect on how you do gender in order to help explain the
authors” concept of “doing gender.”

# In the final paragraph of the paper, succinctly present your analysis of the article.

For this paper, you will need to use first person when reflecting on how you do gender.
However, this is not an opinion paper. You are to summarize the authors’ arguments,
present how you do gender and only in the final paragraph of the paper may you present
your analysis/opinion.

For this paper, you will need to develop an understanding of the ways in which you “do™
gender. Consider brainstorming the following questions:

» How are your everyday interactions with others gendered?

» How do you perform gender? i.e. what do you do to ensure you're placed in a
male or female sex category? Or, how do you challenge your assigned gender?

» How are you held accountable to others for your gender performance? i.e. Are

you rewarded for the ways in which you do gender? Are you ostracized or

marginalized for the ways in which you do gender?

How are your performances of gender influenced by your race, class and

sexuality?

» Ifapplicable, how does your gender performance intersect with your religious
beliefs?

» How does your gender performance strengthen the gender binary or challenge
gender norms?

Y



Please only draw on the experiences you feel comfortable sharing.

How to write a Critical Review

INTRODUCTION

In the opening paragraph of your paper, summarize in your own words the thesis and
central arguments of the chapter. Then, explain to the reader that you will draw on your
own experiences to show how you do gender.

Be sure to identify the reading by its title and authors. For example:

In their groundbreaking article, “Doing Gender,” Candace West and Don Zimmerman
argue that...

BODY OF PAPER

Throughout the paper, elaborate on West and Zimmerman’s main arguments and be sure
to discuss the significance of doing gender, according to West and Zimmerman.
Show me that you understand the article. It is also in the body of the paper where you
will draw connections between the chapter and your own experience.

[n your paper, you must insert at least 6, and no more than 10, relevant, direct quotes
from the chapter. For example:

West and Zimmerman argue that “virtually any activity can be assessed as to its
womanly or manly nature” (66). Furthermore, they argue that we hold one another
accountable for performing gender in accordance with our biological makeup. Gender,
therefore, is created and maintained through our daily interactions with others.
According to West and Zimmerman, as long as we continue to place women and men into
rigid sex categories, “doing gender is unavaoidable” (66). In my own life... [describe
how you ‘do’ gender].

CONCLUSION

In the final paragraphs of the paper, reflect on whether or not you agree with West and
Zimmerman’s thesis and/or central arguments. What are the strengths and weaknesses of
the article? Is it possible to avoid doing gender? Is doing gender problematic? Why or
why not? Your opinion should be confined to the last paragraph of the paper.

Suggestions

Read the chapter once and highlight the most important points. Read the chapter a second
time and think of the ways in which you do gender. Reflect on how the arguments
presented in the chapter apply to your own life. Make a list of the ways in which you do
gender. Be specific and detailed.



Format

The paper should be no longer than 5 pages (not including the Works Cited page). All
papers must be typed, double-spaced with 1-inch margins on white paper and stapled.
Please use Times New Roman, 12-point font. All pages should be numbered.

Citations

Please use MLA format for citations. References to the authors” ideas and direct quotes
from the article should be appropriately cited in the essay. The article should be
appropriately listed in an attached Works Cited page. You are not required to use outside
sources, but if you do, they should also be appropriately cited. If you quote from a
lecture, or refer to something I said in a lecture, please include a citation for it.

Evaluation

Strong papers will discuss the significance of doing gender and be detailed. Give specific
and concrete examples, as opposed to being vague and broad, of how you do gender in
your daily life.

You will be evaluated based on the following:

» Technical writing skills, including spelling, grammar and sentence structure
o Please proof read your paper and ensure that it is free of grammatical and
structural errors.
» Competent engagement with the material
o Have you engaged the ideas of the chapter?
o Did you demonstrate that you understand the chapter?
o Were you able to summarize the chapter’s thesis and central arguments in
your own words?
o Did you discuss the significance of doing gender?
o Did you select appropriate/strong quotes to support your paper?
» Detailed and appropriate reflection
o Do you cite specific examples of how you do gender?
o Are your examples relevant?
o Did you address any questions from the list above regarding gender
performance? '
o Do you demonstrate thoughtful self-reflection?
o Do you reflect on the significance of your own gender performance?
» Logic coherence
o Does your paper make sense?
o Does it flow in a logical manner?
» Analysis
o Are you able to support your analysis in the concluding paragraphs?
» Format



o Did you follow the guidelines regarding format, i.e. page numbers, Works
Cited page, etc. Are your citations done correctly?

The paper is to be handed in at the beginning of class on the day it is due. I will not
accept electronic papers. If your paper is late, you will lose 2 marks (not percentage
points, but marks) per day. [ will not accept a paper that is 5 days late.

Plagiarism

Plagiarism is taken very seriously at the University of Regina. Your paper must be
written by you and in your own words. It is not enough to change a couple of words in a
sentence when paraphrasing someone else’s work. When paraphrasing, rewrite the
sentence in your own words and include a citation. Even if you are not quoting directly,
but paraphrasing someone else’s ideas, you must include a citation. If you have any
questions, please ask me. I will provide you with information on how to properly cite
sources.

Writing Services

Writing Services in the Riddell Centre Room 230 provides free 30-minute consultation
for students. You may arrange appointments by calling 585-4076. or you may submit
your work directly to write_on(@uregina.ca



